
TRADITIONAL REPORTING VS CENTRALIZED REPORTING

Managing risk across multiple properties means staying on top of incidents at sites you can't always visit and spotting
trends in data that's scattered across emails and spreadsheets. When each property runs its own reporting process (or
lack thereof), gaps quickly appear. Incidents go untracked, owners receive inconsistent updates, and brokers are left
working with fragmented information. This makes it harder to stay fully on the front foot, often resulting in a reactive
response rather than allowing for proactive oversight. 

Feature Traditional Risk Reporting Centralized Risk Reporting

Site Visibility Single site, siloed, multiple dashboards Portfolio-wide, single dashboard 

Inicident Tracking Manual logs, spreadsheets Automated, searchable records 

Alert Response Reactive, after the fact Proactive, early identification as incidents unfold 

Owner Reporting Inconsistent, ad hoc Consistent, exportable reports on demand 

Audit Trail No, manual logs Yes, with precise timestamps 

Scalability Harder as portfolios grow Scales easily with your portfolio 

Cost Expensive, in both time and money Cost-effective, one system with predictable costs

Let’s take a closer look at how traditional (manual) risk reporting compares to a centralized approach:
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