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Abstract: Risk management involves thinking about what could happen if someone is exposed to a
hazard and the likelihood of this event. The vast majority of standards relating to risk management
were written in the context of Occupational Health and Safety, as well as Work Health and Safety with
the aim of eliminating all risks. In 2023 Standards, Australia published AS ISO 4980:2023: ‘Benefit-risk
assessment for sport and recreational facilities, activities and equipment’. This standard provides
a tool for applying risk management in the context of sport and recreation. AS ISO 4980:2023 is a
departure from the traditional view of risk management standards in that it presents a view of risk
that is not limited to viewing risk only as negative, but rather balances positive benefits with negative
risks within the sport and recreation industry. This standard is also different in that it is based
specifically on risk to sport and recreational users and not to employees and employers. The benefit
that risk provides in the context of sports and recreational activities is placed on an equal footing with
the traditional method of assessing risk. There is an expectation in sports and recreational activities
that the user is making an implicit trade-off between the benefits and the inherent risks of the activity,
including the potential for harm. This implied expectation is that exposure to risk can be positive.
Positive risk and learning from making mistakes are not restricted to childhood development where
graduated challenges are used but extend throughout our entire life. The goal of this paper is to draw
public attention to the new and different perspective of risk on which AS ISO 4980:2023 is based and
to provide an understanding of the concept of benefit–risk assessment. The implications of viewing
non-workplace risk in a balanced way are discussed.

Keywords: sport risk; recreational risk; risk management; risk assessment; dynamic risk assessment;
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1. Introduction

Risk management is as old as humankind. Humans were performing risk management
on the Serengeti Plains to survive. The Egyptians were practising risk management when
they observed and used the rhythm of the seasons to optimise their crop yields. The Romans
were using it to transfer and mitigate risks associated with warfare, trade and commerce.

These early civilisations did not formalise risk management, but they did use tech-
niques that we still use today. Risk management was used in shipping insurance in the
13th and 14th centuries in response to the need to pool and distribute negative risk events.

In more recent times, risk management has been used to protect the worker from death
or injury. Most countries have authorities tasked with the duty to eliminate workplace
injuries. The risk management tools which are used have been primarily developed with
this purpose in mind.

Risk management tools and techniques have adapted to the needs and requirements
of society over time. The publication of AS ISO 4980:2023, ‘Benefit-risk assessment for sport
and recreational facilities, activities and equipment’ [1], formalised a tool that now allows
the risk assessor to also take into consideration the benefits of risk in the context of sport
and recreation.
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In most countries around the world, sports and recreational activities are pursued.
The people who participate in these sports and recreational activities benefit from their
involvement in a wide variety of ways. These include interaction with the natural envi-
ronment, fitness and exercise, resilience, psychological health and welfare and many more
positive ways. These activities involve people being exposed to risks. These risks can be
negative, but they can also be positive.

AS ISO 4980:2023 is important and significant because it challenges the long-accepted
view that risk can only be negative. The goal of this paper is to draw public attention
to the new and different perspective of risk on which the above standard is based and
to provide an understanding of the concept of benefit–risk assessment (BRA). This is an
important step in the evolution of how risk is viewed. It is in stark contrast to the traditional
workplace-orientated way of looking at risk as purely a negative phenomenon that needs
to be eliminated.

2. Methodology

This manuscript reviews the historical development of AS ISO 4980:2023, ‘Benefit-risk
assessment for sport and recreational facilities, activities and equipment’. The journey
toward the publication of this standard took almost three decades, having commenced
in 1995 with the publication of AS/NZS 4360:1995, ‘Risk management—Guidelines’ [2].
The differences between a traditional risk assessment and a BRA are discussed. After this,
seven examples of the application of BRA are presented.

3. Historical Development of AS ISO 4980:2023

The following is a high-level chronological list of some of the standards on risk
management that led to the publication of AS ISO 4980:2023 ‘Benefit-risk assessment for
sport and recreational facilities, activities and equipment’ [1]:

1. AS/NZS 4360:1995 Risk management—Guidelines [2].
2. AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk management—Guidelines [3].
3. HB 142:1999 A basic introduction to managing risk [4].
4. AS/NZS 4360:2004 Risk management—Guidelines [5].
5. HB 436:2004 Risk Management Guidelines—Companion to AS/NZS 4360:2004 [6].
6. ISO/IEC Guide 73:2009 Risk management—Vocabulary [7].
7. AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk management—Principles and guidelines [8].
8. ISO/IEC Guide 51:2014 Safety aspects—Guidelines for their inclusion in standards [9].
9. ISO 21104:2014 Adventure tourism—Safety management systems—Requirements [10].
10. AS 4685.0:2017 Playground equipment and surfacing Part 0: Development, installation,

inspection, maintenance and operation [11].
11. AS ISO 31000:2018 Risk management—Principles and guidelines [12].
12. AS/NZS IEC 31010:2020 Risk management—Risk assessment techniques [13].

These standards will now be reviewed.

3.1. AS/NZS 4360:1995 Risk Management—Guidelines

At least as early as 1995, standards have recognised the need to conduct a cost–benefit
analysis (CBA). AS/NZS 4360:1995 [2], the joint national risk management standard of
Australia and New Zealand, stated that the risk management process ‘should be under-
taken with full consideration of the need to balance costs, benefits and opportunities’.
AS/NZS 4360:1995 includes a requirement for a CBA during the evaluation treatment
option phase of the plan. It also requires the risk assessor to ‘consider feasibility, costs and
benefits and levels of risk’.

AS/NZS 4360:1995 introduced the concept of the risk context and that this needed to
be established first. It set this criterion against which the risks can be identified, analysed,
assessed and treated. AS/NZS 4360:1995 also introduced and provided templates for the
‘Risk Register’ and ‘Risk Treatment Schedule and Plan’. These risk management tools
continue to be used for sports and recreational activities, facilities, and equipment.
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It is worth noting that the Project Management Institute Standards Committee pub-
lished the second edition of the Project Management Body of Knowledge in 1996 [14], which
included a statement in the context of project management to ‘maximising the results of
positive events and minimising the consequences of adverse events’. This risk management
principle still continues within the context of project management.

3.2. AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk Management—Guidelines / HB 142:1999 A Basic Introduction to
Managing Risk

AS/NZS 4360:1999 was a revision of AS/NZS 4360:1995. In 1999, Standards Australia
also published a companion handbook HB 142:1999 [4] for AS/NZS 4360:1999. This hand-
book acknowledged that perception of risk can vary due to differences in assumptions,
conceptions, and needs, issues, and/or concerns as they relate to the risk. It also advised
that judgements on the acceptability of risk are based on these perceptions and that it
is important during the decision-making process that both the perceptions of risk and
the perceptions of benefits be identified and documented and the underlying reasons for
them understood. AS/NZS ISO 4980:2023 [1] acknowledged this with the inclusion of an
assessment team. It further stated that risk borne by other stakeholders that benefit from
the risk should be considered. Within the reasons why a risk may be accepted, it included
that the opportunities presented outweigh the threats to such a degree that the risk is
justified. HB 142:1999 [4] also included the concept of ‘as low as reasonably practicable’
(ALARP), which is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. As low as reasonably practicable (ALARP) concept.

3.3. AS/NZS 4360:2004 Risk Management—Guidelines

AS/NZS 4360:2004 [5] was the third edition of the AS/NZS 4360 risk management
standard, and Standards Australia also concurrently published an updated and more com-
prehensive companion handbook HB 436:2004 [6]. These documents referenced ISO/IEC
Guide 51:1999 and ISO/IEC Guide 73:2002.

Figure 2 depicts the risk management process overview as defined in AS/NZS
4360:2004 [5]. The risk assessment is shown within the yellow rectangle as follows: identify
risks, analyse risks, and evaluate risks.

AS/NZS 4360:2004 defined the risk management process overview that continues to
be used: communicate and consult, establish context, identify risks, analyse risks, evaluate
risks, treat risks, and monitor and review. AS/NZS 4360:2004 also introduced the concept
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that an event could have consequences that range from positive to negative and that this
event could be certain or uncertain.

Figure 2. Risk management process overview as defined in AS/NZS 4360:2004.

3.4. ISO/IEC Guide 73:2009 Risk Management—Vocabulary

ISO/IEC Guide 73:2009 Risk management—Vocabulary [7] is the second edition of
Guide 73. The ISO/TC 83/WG 6 working group referred to this document, but it added
little specific guidance in the context of the sport and recreation.

3.5. ISO 31000:2009 Risk Management—Principles and Guidelines

The first edition of ISO 31000:2009 [8] was an identical adoption of the Australian and
New Zealand Standard AS/NZS 4360:2004 [5].

3.6. ISO/IEC Guide 51:2014 Safety Aspects—Guidelines for Their Inclusion in Standards

ISO/IEC Guide 51:2014 Safety aspects—Guidelines for their inclusion in standards [9]
is the third edition of Guide 51. The ISO/TC 83/WG 6 working group referred to this
document, but it added little specific guidance in the context of the sport and recreation.

3.7. ISO 21104:2014 Adventure Tourism—Safety Management Systems—Requirements

ISO 21104:2014, ‘Adventure tourism—Safety management systems—Requirements’ [10],
states that adventure tourism activities involve a degree of instruction or leadership and a
deliberately accepted element of risk. It also notes that risk represents a deviation from the
expected and that this can be positive or negative. It advises that when establishing safety
objectives, top management should consider potential benefits as well as hazards and risks.
It is also an early example of a standard which recognised and incorporated principles of
BRA that were subsequently contained within AS ISO 4980:2023 [1].
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3.8. AS 4685.0:2017 Playground Equipment and Surfacing Part 0: Development, Installation,
Inspection, Maintenance and Operation

With the publication of AS 4685.0:2017, Australia pro-actively incorporated provisions
for BRA within their playground equipment and surfacing standard [11]. This standard
made it a mandatory requirement for playground operators (and their risk assessors) when
assessing the risk associated with any particular playground to also take into account the
context of the playground, its purpose and likely users, and the need for benefit assessment
procedures instead of standard risk removal [11]. This was a significant step on the journey
that led to the publication of AS ISO 4980:2023.

3.9. ISO 31000:2018 Risk Management—Principles and Guidelines

ISO 31000:2018, ‘Risk management—Principles and guidelines’ [12], contains two
references to benefits:

1. When selecting the appropriate risk treatment option, one needs to consider balancing
the potential benefit derived in relation to the achievement of the objectives against
costs, effort, or disadvantages of implementation.

2. When preparing and implementing a risk treatment plan, one should include the
rationale for the selection of the treatment options, including the expected benefits to
be gained.

It is important to note that ISO 31000:2018 and AS ISO 4980:2023 do not conflict with
each other. ISO 31000:2018 is a generic risk management standard, while AS ISO 4980:2023
is a specific standard written in the context of sports and recreational facilities, activities,
products, and equipment.

3.10. IEC 31010:2020 Risk Management—Risk Assessment Techniques

IEC 31010:2020, ‘Risk management—Risk assessment techniques’ [13], provides an
introduction to a selection to risk management techniques and compares their possible
applications, benefits, and limitations. It emphasises throughout that risks can have positive
or negative consequences, or both.

IEC 31010:2020 contains guidance on risk management techniques such as the CBA,
which specifically deals with the benefits of risk. It also includes guidance on the Delphi
technique, where experts express their opinions individually, independently, and anony-
mously while having access to the other experts’ views as the process progresses. The
Ishikawa analysis (fishbone) method can also be used as the effect can be either positive
or negative.

4. Benefit–Risk Assessment
4.1. Traditional Risk Assessment and Benefit–Risk Assessment

There is a vast difference between assessing risk in the workplace and assessing risk
in an environment where risk is encouraged (to varying degrees), and this risk is a prime
motivating driver for participation in the particular activity. The context between these
two areas of risk assessment is different, and this differing context requires a standard that
provides relevant guidance without conflicting with traditional workplace risk management
standards that aim to eliminate hazards and minimise risk. AS ISO 4980:2023 [1] was written
to address the specific and separate concept of benefit within the sport and recreation
industry context. It should be noted that, for operators and people employed within the
sport and recreation industry, this is their workplace and they need to comply with the
traditional workplace risk assessment legislation just as other workplaces need to comply
with these long-established legal requirements. Figure 3 is a flowchart of the BRA process.

Many articles have been published about the benefit to children who are exposed to
managed risk [15–35]. There have been even more articles published about the adverse
effects of risk in the context of sport and recreation [36–72]. Far fewer articles have been
published on the benefits of risk outside the area of childhood development [73–82].
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AS ISO 4980:2023 [1] advises that the BRA is a total package consisting of three dis-
tinct processes:

1. Establishing the context.
2. Identification of the user.
3. Evaluation of the benefit and risk.

Figure 3 is the BRA process flowchart as contained within AS ISO 4980:2023 [1].

Figure 3. Benefit–risk assessment process flowchart.

4.2. Establishing the Context

When conducting any risk assessment, the first step is to establish the context. There
is no difference when conducting a BRA; the context must first be established. Developing
the context involves communication between stakeholders. The context is related to the
requirement to assess a product, facility/location, or activity before it is opened or if it is an
established venue or activity while it is operating.

4.3. Identification of the User

Following the establishment of the context, the next step is to determine the expected
users of the activity, product, service or equipment. The identification and evaluation
of the benefits from the activity begins with the identification of the expected benefits.
The context, such as a different location, can increase or decrease the benefit. At this
point, a benefit analysis can be performed, including the identification of any precedents
and/or comparisons.

The performance of a risk assessment should take into consideration the user and any
reasonably foreseeable misuse. The process continues with hazard identification and the
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development of an understanding of the potential severity of injury or a specified harm.
At this point, an estimation of the risk can be performed, resulting in the overall evaluation
of the risk. Any risk limitations set by the context need to be considered during this process.

4.4. Evaluation of the Benefit and Risk

The decision related to the benefits outweighing the risks either results in the activity
moving forward or being re-evaluated for further risk reduction.

4.5. Monitoring and Periodic Re-Evaluation

Periodic monitoring and re-evaluation of the benefits and risks is conducted at appro-
priate intervals as risk management is an ongoing process.

5. Discussion
5.1. Approaches to Benefit–Risk Assessment

The particular BRA approach which is chosen is dependent on the purpose of the BRA.
For product and facility designers, the generic BRA method can be used for product risk
assessment, while for site operators, some form of site-specific BRA is preferred, and for
activity leaders, the dynamic BRA is preferred.

5.2. RBA Context

The context within the framework of sports and recreational activities also needs to
take into account whether the activity is voluntary or mandatory. Seven different examples
that apply the principles within AS ISO 4980:2023 will now be discussed. Figure 4 provides
a comparison of these examples.

Figure 4. Comparison table of BRA seven examples discussed.

5.2.1. Children at Play

The context of benefit–risk and children playing is well documented in the literature.
It is generally recognised that children require appropriate exposure to risk as a key
component of their healthy development [15–35]. The literature that opposes children
being exposed to risk does not take into account the benefits, or if it does, it underestimates
the overall ‘whole-of-life’ benefit to society of exposing children to managed risk. In general,
these publications were authored by people working in medical research who have received
research funding based on injury prevention. They do not take into account the benefits of
risk. For example, they assess a child injured while playing in a playground in the same
way as a child injured in a motor vehicle accident (MVA) even though the context of each is
vastly different.

There is no benefit to society from someone being injured in an MVA, whereas a similar
injury incurred while playing may lead, on average, to a positive benefit to the child and/or
society. The aim of EN 1176-1:2017, ‘Playground equipment and surfacing Part 1: General
safety requirements and test methods’ is ‘first and foremost to prevent accidents with a
disabling or fatal consequence, and second to lessen serious consequences caused by the
occasional mishap that inevitably will occur in children’s pursuit of expanding their level
of competence, be it socially, intellectually or physically’ [83].
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5.2.2. Recreational Walking in the Bushland

Bushwalking is a recreational activity that can expose the participant to a variety of
risks. The risks are numerous and varied. The risk of being bitten by a snake, the risk
of falling and spraining an ankle, the risk of falling off an unguarded cliff, the risk of
dehydration, the risk of hypothermia, the risk of inclement weather, the risk of getting
lost, etc.

It is a long-established practice that bushwalkers have a personal duty of care, and they
need to plan for the known risks by taking adequate precautions. It is also the responsibility
of the National Parks Authorities to maintain the tracks as far as is reasonably practicable
to reduce the likeihood of risks they can control.

With the effects of global warming becoming more pronounced, the likelihood of
unpredictable events occurring will increase and, with this, the need to conduct a compre-
hensive BRA before more adventurous bush walking activities.

5.2.3. Riding a Flying Fox

A flying fox (zipline or cableway) can be installed in a children’s playground and ought
to be installed in accordance with EN 1176-4:2017 ‘Playground equipment and surfacing
Part 4: Additional specific safety requirements and test methods for cableways’ [84] or
equivalent standards.

A flying fox can also be installed in an adventure park and ought to be installed
and operated in accordance with EN 15567:2015 ‘Sport and recreational facilities - Ropes
courses’ [85,86] or equivalent standards.

The contexts of the children’s playground and adventure park flying fox installations
are quite different, and so are the technical requirements and the way risk is managed.

What both installations have in common is a residual risk. This residual risk provides
benefits to the flying fox user. The flying fox is a forced movement device and exposes the
user to a perceived momentary ‘loss of control’ as they experience the onset of G-force and
exposure to motion and height.

The residual risk for each is handled differently.
For the playground, the maximum speed of the flying fox is limited to

7 m/s [83] whereas in the adventure park, there is no requirement to limit the maximum
speed of the flying fox [85].

For the playground, the maximum free height of fall onto an impact attenuating
surface is limited to 3 m [83], whereas in the adventure park, there is no restriction on the
free height of fall [85]. For the playground, the users are responsible for remaining attached
to the traveller either by hanging from a hand support or remaining seated on a pommel
seat. For the adventure park, the risk of falling is controlled by the wearing of a full-body
harness. The flying fox in the playground is unsupervised, whereas the flying fox within
the adventure park is generally supervised.

5.2.4. Trampoline Park Facility Jumping

Trampolining provides the participant with many benefits [78,87]. It also exposes
the participant to risks [72]. The benefits include balance and coordination; heart health
and cardiovascular system health; joint health; assists the lymphatic system to remove
toxins; improvement of spacial awareness; strengthening and exercising bones, muscles,
and tendons; experiencing G-forces that are greater than on a roller coaster; zero gravity;
and simply having fun.

Trampolining also exposes the user to risks. These risks include spinal injuries, broken
bones, torn tendons, and collisions with other users. The benefits of trampolining far
outweigh the risks when trampolines are used and operated responsibly.

5.2.5. Riding an Amusement Ride

Changing acceleration and forces are part of the excitement of a roller coaster ride.
Riding on an amusement ride such as a Cha Cha, a giant drop, or a roller coaster is a passive
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activity. The user does not actively interact with the ride as a child does in a playground or
a participant does while using a flying fox or trampolining.

The amusement ride user is constrained for the duration of the ride in a chair or
similar device, and the locking is checked by a third party. After the completion of the ride
the unlocking of the constraint, the constraint is removed and the user departs from the
containment area encapsulating the ride perimeter.

The amusement ride is analogous to a workplace, an environment where the expec-
tation is that the hazards have all been eliminated and the risks removed or reduced to a
level that is reasonably practicable. The user will be exposed to physical and psychological
thrills while never being exposed to any risk of injuries.

5.2.6. Playing Football

Football (soccer) is a team sport that requires a high level of skills and training. This
sport and recreational activity could be the same as football but the context will determine
if this activity is a workplace or not. The safety interventions are similar but not identical.
Playing football on a Saturday morning for a local football club is a voluntary recreational
activity. Playing professional football under contract for a club such as Liverpool or Chelsea
is a workplace activity.

The duty of care responsibility of the employer, such as the Liverpool or Chelsea
Football Clubs, ought to be higher than that of the local Saturday morning amateur football
club. What is important is that the context is different, and even though there are both
benefits and risks of injury to both types of players, these need to be assessed within the
bounds of their respective contexts.

5.2.7. Parkour

Parkour is a relatively new sport and recreational activity that has introduced a range
of challenges, which the BRA method is uniquely placed to address. AS EN 16899: 2020 [88]
specifies the safety requirements and test methods for parkour equipment.

Parkour is also known as ‘freerunning’ and ‘Art du Deplacement’. It is a skill-based
activity, and like other skill-based activities, there is a higher probability of an injury
occurring when the participant is learning, developing and honing their skills. Parkour is a
non-competitive sport and recreational activity where the participant moves freely over
and through any terrain using only the abilities of their body. It includes running, jumping,
climbing and quadrupedal movement. Parkour focuses on developing attributes such as
strength, fitness, balance, spatial awareness, agility, coordination, precision, control and
creative vision.

If parkour were assessed using the traditional hazard-based risk assessment, it would
not be allowed. However, when parkour is assessed using the BRA method the benefits
outweigh the risks and the activity is allowed.

5.2.8. Limitations and Future Directions

The BRA method is only applicable to areas where there is a clear advantage to
allowing a less-than-zero tolerance to risk such as sport and recreation. It was never meant
to be applied, nor should it be applied, to risk assessment within the workplace.

Ideally, looking forward BRA should be incorporated into the risk assessment tech-
niques contained within IEC 31010:2020 [13] so that this standard provides the risk assessor
with an additional and appropriate tool to use when conducting a risk assessment within
the area of sport and recreation.

6. Conclusions

AS ISO 4980:2023 provides a useful and much-needed risk management tool to clearly
differentiate between workplace risk and sport and recreational risk. Risk assessment
within the sport and recreational environment is different from such assessment in the
workplace. This standard was written to address the specific and separate concept of
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benefit within the sport and recreation industry context. Also, every BRA is different and
the context plays an important role in the generic, site-specific, and dynamic assessments.
There will be sport and recreational environments where the risks are too high to justify
the activity even after interventions have been applied to reduce the risk level. However,
for the majority of sports and recreational environment activities, the benefits will outweigh
the risks and support the activity. Each BRA should take into consideration both the
opportunity for benefits to the entire group of individuals who are positively affected and
balance this against all the negative risks for a specific activity, product, or facility.

Since truly quantitative data are seldom available for benefit within the sport and
recreation sector, the use of qualitative techniques will need to be used. The use of qual-
itative techniques can be subjective, and it is important that the guidelines set out in
AS ISO 4980:2023 are followed. These include the BRA being conducted by a team of at
least three members with relevant expertise in an activity, product, or facility. Teams should
be kept to the minimum number of participants necessary to include all relevant expertise.
Team membership should be maintained for at least the duration of the first review cycle
to help ensure the continuity of team wisdom. The person designated as the team leader
should have appropriate training and competency. This person should also have experience
facilitating effective committee work, including the development of consensus.

It is expected that in some countries or jurisdictions where the appetite for risk is low,
there may be some initial push-back to the acceptance that risk exposure within the sport
and recreation industry can and does have benefits.

In science, it important to be evidence-based. It is thus important that measurements
be taken to gather evidence. As AS ISO 4980:2023 was published only recently, it is rec-
ommended that best case examples of RBA are documented and published to assist risk
assessors who conduct risk assessments in the area of sport and recreation.
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Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

ALARP As Low As Reasonably Practicable
AS 4685.0:2017 AS 4685.0:2017 Playground equipment and surfacing Part 0:

Development, installation, inspection, maintenance and operation
AS EN 16899:2020 Sports and recreational equipment—Parkour equipment—

Safety requirements and test methods
AS ISO 4980:2023 AS ISO 4980:2023 Benefit-risk assessment for sports and recreational

facilities, activities and equipment
AS/NZS 4360:1995 AS/NZS 4360:1995 Risk management—Guidelines
AS/NZS 4360:1999 AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk management—Guidelines
AS/NZS 4360:2004 AS/NZS 4360:2004 Risk management—Guidelines
BRA Benefit-risk analysis
CBA Cost-benefit analysis
EN 1176-1:2017 EN 1176-1:2017 Playground equipment and surfacing Part 1:

General safety requirements and test methods
EN 1176-4:2017 EN 1176-4:2017 Playground equipment and surfacing Part 4:

Additional specific safety requirements and test methods for cableways
EN 15567-1:2015 EN 15567-1:2015 Sports and recreational facilities—Ropes courses

Part 1: Construction and safety requirements
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EN 15567-2:2015 EN 15567-2:2015 Sports and recreational facilities—Ropes courses
Part 2: Operational requirements

HB 142:1999 HB 142:1999 A basic introduction to managing risk
IEC 31010:2020 IEC 31010:2020 Risk management—Risk assessment techniques
ISO 31000:2009 ISO 31000:2009 Risk management—Principles and guidelines
ISO 31000:2018 ISO/IEC 31000:2018 Risk management—Guidelines
ISO/IEC Guide 51:2014 ISO Guide 51:2014 Safety aspects—Guidelines for their inclusion

in standards
ISO/IEC Guide 73:2009 ISO/IEC Guide 73:2009 Risk management—Vocabulary
ISO/TC 83/WG 6 ISO Technical Committee ISO/TC 83 Sports and other recreational

facilities Working Group WG 6 Hazard identification and risk
assessment
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