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How to Read this Section

To support readers to review this section we have provided a description of the information provided on each detailed finding page.

+ Theme: Summarises the recurring theme identified through our detailed review of the Programme's
QA documentation. Each theme is based on the individual document-level findings presented in
Appendix A and explains how the theme affects the Programme's ability to demonstrate that its QA
controls and assurance activities are complete, effective and aligned to key Programme risks.

+ Document review summary: Summarises the outcomes of the detailed document review by
identifying the number of documents in which the theme was observed and providing an example
document-level finding from Appendix B.

« Recommendations: Sets out practical actions to strengthen the Programme's QA framework and
improve the clarity, consistency and traceability of QA controls and supporting documentation.

« Criticality: Indicates the level of importance the recommendation has on improving the traceability
between QA activities and their supporting evidence

= Must: The recommendation seeks to support an essential foundation required for successful
future delivery and must be addressed as a matter of priority.

= Should: The recommendation seeks to support a significant improvement opportunity that will
support successful future delivery and should be addressed.

= Can: The recommendation seeks to support an improvement opportunity that will support
successful future delivery and should be addressed on a discretionary basis / where time and
resources allow.

* Owner: ldentifies the individual responsible for implementing the recommendation.

» Target completion date: Proposes the timeframe for implementing the recommendation.
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Detailed Observations & Recommendations

The observations presented in this section represent the recurring themes identified through our detailed document review. Each theme has been developed by consolidating similar
findings identified across multiple documents and is supported by illustrative examples from the document-level observations presented in Appendix B. The recommendations are
intended to strengthen the Programme's ability to demonstrate that its QA controls and assurance activities are complete, effective and appropriately aligned to key Programme risks.

The target completion dates reflect when the detailed document-level observations underpinning each theme are expected to be addressed and therefore represent the latest planned
completion date for the associated thematic finding. Programme management has confirmed that actions to address all Critical findings are underway and are expected to be completed
by the end of July. Actions with target completion dates beyond August will form part of the Controls and Procedures Rationalisation Exercise, which will continue following submission
of the SSEP Pathways Options Report (PoR).

Key Themes

Key Recommendations

Criticality Owner Target completion date

Overarching Theme 1) The overarching document for each

workstream does not define the risks the framework is intended to

address or how QA controls mitigate those risks.

While the SSEP Programme has defined an overview document
setting out QA procedures for each workstreams, it has not
established a single overarching document that clearly defines
the risks across each workstream and how the QA activities in
place address those risks.

As a result, it is not clear how QA controls and procedures have
been designed to ensure they address the Programme’s overall
risk profile. This limits the Programme's ability to validate the
completeness and effectiveness of QA activities in addressing
those risks.

If the SSEP Programme cannot demonstrate how key risks are
identified and addressed, this may impact its ability to build
confidence among external stakeholders in the validity of its
outputs.

Overarching Recommendation 1) Establish a consolidated
and integrated assurance framework

Develop a single, consolidated SSEP assurance framework
that clearly sets out how assurance activities, controls and
supporting artefacts align to the SSEP Programme's risks and
operate collectively across workstreams. The framework
should include its objectives and principles, together with clear
traceability between risks, assurance activities, controls and
supporting evidence.

As part of developing the framework, the Programme should
perform a gap assessment across each workstream to identify
any gaps in quality assurance activities and controls, and
implement remedial actions where required.

The SSEP Programme should also work with the SEP
Assurance Lead to identify opportunities to establish a best
practice approach for defining and documenting QA risk and
control frameworks that can be applied consistently across the
wider SEP portfolio.

Must 31-Dec-26
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Detailed Observations & Recommendations Continued...

Key Themes Document review summary Key Recommendations Criticality
Theme 1) Inconsistent naming of QA Example: The procedures described in the Down- Recommendation 1) Update sign-off Should
procedures across sign-off documents and selection Assurance Implementation and Sign-off documentation to clearly show how
supporting evidence document align to the folder structures where supporting assurance activities link and operate
. . evidence is stored; however, they do not reference together
In some instances, the names of quality - L
. specific documents within those folders. .

assurance procedures referenced in Update the assurance sign-off
assurance sign-off documents are This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence  documentation for the Appraisal,
inconsistent with the titles of the documents  how assurance activities link to the documents supporting Downselection and Policy workstreams to
intended to evidence their operation. down-selection decisions and the preferred energy clearly define the specific assurance

. pathway. (Detailed observation reference - DWNS 1) procedures being performed, using
AS & Fesil, We were unable fo defermine consistent naming conventions aligned to
how all procedures defined in the sign-off Number of documents identified with the issues described . g 9

. . . . P . o . the underlying QA procedures and
documentation align with the supporting in this theme: 6 (8% of total documents reviewed) . 4
. . supporting evidence.

evidence provided.
Theme 2) Certain QA procedures do not set Example: Within the SSEP Access Requests to ESRI log, Recommendation 2) Update QA Must

out all the activities needed to meet the
objectives of the associated QA control

Certain QA procedures do not define all
activities required to achieve the objectives
of the QA controls. An example is provided
to the right.

Where key activities are omitted, there is a
risk that the SSEP Programme may not
perform all steps necessary to achieve the
intended control objectives.

users are identified as ‘temporary’ or ‘time-limited’;
however, an access expiry or end date is not recorded for
these users.

This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to
demonstrate that access to modelling tools is
appropriately time-bound and controlled, increasing the
risk of challenge to how data has been managed.
(Detailed observation reference - GESP 2)

Number of documents identified with the issues described
in this theme: 7 (10% of total documents reviewed)

procedures to include all activities required
to achieve control objectives

Update QA procedures to address
identified gaps by ensuring each procedure
clearly defines all activities required to
achieve the relevant QA control objectives.

PwC
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Detailed Observations & Recommendations Continued...

Key Themes Document review summary Key Recommendations Criticality
Theme 3) Certain activities within QA Example: Within the Geospatial Data Management & Recommendation 3) Update QA Should
procedures do not include sufficient detail to  Control SOP, QA activities are not defined with sufficient procedures to define specific activities
enable the related QA control to be operated clarity and specificity to enable delivery teams to required to deliver the outcome of each QA
effectively understand exactly what is required or to evidence how control referenced in the procedure
The activities described in certain QA HESS Sctivites haye bee_n performed. For example, while Update QA procedures to define activities
. . the SOP refers to ‘compliance with relevant laws, ! . . e
procedures lack sufficient specificity to . L . with sufficient clarity and specificity so that
. - regulations and policies’, it does not specify the
enable SSEP delivery teams to achieve the requirements that must be adhered to control operators understand exactly what
intended QA control objectives. An example q ' is required to achieve the objectives of the
is provided to the right. This lack of clarity may limit the SSEP Programme’s QA controls within each procedure.
. . . ability to demonstrate that activities have been performed
Without clearly defined activities, there is a . -
. as intended to address specific legal, regulatory and
risk that the SSEP Programme may not . . . h
policy requirements. (Detailed observation reference -
perform all necessary steps, or may GESP 3)
undertake activities that do not fully address
the relevant QA control objectives. Number of documents identified with the issues described
in this theme: 6 (8% of total documents reviewed)
Theme 4) Gaps in supporting documentation Example: The L3 Reviewer Matrix referenced within the Recommendation 4) Address gaps in Must

for certain QA procedures

Certain documents referenced in the
assurance implementation sign-off
documentation were not available to review.

If key quality assurance (QA) documentation
is not readily available, the SSEP may be
unable to provide evidence to external
stakeholders that quality assurance activities
were completed or explain the rationale for
pathway outcomes.

assurance sign-off document was not available for review.

If these documents are not readily available, the SSEP
Programme may be unable to demonstrate the
completeness of its assurance activities (three lines
model) over its environmental assessments. (Detailed
observation reference - ENVR 4)

Number of documents identified with the issues described
in this theme: 7 (10% of total documents reviewed)

documentation evidencing QA activities

Work with programme delivery teams to
address identified gaps in documentation
and confirm that all documents referenced
within the assurance approaches across
workstreams are readily available.

The Programme should explore
opportunities to use its stage gate process
to confirm that all required QA
documentation is complete and readily
available before progressing to subsequent
delivery stages.

PwC
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Detailed Observations & Recommendations Continued...

Key Themes

Document review summary

Key Recommendations

Criticality

Theme 5) Evidence of internal review is
captured inconsistently

Evidence of internal review is captured
inconsistently, either due to gaps in the
template or because reviews are not being
consistently recorded.

This may impact the SSEP's ability to
demonstrate to external stakeholder that all
QA activities have been performed to the
required standard.

Example: Within the Capacity Threshold Methodology
document, author, date, review, approval and version
history information is not clearly recorded.

This may reduce the SSEP Programme’s ability to
evidence that the methodology has been subject to
appropriate internal review processes. (Detailed
observation reference - POL 10)

Number of documents identified with the issues described
in this theme: 4 (5% of total documents reviewed)

Recommendation 5) Establish consistent
documentation standards for artefacts
evidencing key QA activities

Across all documents referenced within the
assurance approaches for SSEP
workstreams, establish consistent
documentation standards for artefacts
evidencing QA activities, including clear
recording of preparer, reviewer, approver
and version control information.

This will support the SSEP Programme
being able to clearly to demonstrate the
internal reviews that took place to ensure
the accuracy of its key outputs to external
stakeholders.

Could

Owner

Target
completion date

31-Dec-26
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Appendix A — Scope of Review

o

areas for enhancement and associated recommendations
\_

Assess the SSEP Programme's assurance framework and perform a desktop review of control artefacts to identify any gaps or

In Scope:

PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), as the external assurance provider, has been engaged to undertake a desktop review of the
assurance artefacts and controls that define the Strategic Spatial Energy Plan (SSEP) Programme’s assurance framework and
approach across its workstreams. The review will focus on assessing the following areas:

1. Documented assurance framework: Assess whether an overarching assurance framework has been documented, setting
out its intent, principles, and structure, and whether it is underpinned by clearly defined risks for each delivery workstream.

2. Design of assurance activities: Assess the extent to which assurance controls/activities have been clearly designed to
address the key delivery risks.

3. Definition and consistency of control requirements: Assess whether operational and evidence requirements are clearly
defined for each assurance control/activity and are applied consistently across workstreams.

4. Monitoring effectiveness of the framework: Assess whether an approach has been defined to monitor the framework,
including assessing whether it continues to address existing and emerging risks over time.

Deliverables:

» Areview of programme
assurance artefacts and
other documentation

* A series of 1:1 sessions
with the SSEP Assurance
Lead and, where required,
accountable SMEs from the
Programme.

» A report following the
review that highlights the
key findings, areas of
strength and required

Programme and will not assess the assurance activities delivered by external partes.

Observations and recommendations will be developed and validated with SSEP and the SEP Assurance Lead. improvement.

Out of scope: Resources:

+ Formal testing of the design and operational effectiveness of controls - We will review control documentation and I Director
supporting templates tc_) identify any gaps or areas for enhe_mcement to suppor_t their effective d_eS|gn and_ operation. We will I Scnior Manager
not perform formal testing of the design or operating effectiveness of controls in accordance with recognised assurance _ _
standards. I Scnior Associate

- Assessment of external assurance activities - We will only review NESO’s assurance approach for the SSEP _)Manager (SME

support
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Appendix B — Observations from SEF Document Review

Observation Document Observation Associated Theme Owner Target
Ref completion date

Within the SSEP SEF Governance Protocols document, reference is made to the retired “Pillars of

SSEP SEF SSEPciety” meeting, which is a forum which does not exist within the current governance structure. Theme 5:
SEF 1 Govemnance  This may reduce clarity over the active governance arrangements and make it more difficult to Evidence of internal review 31-Dec-26
Protocols 0.2 eyidence how governance forums support the SSEP programme in delivering complete and is captured inconsistently
accurate outputs that align with stakeholder requirements.
Within the SSEP SEF Governance Protocols document, it is not clearly documented how the Theme 3:
SSEP SEF Design Authority and PMB forums are intended to operate, with limited detail on scope, Certain activities within QA
SEF 2 Govemance  membership, frequency and outputs. procedures do not include 31-Dec-26
Protocols 0.2 This may reduce clarity over how these governance forums support the SSEP programme in f:ﬁg;’;ég%%/g;’;gﬁls
delivering complete and accurate outputs that align with stakeholder requirements. .
be operated effectively
Within the SSEP SEF QA Data SOP, related Data and Governance SOPs are not clearly Theme 1:
SSEP SEF referenced, and linkages between these documents are not evident. . .
QA Data Inconsistent naming of QA
SEF 3 SOP - Scope  This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence how quality assurance activities are procedures across sign-off 31-Dec-26
of Review 0.2 €mbedded within its processes to support data collection for geospatial modelling, potentially documents and supporting
reducing its ability to justify how energy pathways have been derived. evidence
Within the SSEP SEF Data SOP, the evidence requirements for controls C2, C3 and C9 are not UL e
SSEP SEF clearly documented, and referenced supporting technical documentation was not available for Certain activities within QA
SEF 4 Data SOP review. procedures do not include 31-Dec-26
0.1 If these documents are not readily available, this may impact the SSEP Programme’s ability to f#ggg;;g%%’g;’r’gﬁ/oe
clearly evidence the effectiveness of its quality assurance activities to external stakeholders. .
be operated effectively
SSEP SEF Within the SSEP SEF Assurance Artefacts Deliverables tracker, an “Assurance Approved” field is Theme 4:
included, however it is not clear who approved artefacts or when approval was provided. . .
SEF 5 Assurance PP PP P Gaps in supporting 31-Dec-26
Artgfacts This limits the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence that outputs have been reviewed by documentation for certain
Deliverables  individuals with the appropriate expertise. QA procedures
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Appendix B — Observations from Environmental Document Review

Observation

Target

Document Observation Associated Theme Owner :
Ref completion date
Within the Programme Lifecycle Framework, it is not clearly defined how third-line assurance Theme 2:
activities will be delivered, including when they should be applied and how the outputs of Certain QA procedures do
Program independent reviews are incorporated into the SSEP Programme’s delivery approach for its P o
ENVR 1 Lifecycle environmental assessment of pathway options. not set out all the activities 31-Jul-26
Framework needed to meet the
This creates a risk that the SSEP Programme cannot evidence when key third-line assurance objectives of the
reviews have been performed or how outputs support its delivery approach and outcomes. associated QA control
Theme 3:
Within the Standards Matrix, it is not evident how completeness of environmental regulations has T e A
Standards been assessed, and the referenced legal gap analysis was not available for review. ;
ENVR 2 . procedures do not include 31-Jul-26
Matrix This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to demonstrate that all relevant regulatory sufficient detail to enable
requirements have been considered in developing its outputs. the related QA control to
be operated effectively
Theme 3:
L1/L2/L3 The Level 1 and Level 2 Reviewer Matrices are not documented to a high enough level of detail to ~ Certain activities within QA
ENVR 3 Reviewer enable to SSEP Programme to demonstrate an appropriate standard of assurance over its procedures do not include 31-Jul-26
Matrices environmental assessments. sufficient detail to enable
the related QA control to
be operated effectively
PwC NESO | PwC — SSEP Assurance Framework Review
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Appendix B — Observations from Environmental Document Review
Continued

Observation Document Observation Associated Theme Owner Target
Ref completion date

The Level 3 Reviewer Matrice referenced within the assurance process is not available for review. Theme 4:

ENVR 4 L3 Reviewer  |f these documents are not readily available, the SSEP Programme may be unable to demonstrate ~ Gaps in supporting

) 31-Jul-26
Matrix the completeness of its assurance activities (three lines model) over its environmental documentation for certain
assessments. QA procedures
Theme 3:
e Within the Level 2 Assurance Sign-off documentation, it is not clear who performed the review. Certain activities within QA
ssurance i
ENVR 5 Sign-off This limits the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence that outputs have been reviewed by g Z%f;gg;ejeﬁ/?gtézgﬂge 31-Dec-26

individuals with the appropriate expertise. e T e

be operated effectively

Theme 3:

Within the Level 2 assurance sign-off documentation, it is not clearly defined how RAG ratings are Certain activities within QA

ENVR 6 L2 Assurance as.5|gned to ea.lch .assu.rance act|V|ty'. | | | | procedures do not include 31-Dec-26
Sign-off Without clear justification for the ratings assigned, the assessment cannot provide reliable evidence sufficient detail to enable
of the effectiveness of assurance activities. the related QA control to

be operated effectively
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Appendix B — Observations from Policy Document Review Continued

Observation

Ref Document Observation Associated Theme
Theme 2:
Within the Policy Assessment Methodology, it is not clearly documented what activities are in place .
Polic . . g ’ Certain QA procedures do
4 to ensure the list of in-scope policies remains complete and up to date. L
POL5 Assessment: not set out all the activities
Methodology ~ This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence that new relevant policy inputs have been  needed to meet the
appropriately identified and reflected in modelling outputs. objectives of the
associated QA control
] The document demonstrates consideration of relevant policies; however, it is not clear how these Theme 2:
Policy policies were selected, validated as applicable, or assessed for completeness against the full Certain QA procedures do
POL 6 Assessment:  population of relevant policies. not set out all the activities
Assessment ) . . . ) needed to meet the
Dashboard This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to demonstrate that it has fully assessed its pathway objectives of the
options against relevant government policies when selecting the final pathway option. e e
Policy The document includes an email evidencing that an internal review was performed; however, it Theme 4:
Assessment.  does not demonstrate what activities were undertaken as part of the review to evidence that the :
POL 7 C;A evidence  assessment dashboard is complete and accurate. Gaps in supporting
o ! .
assessment  Without clear documentation of review activities and outcomes, the SSEP Programme’s ability to doctimeniaion for certain
. X X - QA procedures
dashboard demonstrate that comprehensive and effective reviews have been undertaken may be limited.
Theme 2:
= Wlthln the Policy tracker, |t.|s not clearly dqcumented how listed policies align to policy inputs used Certain QA procedures do
Y in the model or how exclusions are determined. L
POL 8 Assessment: not set out all the activities
Policy tracker ~ This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence how policy decisions have been needed to meet the
translated into modelling assumptions and pathway outputs. objectives of the
associated QA control
PwC NESO | PwC — SSEP Assurance Framework Review
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completion date

31-Dec-26

31-Jul-26

31-Jul-26

31-Dec-26
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Appendix B — Observations from Policy Document Review Continued

Observation

Ref Document Observation Associated Theme
Within the Policy Assurance Implementation and Sign-off document, linked artefacts are described = Theme 1:
Assurance using generic titles such as “Methodology”, “Feedback” and “DA paper”, which do not clearly ) .
Implementati  igenti . Inconsistent naming of QA
POL 9 ! identify the underlying documents. .
on and Sign- procedures across sign-off
off This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence the specific activities underpinning its key = documents and supporting
quality assurance controls. evidence
] Within the Capacity Threshold Methodology document, author, date, review, approval and version Theme 5:
POL 10 %?Pa‘;‘;t};d history information is not clearly recorded. :
reshold: i i i
Methodology ~ This may reduce the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence that the methodology has been subject ivgier;;;gif:)r?g;r;ﬂ;e};gew
to appropriate internal review processes. P y
PwC NESO | PwC — SSEP Assurance Framework Review
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Appendix B — Observations from Stakeholder Document Review

Observation

Target

Document Observation Associated Theme Owner :
Ref completion date
INTERNAL Within the SSEP Stakeholder Map, engagement activity is recorded for methodology responses Theme 3:
ggEPONLY only and does not clearly track engagement across the full SSEP lifecycle. Certain activities within QA
STKH1 Stakeholder This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence how stakeholder views have been g Z?;;gg;e;e(tgﬂgtg:%ge 31-Dec-26
Map - captured and considered as the Programme progresses its modelling and down-selection of pe related QA /
athway options the related Q confro to
SHARED.xIsx P ' be operated effectively
CONFIDENTIA  within the SSEP Working Group Membership document, the Societal Interest Working Group Theme 4:
L SSEP referenced in the Programme’s governance structure is not clearly included. . .
STKH 2 Working Group ] o B ) ) ] Gaps in supporting . 31-Dec-26
Membership.do ~ This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence that it has fully engaged with all external  documentation for certain
ox governance forums in line with the requirements set for the Programme by DESNZ. QA procedures
Within the SSEP Engagement Planning 2026 file, the content does not align with the role described
for this document in the Assurance Implementation and Sign-off record, which states it will be used Theme 1:
SSEP to evidence review by the data triage team. This review activity is not clearly set out within the . .
Engagement document Inconsistent naming of QA
STKH 3 Planning ' procedures across sign-off 31-Dec-26
2026.xIsx If these reviews are not clearly documented or readily available, this may impact the SSEP documents and supporting
Programme’s ability to evidence the effectiveness of its quality assurance activities to external evidence
stakeholders.
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Appendix B — Observations from Appraise Document Review

Observation

Target

Document Observation Associated Theme Owner ;

Ref completion date
21042026_ Within the Appraise Assurance Implementation and Sign-off document, key procedures are Theme 1.
Appraise_ described at a high level and are not clearly identifiable for review purposes. Inconsistent naming of QA

APPR 1 Assurance . - " , R procedures across sign-off 30-Sep-26
Implementation ~ This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence how assurance activities link to the documents and supbportin
and sign v0.1 documents supporting appraisal and final selection of pathway options. evidence PP g
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Appendix B — Observations from Down Selection Document Review

Observatio Document Observation Associated Theme Owner Target
n Ref completion date

02032026_ ) Within the Down-selection Assurance Implementation and Sign-off document, key procedures are Ll
Down-selection_  described at a high level and are not clearly identifiable for review purposes. Inconsistent naming of QA
DWNS 1 Assurance . - . . R procedures across sign-off 30-Sep-26
Implementation ~ This may limit the SSEP Programme’s ability to evidence how assurance activities link to the d ts and i
i documents supporting down-selection decisions and the preferred energy pathway ocuments and stpporting
PwC NESO | PwC — SSEP Assurance Framework Review
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