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Project Risk Analysis 
Pole and Pole Attachment Geodatabase Design 

City of Philadelphia Streets Department 
 

 

 
Project Manager: Steve Henderson, suh111@psu.edu 

 

 

 

Objective:   

This analysis has been prepared to identify risks to the project and rank their potential 

probability and the potential impact those risks may have on the project.   

 

Analysis:   

The stakeholders in this project have independently prepared lists of likely problems that 

may occur during the design and implementation of the project.  I have taken the 

individual lists and refined them into the list below.  I have also assigned to each risk my 

evaluation of their potential probability and their potential impact in three categories, 

low, medium, and high.  

 

 

Potential Project Risks 
 

No. Risk Probability Impact 

1 Software upgrades incompatible with our design Low High 

2 New GIS analyst lacks key skills High Medium 

3 Personality conflicts internally or with City staff Medium Low 



 2 

No. Risk Probability Impact 

4 Poor data quality in existing shapefiles  Low Medium 

5 Personnel unavailable due to sickness, job change, etc. Medium Medium 

6 Underestimated costs Low Medium 

7 Scope creep during implementation High Medium 

8 Issues with network performance Medium High 

9 Natural disaster during implementation Low High 

10 Lack of user involvement Medium Medium 

11 Changes in leadership Low Low 

12 Unsuccessful training procedures Low Medium 

13 Changed requirements for data collection Low Medium 

14 Inadequate staffing Medium Medium 

15 Inadequate time allotted Medium Medium 

16 Geodatabase security problems Low Low 

 

 

Risk Probability/Impact Matrix 

  Risks 
 

High 1 2, 7  

 

Medium 3 5, 10, 14, 15 8 
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Low 11, 16 4, 6, 12, 13 9 

  Low Medium High 

  Impact 

 

Risk Response Strategy:   

This project has a number of risks that we are quite likely be required to address as the 

project progresses.  Additionally, this project has several risks associated with it that are 
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not as probable but that could have a major impact on the success of the project.  I have 

identified below two of the risks I perceive as having the highest probability of occurring 

as well as two of the risks that I believe could have the greatest impact if they occurred 

with my recommendations for responding to them. 

• Risk #2 - New GIS Analyst lacks key skills - High Probability - Medium Impact   

 We have elected to use a newly hired GIS Analyst, Timothy Haydt, to do much of the 

work and attend many of the meetings with the City on this project.  While we have 

done a good job interviewing and evaluating the skills of our new hire, there will be 

some key areas in this project that he will lack knowledge or will be unfamiliar with 

ATS’s processes and procedures for dealing with.  It is important that the Senior GIS 

Analyst and I encourage ongoing two-way communication with him during the 

project and make sure that he feels free to approach us in the early stages of any 

potential problems.  I will also assign the Senior GIS Analyst to mentor our new 

employee for the duration of the project. 

• Risk #7 – Scope creep during implementation - High Probability - Medium Impact   

 We have scheduled a number of meetings to define business logic and stressed the 

need for input and communication with the City staff during the design and 

implementation phases of the project to ensure the quality of the final product of the 

project.  It is inevitable during this process that we will be faced with requests for 

changes to the design that are outside the scope of work.  We need to evaluate each 

request from the meeting against the scope of work to identify any that are changes 

outside of the original scope.  These should be submitted  back to the City as written 

change orders from the City requiring additional time and/or costs.  Some minor 
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changes can be accommodated without change orders, but these will be the exception, 

if the City wishes additional functionality outside the agreed to design, they must be 

willing to negotiate additional time and cost for the development of the solution. 

• Risk #8 – Issues with network performance - Medium Probability - High Impact   

 We have very little information on the City’s existing network and computer 

infrastructure.  It is safe to assume it meets their current needs; however, it is likely 

that it will be taxed by the increased functionality and accessibility inherent in their 

desire for a geodatabase.  New programs are easily blamed for “creating” network 

problems when they have in fact simply pushed an already strained system over its 

limits.  We will need to examine the capacity of existing servers and network 

hardware and determine if they are near their limits before placing additional strain 

on their network.  This risk may be possible to avoid entirely if we investigate the 

network now and determine there is adequate capacity. 

• Risk #9 – Natural disaster during implementation - Low Probability - High Impact   

The probability of a significant natural disaster during implementation of the project 

is low, however, I have experience with cities dealing with natural disasters and 

nothing can change priorities for a city faster than having to deal with a crisis.  

Normal purchasing requirement or procedures for dealing with problems with a 

system or project can easily be short circuited or dropped entirely when dealing a 

crisis.   It is also possible for a fairly routine natural occurrence such as an ice storm 

to have a high impact on our pole and pole attachment project if it occurred during the 

transition from well known business practices to a new untested system.  If we are 

faced with this kind of problem it is imperative that we adjust our work effort as 
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needed to solve the problems quickly.   Just as important is to communicate our 

commitment to help resolve the crisis immediately to the highest levels of the City’s 

leadership.  Failing your client at their most urgent time of need is an impression we 

must absolutely avoid. 

 

 

Conclusions:   

This analysis and report should serve as a guideline for managing and minimizing 

potential risks for the City of Philadelphia’s pole and pole attachment geodatabase.  

Analysis and response to specific risks as they become apparent during design and 

implementation should be an ongoing process throughout the project. 


