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This Annex is a live document that reflects the current risks and mitigations, together
with a comparative analysis of their assessed level of threat or opportunity.

This is linked to Section 4.3 Key risks and mitigation measures of the main Whitfield
Growth Submission 1 report.

The assessment of the risks has been undertaken in accordance with Southern
Water’s Capital Delivery Programme Management Office’s Risk Management
Framework.

Table of risks

Current Residual
Risk Description Risk Mitigation Action Risk
Score Score
Due to the locality of Whitfield within the
National Landscape, there is a risk of delays in Stakeholder engagement plan includes
obta_ining key_consents, spe_cifically_, pla.nning prioritising engagement with local planning
5 application; discharge permits; marine license, 22 authority, Environment Agency, Natural 18
due the area being designated with the England ,and Marine Mana em,ent
National Landscape (ANOB) resulting in an Organisation 9
increase in project costs and programme 9 ’
delays.
. . . Early technical assessments and dispersion
i Optlon e Be r'.Sk that.a iz kil modelling should be undertaken. If limitations
and discharge chamber is required, as a result confirmed. alternative solutions such as a
of the existing Broomfield Bank long sea outfall new outfail and discharge chamber should
12 potentially not having sufficient hydraulic 22 be evaluated alongside budget and schedule 14
capacity nor meeting current environmental contingencies. Early engagement with
staqqards. il cslel eatd o s!gnlflcant regulators will help streamline approvals
additional scope, costs and project delays. reduce potential delays
For Option 1 Broomfield Bank WTW, there is a
;::;uti?:é ttr;eg(;lli\S/:rntrl:gizlrjtsignmalziroé;:r%%?e Further hydraulic modelling and deliverability
13 hydraulic capacity shortfalls as well as process 22 /Bﬁggrsr:;il:a ?éagg'rt]{( ct’; ggthonn d:z rt:cnggr?gc:lnr}grm 14
capacity shortfall due to media migration and . .
. . ] the Option selection process.
uneven aeration. This would lead to increased
capital costs and delays to project delivery.
Due to a location for the preferred option not
yet identified. There is a risk that site selection Critical once final option is chosen. Draft and
and p'urchasm'g of land requires protracted implement a Capital Communication Plan to
4 legal intervention. Resulting in delays to 20 A (0 rereh o AL 17
enabling/ecology surveys, planning submission customer/land oelfner enaa emgnt
and potentially the start of construction 949 ’
activities
Due to Option 1 Broomfield Bank WTW locality .
Early engagement with the Channel Tunnel
1 o th? Qhanpel e, (0 i bg . Safety Authority (CTSA) to understand
5 restrictions in where and how the existing 20 restrictions and limitations on construction 17
treatment process can be modified which may activities
lead to increased cost and programme delays. ’
Th‘?re sa .”Sk lue =2 W'I.I ngt otz g elilag Maintain collaborative working relationship
their direction for a permit discharge the result e i BA Hreelia (he eluElien o i
of which may lead to delays in the design and . gho
17 . . ; 18 scheme via regular bi monthly mtgs to 15
construction of the solution, and/or require escalate concemns along side the formal Pre
significant rework resulting in additional cost a rocess
and time. PP P ’
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Current Residual
Risk Description Risk Mitigation Action Risk
Score Score
There is a risk the existing attenuation tank is
not of sufficient capacity to accommodate the
catchment until December 2031 based on Review of the hydraulic modelling results to
6 build out rates exceeding the current design 18 programme in additional design/construction 10
parameters. As a result this will require activities to ensure catchment capacity is
additional design and construction activities maintained past 2031.
which are over and above the current scope
and design.
Early geotechnical investigations and site-
specific feasibility studies should be
As a result of the trenchless technique conduc_:ted tp validatt_e the suitability of HDD.
ultimately required for certain crossings Engaglng W|th.e>§per|en<‘:ed contragtors B
potentially differing from the horizontal techn|ca|lspec_|al|s.ts during the_deS|gn phase
directional drilling (HDD) method assumed cafr_1 el |?en:!fy vtlable alte(;nat:vels a?dd_
11 during the cost estimation phase, there is a 18 refine cost estimates accordingly. Incuding 10
risk that the selected method may involve ST aIIowapces in the pudget and
; - : . schedule for potential changes in
higher costs or increased technical complexity, methodolo ill also help manaae financial
leading to impacts on feasibility and delays to odology Wi [P MEMER LN EE]
the project timeline. and.tlmelme impacts. Malntalnln.g flexibility in
design and procurement strategies can
further support timely adaptation if a different
trenchless technique becomes necessary.
There is a risk that for both assumed DWF for
load standstill options (mainly river discharges)
AND assumed final effluent discharge consent Maintain collaborative working relationship
14 conditions assumed under PR19 (on which 18 with EA throughout the duration of the 15
scopes are based) will change as discussions scheme via regular bi monthly mtgs along
with EA progress, resulting in the need for side the formal Pre app process.
scope revisions, potential redesigns, and
increased costs or delays to project delivery.
As a result of public perception and existing
opposition to previous proposals, there is a risk
that significant opposition may arise to new The Capital Communication Plan will need to
16 proposals, such as changes to protected 16 focus on early positive communication within 8
landscapes or the transfer of sewage between the local community.
areas, this would lead to delays, reputational
impacts, and potential changes to scope
Due to the varying levels of maturity compared Maintain collaborative working relationship
to other SWS large schemes (gated).There is with Ofwat throughout the duration of the
1 a risk Ofwat will not assess the submission 14 Large Scheme Gated (LSG) process. Seek 10
positively. This could lead to a re occurring guidance internally with SME. Where
monthly penalty until such time as the required raise queries as early as possible
submission is assessed as acceptable. via Ofwat quarterly review meetings (QRR).
ngeﬁéhgeafg;mggelastutrheecf;tlzzsneegf LalEE M.aintain collaborative working r‘elationship
guidance from Ofwat m’ay change as time with Ofwat throughout the duration of the
2 passes, which may impact the current direction 14 Large Sche:’ne GllaltethLgl\GA)EpvoV%ess. R 10
of travel, which would result in scope and ?:éuiarr;?ierg;szrzie};igé as earI.y as (z)rc()essible
z;?ag;airr?mteu'rgzllﬁar:%gigﬁ?ately TESLIE T 2 via Ofwat quarterly review meetings (QRR).
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Risk Description

Current

Risk
Score

Mitigation Action

Residual
Risk
Score

There is a risk the expected level of growth
contained within in the Dover Local Plan and Monitor planning applications and rate of
forecasted build out rates of WUE exceed the WUE development. Early engagement with
3 current design parameters, there is a risk of 14 Kent County Council and Local Planning 10
current design work becoming abortive Authority together with regular touchpoint
resulting in design changes, increased costs meetings SWS Developer Services team.
and delays to programme
Due to the risk of additional development at
Whitfield, or catchment flows being diverted by
third parties, there is a risk of the need for Site selection to consider land availability for
7 more treatment capacity in addition to that 12 expansion. Design development to consider 4
which has been calculated. Resulting in ability for modular process capacity.
uncosted redesign and additional construction
activities.
As a result of the potential presence of UXO
within the Kent coastal region, there is a risk Undertake desktop studies for likely ground
9 the WTW (preferred option) and infrastructure 12 conditions during site selection phase. 8
routes may prove difficult to cite. Which could Review geotechnical information where
lead to project delays, increased costs, and available. Engagement with MoD.
potential safety concerns for personnel.
As a result of diverting the flows from the
Whitfield development to a new WTW, there is Incorporate a review of the DG5 register
10 an opportunity to address known network duri p . : 9
: - . - uring Outline design
issues and alleviate risk of sewer flooding at
properties under the DG5 register.
As a result of the need to undertake a number Ari . . .
. . . . rigorous site selection process required
of grosglngs (crjnaln_l\f\;]aterc':ourses, rall‘ltwa'ytl I'pe utilising specific software to model scenarios
8 clislutNliet: (.S)) LI (15 &) CppyeTeInttINLg ely culminating in a shortlist of pipeline routing
innovative no dig technologies to be utilised. . . .
As a result this will maintain a reduction in SR Engagemen't Ll il Ra.|l.
. . . Early engagement with the supply chain to
dlsruptlon e PUEIEETR P understand innovations in technologies
durations.
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Impact and Likelihood Assessment Matrices

Once a risk has been identified and agreed, an assessment to determine its overall profile, i.e. its
potential impact and the associated likelihood of crystalising, is undertaken.

Qualitative assessment is undertaken using a 5x5 matrix whilst any quantitative assessment for cost
and schedule impacts are automatically translated to the corresponding level of assessment directly
within our risk information software system, Programme Insight Manager.

PROBABILITY
PROJECT VL L M
Less than 11% 11 to 30% 31 to S0% 51to 70% Over 70%
Impact Score Very Low (1) Low (2) Medium (3)
- g :
3 >0 - <=1.25% of Project Estimate to [>1.25% - 2.5% of Project Estimate |>2.5% - 5% of Project Estimateto |>5% - 10% of Project Estimate to ":l" "’:Lﬁi’:;‘i’;;’_‘:‘:{:’mm
o Complete (excl risk); 1.25% is VL. |to Complete (exclrisk); 2.5% is L. |Complete (excl risk); 5% is M. Complete (excl risk); 10% is H. p .
10% is VH
Greater than 57 days or more (2
2 Upto 7 days (1 week) added to key|8 - 14 days (1 - 2 weeks) added to [15 - 28 days (3 - 4 weeks) added |29 - 56 days (1 - 2 months) added :“’""‘s) arided ia key; miesione
E ate and / or any impact to
= milestone date. key milestone date. to key milestone date. to key milestone date. . :
regulation date or project
date.
Criticism in industry press or local 'r‘::::\::;:?bn pressiow National media coverage in TV and
z Local press article low running press front page. 9 . ne pers. Failure to
5 8 order. E.0. Southern Water reputation address known problem or to
§ < . " " E.g. Southern Water Operations o P 2 anticipate or prepare for
s O |Insignificant reputational impact. " 4 - i impacted (e.g. incident, business "
a - E.g. Operations action criticised proposals / outcomes receive A unpredictable occurrence.
2 s 3 performance, HR issue, etc.) and
I3 a from partner forums, local pressure |negative reaction in the national ublicised negatively b Southern Water Group
< groups, alleged “expert”, etc. water forums, and / or from p 9 Y bondholder's confidence severely
- Regulator(s) Regulator(s) and water pressure [
.‘-_’ 9 : groups. o :
E Key requirements will not be y
g‘ E Negligible requirements impact; Some requirements impacted; Key requirements impacted; achieved; functionalty of solution / Z‘i‘:a?‘é::w:r“; :’: dn/o;"be ft
S ; functionality of solution / deliverable | functi of solution / functi of solution / deliverable | deliverable severely impacted and / e aine :“rz‘:s will not be
(<} © |Inot impacted. will be fit for purpose. will be fit for purpose. or anticipated programme outputs progi P!
« ; : achieved.
will not be achieved.
3
oS - > Small of s would (M numbers of s |Large of
‘é g Effects would be invishie® to be affected. Minimal degradation of |affected. Moderate degradation of |affected. Widespread degradation Large nimbers of Citsiomers
53 customers. Standard of S affected. Widespread failure.
2 of Service. service delivery. of service delivery.
o
23
e . ; . May require consideration of Requirement to Reg tor solution
!o 2 ::n?;ad onWhole Life:Cost Cost l::::;:ad onthe Wriole Life solution against the Whole Life Cost |r of solution against on the Whole Life
s § benefit against the Whole Life Cost benefit |Cost - Significant impact
o
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