
  
 

Page 1 of 13 
 PAC1050295-01-7260-NGG-0043 

Revision: 01 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wormington Compressor Station  
MCPD FEED Feasibility Project 
 
 
Document Title: Risk Report 
 
 
Document Number: PAC1050295-01-7260-NGG-0043 
 
 
Revision: 02 
 
 
Date: 15/08/2022 
 
 
  
 





  
 

Page 3 of 13 
 PAC1050295-01-7260-NGG-0043 

Revision: 01 
 

CONTENTS 

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 4 

2 ABBREVIATIONS 6 

3 INTRODUCTION 6 

 General 6 

 Document Purpose 6 

4 RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 6 

 Objectives 6 

 Risk Identification 7 

 Risk Quantification 7 

 Populating The Risk Register 9 

 Consideration of HSE Risks 10 

 Opportunities 10 

 Relationship to Absolute Economics 10 

5 RISK REGISTER AND RESULTS 11 

 Risk Register 11 

 Results Summary 11 

 CAPEX Risks 12 

 OPEX Risks 13 

 Schedule Risks 13 

 Outage / Availability Risk 13 

6 REFERENCES 13 
 















  
 

Page 10 of 13 
 PAC1050295-01-7260-NGG-0043 

Revision: 01 
 

 Consideration of HSE Risks 
HSE considerations may also be present as inherent uncertainties in the concept design and 
deterministic assessments, which would represent a significant impact on the expected project 
economics if they materialised. 

An example is delay to environmental approvals creating an overall project schedule delay. The risk 
assessment process therefore considers such high-level HSE considerations, and their associated 
impact on the expected deterministic estimates, as appropriate and relevant to the project specific 
development options and uncertainties. However, the business risk assessment will not consider HSE 
risks in detail, consider HSE specific impacts such as loss of life, reputational damage etc., and is not 
in any way intended to replace or combine essential HSE assessments (safety 
QRA/HAZID/ENVID/HAZOP etc.). 

 Opportunities 
Many uncertainties may have an ‘upside’, which results in a positive impact on the project as opposed 
to a negative impact. There may also be various opportunities that the project team may choose to 
implement as the project progresses.  

Theoretically, all upsides and opportunities identified can be quantified based on probability and impact, 
as per risks. For opportunities and upsides, this will lead to a positive impact on overall project value 
rather than a negative erosion. However, during a risk assessment process, the natural psychological 
bias is towards a more extensive/thorough consideration of risk (negative impacts and threats) than 
upside and opportunity (positive outcomes). Consequently, unless exhaustive efforts are undertaken to 
ensure that upsides and opportunities are afforded equal consideration alongside risk, the final results 
will potentially be skewed. Realising opportunities may also introduce new (unidentified) risks, which 
have not been fully explored under the concept development stage risk assessment. 

It is therefore recommended that potential upsides and opportunities are documented as they arise 
during the risk assessment process and considered during subsequent concept definition on a 
qualitative basis. However, upsides and opportunities will not be quantitatively assessed in combination 
with the risks. Post-workshop, all opportunities captured during the risk assessment process can be 
reviewed and moved to a dedicated value engineering register as appropriate for further study and 
management. 

 Relationship to Absolute Economics 
Risk assessment at the Concept Design Stage has a number of known limitations: 

 A high level, expected value methodology has been utilised - probability distributions and 
interdependent relationships between risks are not taken into account, as would be considered 
under detailed Monte Carlo assessment; 

 Indicative, pre-tax economic factors have been employed (aligned with open book economics) 
as opposed to absolute economic parameters. 
 

As a consequence, the absolute value of the risks presented will not be fully aligned with absolute 
project economic values, and therefore have limited meaning from a pure economic value assessment 
perspective. However, the process undertaken enables the following: 
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• An equitable and appropriately scaled quantification of risk resulting from different 
uncertainties; 

• An appropriate indication of the magnitude of risk resulting from each uncertainty; 
• Identification of key risks and potential issues for further focus under onwards project stages. 

5 Risk Register and Results 

 Risk Register 
The full risk register upon which this report is based can be found in document reference PAC1050295-
01-7260-NGG-0024_Revision 5. 

 Results Summary 
Much of the value erosion are associated with risk of CAPEX increase or schedule delay with lower risk 
associated with OPEX, outage and availability loss. Therefore, onward risk management should focus 
on cost and schedule factors. 

The following summarises the critical risks that have been identified during the risk assessment 
process: 

Coordination and Alignment with External Stakeholders – As part of the project milestones, 
coordination with external stakeholders is required (Ofgem etc.,). For the new Build options, there may 
be a potential delay in gaining alignment on a preferred option and as a result, schedule delay. 

Coordination and Alignment with Internal Stakeholders – As part of the project milestones, 
coordination with internal stakeholders is required. For the Retrofit Options, there may be a potential 
delay in gaining alignment on a preferred option and as a result, schedule delay. 

Network Outage Scheduling and Coordination – The planned network outage period for 
construction/ commissioning activities (e.g., tie-ins) on the project is assumed to be 6 months (April – 
September). For the New Build Options, there is a greater risk of potential schedule delay (based on 
longer outage duration requirements for tie-ins) due to the allowed outage period being shorter than 
anticipated or at less optimum time for construction. 

Geopolitical Issues – For all Options, there are country specific and worldwide geopolitical issues 
affecting equipment supply and workforce. However, for the New Build Options in particular, there is a 
greater (critical) risk identified with cost escalation based on potential scope growth of unknown 
additional brownfield modifications. 

The following summarises the major risks that have been identified during the risk assessment process: 

Refurbishment Scope for Avon Unit – For the Retrofit Options, a major risk was identified around the 
Avon Unit refurbishment scope. As this is a conceptual phase project, no in-depth condition assessment 
surveys have been carried out for the existing Avon Unit B. Therefore, there is uncertainty in the ‘re-life’ 
scope modifications currently identified and whether all areas of concern have been captured. There is 
potential for ‘re-life’ component scope growth and as a result, CAPEX increase. This risk can be 
mitigated by undertaking detailed condition assessments and facilities surveys prior to project 
execution. 
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New Technology Reliability – For the DLE Retrofit Option, the technology being implemented is 
considered new for National Grid. As a result, there are potential unknown operability issues (e.g., wider 
system dynamic issues) which may arise. If these operability issues / teething troubles are discovered 
during the initial operating period, this may result in poor availability. However, field trials are currently 
ongoing which may help to mitigate / alleviate these concerns. 

Land Use / Extension – New build options are all greenfield and will involve extension of the site 
boundary. To facilitate this, permitting and consent is required, alongside environmental and 
commercial negotiations. This could result in potential scheduling delays with managing multiple 
stakeholders and gaining consent. The additional land ownership is within the National Grid land 
ownership boundary. If further detailed studies indicate a greater site boundary extension is required, 
then additional land acquisition will be required which has not been accounted for. 

Planning and Permitting – SCR options involve significant modification to the exhaust stack including 
significant increase in stack height and notable visual impact. Permitting and consent is required. This 
could result in potential scheduling delays with managing multiple stakeholders and gaining consent. 

Geopolitical Issues – For all Options, there are country specific and worldwide geopolitical issues 
affecting equipment supply and workforce. For the Retrofit Options in particular, a major risk has been 
identified (lower risk than for the New Build Options discussed above) regarding potential cost 
escalation.  

All other risks are classified as either significant, minor or negligible. Significant risks are described in 
further detail under the following sections. All minor and negligible risks and identified opportunities are 
detailed in the risk register provided under Appendix A. 

 CAPEX Risks 
The critical and major CAPEX risks identified are discussed above under Section 5.2. The following 
summarises the significant CAPEX risks that have been identified during the risk assessment process: 

DLE Technology Cost – For the DLE Retrofit Options, the CAPEX estimate is based on quotation 
provided by Alba Technology for the 1533 option and budget price from Siemens for the 1535 option. 
No other technologies have been considered at this stage of the project. Therefore, in future phases, 
there is a potential to select an alternative supplier with an associated cost increase. 

Capacity of Existing Instrument Air System – For the two-unit New Build Options and with no 
capacity assessment to date, there is a concern regarding sufficient capacity for additional 
compressors. The current project basis is to tie-in to the existing system, as a result, there is a potential 
for additional instrument air package requirements, resulting in increased CAPEX. 

SCR Layout – Due to space constraints the SCR option is based on a vertical arrangement. The 
existing layout is not compliant with T/SP/G/37 separation distances for which there is a deviation in 
place following QRA. There is potential that additional SCR equipment will impact the QRA resulting in 
the feasibility of SCR being rejected and a requirement to revert to new units. 

Failure To Meet Emissions Requirements – For the Retrofit Options in particular, any future changes 
to the pollution requirements or stricter requirements applied at the permitting stage could have a 
significant CAPEX implication. As a result, there may be a requirement for additional modifications/ 
replacement of units to meet these limits, resulting in increased CAPEX. 






