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SOUTHERN WATER CUSTOMER CHALLENGE GROUP 

 
 

 

02 July 2018: 10:30 – 16:00 

Grand Meeting Room, Mocatta House, Trafalgar Place Brighton 

Minutes and actions arising 
 

 

Present:  Anna Bradley (Chair)   

 Phil Belden Dan McDonald (by phone) 

 Ana Christie Nicci Russell 

 Karen Gibbs George Seligman 

 Steve Hare  

 
Apologies Rupert Clubb  

   
Observers: Graham Horton (NE)  

 David Howarth (EA)  

 
In Attendance: Rosemary Boot SWS iNED   

 Ian MacAulay  

Craig Lonie  

 Simon Oates 
oates 

 

 Sally Beck  

 Branwen Rhead  

 Chris Braham Items 3 & 4 

 Nick Eves Items 3 & 4 

 Mark Field Items 3 & 4 

 Chris Lumb Items 3 & 4 

 Paul Kent Items 3 & 4 

 Ben Earl Item 4 

 Kevin Wightman Item 5 

 Jordan Brinsley Item 5 

   
 

 
1) Welcome, apologies for absence and declarations of conflicts of interest  

 
Rupert Club sent his apologies and Dan McDonald joined the meeting by phone.   
 
Rosemary Boot attended the meeting as the Independent Non-Executive Director (iNED).  
 
No conflicts of interest were declared. 

 

 
2) Heatwave update 
 
Ian McAulay, Southern Water Services (SWS) Chief Executive Officer, gave a brief update 
on the actions SWS was taking to manage water supplies during the heatwave. The 
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Company had brought Weirwood back into service ahead of schedule and was staying 
ahead of demand which had risen by 30 – 40%. The Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) was 
monitoring quality nationally. 
 
 
3) Purpose of the day  

 
Craig Lonie, SWS Director of Strategy, explained that to date, the insight and research 
gathered from customers and stakeholders had been brought to the CCG based around topic 
areas. Today’s meeting had been reformatted to bring everything together as a coherent 
whole and show Members, at a high level, how the insight and research had shaped the 
Business Plan, its targets and the Performance Commitments (PCs) and Operational 
Development Incentives (ODIs). 
 

The CCG Chair, Anna Bradley, reminded Members that, after today’s meeting, there was 
one remaining meeting in August before the CCG Report to Ofwat was submitted. Any 
outstanding issues regarding the detail of the plan would be revisited in August.  
 
      
4) Triangulation 
 

Nick Eves, SWS Head of Strategic Customer Insight, took questions and comments on the 
triangulation paper.  
 
Members expressed concern about the conclusions that appeared to have emerged from the 
triangulation as they did not coincide with the understanding the CCG had of customer and 
stakeholder priorities and suggested the two sets of views were at odds with each other, 
which again did not coincide with the CCG’s previous understanding of the findings.  
 
The reporting seemed to focus at a level of detail which resulted in the bigger agendas being 
lost sight of and creating a long list of apparently separate business plan priorities rather than 
a list of BP priorities sitting within each of the high level priorities expressed by customers 
and stakeholders, such as environment or recycling water. 
 
The CCG also expressed a concern about the apparent balance between stakeholders and 
customers: taking the triangulation results as reported, it looked as if customers views had 
been given a greater weighting than stakeholders; the things that customers were reported 
as caring most about such as water quality, flooding and leakage were listed as the highest 
priorities, whereas the long term and environmental issues that stakeholders were reported 
as caring about, were at the lower end of the list.  
 
It looked as if no-one cared about people in circumstances that made them vulnerable other 
than people in these circumstances, which was again, not the understanding that had 
previously been given.  
 
The CCG also raised an issue about the efficacy of some of the later research because of 
the language that had been used when asking questions, for example the word ‘resilience’ 
would not resonate with customers, and that might well influence the research outcomes.  
The CCG had not seen the detail of some of this most recent research and asked to be 
provided with this at the next meeting.  
 
Nick agreed that a lot would depend on the way the research was undertaken. Individual 
views on priorities changed as people became more informed. The triangulation as 
presented smoothed over the differences between customer and stakeholder views to make 
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it coherent and understandable. Sitting beneath the list of priorities as presented, there was 
great depth and detail in the views expressed and the triangulation was complex. In reality, 
there was a significant focus on the environment and longer term objectives as would 
become apparent in the next session of the meeting.  
 
Ian McAulay said that, as well as customer and stakeholder views, there were other 
considerations to be taken into account such as the national ambitions of Ofwat, Defra, the 
Environment Agency (EA) and the Consumer Council for Water (CCW). There are also some 
schemes that have to be pushed through, such as the new reservoir at Havant Thicket. 
 
Members said they thought it would be help to see the separation between customer and 
stakeholder views and the Chair thought it would be important to understand how views 
changed as people became more informed. She asked for a summary of customer views 
showing the difference between the ‘informed’ and the ‘uninformed’.  
 
Action: Bring back a summary of customer views showing how these differed between 

the informed and uniformed (Nick Eves – August meeting) 
 
 

5) Outcomes and objectives to Business Plan programmes and schemes  
 

Nick Eves had provided a set of papers showing how customer and stakeholder research 
and insight had shaped and authenticated the development of 10 outcomes, with five 
outcomes nested under each of the two umbrella headings ‘brilliant at the basics’ and 
‘transformational long term goals’. Each outcome had led to a set of objectives and had led 
to the plans and programmes the Company would submit in the Business Plan for delivery in 
AMP7 and beyond to meet customer and stakeholder wants and needs.  
 
Nick explained that the ppt presentation showed how the programme of work under each of 
the 10 outcomes was broken down into cost, delivery timescale across AMPs, scale of 
coverage across the region and the percentage of customers that would benefit. Workstream 
leads would take Members though each outcome in turn and provide details about some of 
the specific schemes.  
 
 
a) Brilliant at the basics 1: clean, safe and sustainable water  

 
Chris Lumb, SWS Head of Strategic Planning for Water, focused on the programme to 
replace the historic legacy of lead pipes in Deal in Kent. This would involve replacing the 
remaining Southern Water lead communication supply pipes and provide a subsidy scheme 
for all household and non-household premises in the town to replace their own – 
approximately 6,500 properties. This scheme would be a good example of the Company 
working at the highest level of the Tapped In (TI) continuum. 
 
The replacement programme is to meet the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) requirements 
on lead pipes. Currently, the industry uses chemical dosing to make the supply safe to drink, 
but SWS customers had told the Company they want their water to be as natural and 
chemical free as possible so this scheme meets both drivers. The programme is primarily 
about the resilience of future supplies but, as no other water company is currently planning to 
introduce the scheme, it also fitted under Ofwat’s innovation theme and was an example of 
the Company going above and beyond regulatory obligations.    
 
The scheme is using Deal as a pilot during AMP7 because it is a discrete area and the 
smallest of the four lead ‘hot spots’ in the region. The intention is to roll the scheme out 
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across the other areas in future AMPs and, although the Company would offer advice to 
people in other areas, currently the incentive would only be available to people within Deal.  
 
David Howarth, Environment Agency (EA), asked if the DWI were going to regulate on other 
contaminants?  Chris said the Company had been conducting investigations into water 
contaminants based on the DWI safe limits. The supplies were approaching the limit on 
nitrate but there is no safe limit on lead, based on the World Health Organisation Guidelines. 
Lead is unique in terms of contaminants as it is not found in the raw resource, it is solely in 
the pipes, which is why replacing them is the only solution. Nitrate will be tackled through 
other schemes. 
 
The Chair asked Members if the wanted to ask questions about any of the other schemes 
highlighted? Members asked for clarification on the links between the pre-read papers and 
the ppt. Craig Lonie, SWS Director of Strategy and Regulations, explained that the pre-read 
papers summarised what customers and stakeholders had told SWS about their priorities for 
the future and what they wanted their money to be spent on, and the ppts showed the 
schemes and work programmes the Company had chosen to deliver these priorities.  
For example, customers wanted leakage to be reduced and had also told the company that 
they expected a greater use of technology in the future to make operations more resilient and 
sustainable. The Company would be introducing drone and satellite technology over the 
AMP to monitor leaks which would support the find and fix programme. There would be 
automated pressure monitors within the system and automated controls to further reduce 
leakage by 15%. The Company had chosen a 15% reduction after modelling the costs within 
a range of 5% - 25%. Willingness to pay (WtP) research showed that the cost of reducing it 
by 15% was acceptable to customers.  
 
The Chair asked if there were any other questions about the schemes that would deliver 
clean, safe and sustainable water supply, and Members confirmed they were content.   

 

 
b) Brilliant at the basics 2: a refreshing, easy customer experience 
 

The Chair reminded Members they already knew the significant features of this priority and 
so may not need to go into a great level of detail. Mark Field, SWS Head of Billing and 
Collections, explained that customer service focused on the functional aspects of service 
delivery. Customers had told the Company that want a good level of service with accurate 
bills at regular frequencies, calls answered promptly within 40 seconds, with multiple contact 
channels, and speed and ease of contact on move-in, move-out services.  
 
The Company was setting service standards at a high level through iterative co-creation with 
focus groups. This would lead to customer-orientated options for their interactions with the 
Company, such as direct debit payments or on-line, and would be designed to give 
customers greater control. Once the work was complete, the operating model would be 
consolidated and the intention was to bring this to the CCG for review.  
 
Work was also underway with key delivery partners to streamline debt management 
operations. Additionally work was already happening to make it easier for developers to 
engage directly with supply chains and retailers.  
 
The next steps would be an internal culture change programme to bring about a shift from 
customer service to customer experience. An aspect of this is the ‘make it count’ proposition 
- an internal campaign to support contact resolution and improve customer satisfaction. 
Customers should only need to speak to a member of staff once and receive a response in 
less than the statutory deadline. 
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Members thought key to customer experience was consistency. For example, they asked 
about consistency of experience regarding the joint billing service with South East water – 
would this be extended to the other water only supply companies (WOSCs) in the region? 
Simon Oates, SWS Chief Customer Officer, said that it was an ambition but it could be 
impractical across the region as other water companies had different standards and these 
would need to be harmonized first.   
 
Members asked whether the ambition was to be top of the industry league table by the end 
of AMP7. Simon reinforced that the ambition was to reach above average over the AMP. It 
would unrealistic to expect much more given the current starting position.           
 
The Chair checked whether Members wanted to discuss anything else in detail? Members 
agreed that they were pleased to see the initiatives within this aspect of the Business Plan 
and looked forward to SWS providing a comprehensive and consistent customer experience 
in AMP7.  
 
 
c) Brilliant at the basics 3: ensuring bills are affordable for all customers 
 

Mark Field informed Members that he wasn’t in a position to share information on bill impact 
and affordability as SWS finance were still working on this for the Business Plan. The Chair 
said it would be necessary for this information to come to the Group and asked Mark to look 
into when this would be possible.  
 
ACTION: To ensure bill impacts and long term affordability were discussed with the 

CCG prior to Business Plan submission (Mark Field – during August) 
 
Mark continued that an Ofwat focus was void properties and gap sites, a common industry 
issue. There is likely to be an Ofwat prescribed, four year performance commitment (PC) to 
build a register and understand the scale of the baseline. Members thought this was about 
fairness to everyone. No-one ought to expect others to pay for the water they used. 
However, the Chair questioned whether it was cost beneficial to spend £1.5 million on this? 
Mark responded that the Company already had a good idea of the properties that were not 
on the billing network. Work to bring these into the network needed to be targeted.  
 
The Chair said there were a fair number of schemes and asked if they could be rationalised? 
Mark responded that many of them went hand-in-hand and the aim is to simplify the essential 
areas, the number of partner agencies and to align more closely with other water companies.  
 
The Chair asked if Members had any further questions on affordable bills for Mark, but until 
the financial information on bill impact and the social tariff became available, Members 
agreed they were content with the update.     
 
 

d) Brilliant at the basics 4: supporting our customers in vulnerable circumstances 
 

Mark Field updated Members on the schemes designed to help people who were genuinely 
financially vulnerable through initiatives such as payment holidays. Currently around 18% of 
customers were in debt. It was important to identify the right support packages. He intended 
to report on these, and the social tariff, when the financial information became available in 
August. There was strong customer support for helping people in financial difficulties as long 
as the Company has the right to audit accounts to monitor if the difficulties were genuine.  
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Mark continued that the Company was putting a range of schemes in place for individuals in 
non-financial vulnerable circumstances including raising awareness of the types of support 
on offer, upskilling staff, working with cross-regional partner agencies and utilities and will 
include trigger systems to proactively identify both transient and long term vulnerabilities. The 
schemes were mainly about instituting ways of working and providing a high quality service 
to those who needed it when they needed it.  
 
As Members were well informed about the schemes and had offered advice in earlier 
meetings, the Chair asked if Members wanted to ask any further questions on this priority. 
They confirmed they were content.       
 
 
e) Brilliant at the basics 5: the services we provide are effective and fit for the 

future: water  
 

Chris Lumb said this priority was about resilience of supply and ensuring demand could be 
met into the future. Customer insight was very clear – they wanted the same standards in the 
future that they had today. The schemes for AMP7 were designed to minimise leakage by 
replacing mains and using technologies to identify where leaks were sited and where 
pressure calming was needed. The water supply would be augmented through capital 
schemes to transfer water between catchments and water companies, and by building new 
storage facilities. Customers also wanted more water reuse, seeing this as a highly 
sustainable solution, although they were less keen on water trading as they thought the 
companies supplying the water could demand high prices. However, stakeholders and Ofwat 
supported water trading. SWS was taking a balanced view and a mixture of schemes would 
be implemented throughout the AMP. No matter what, there would still be a water deficit in 
the region and at least two desalination plants, which were at the bottom of customers’ 
preference list, would be needed. The capital and carbon costs were significant but, once 
built, they were very cost effective to run.  
 
Members thought customers’ negative views of desalination plants could be influenced by 
the way, timing and prevailing weather conditions of the communications about new plants. 
They thought it might be helpful to take a fresh snapshot of the research in view of the 
current spell of extremely hot dry weather.   
 
They continued that it wasn’t surprising that fixing leaks was high on the list of customer 
priorities, and wondered whether customers’ views on water trading was really a question of 
trust and confidence in the sector. Would other companies trade their water at a fair price? 
Communication around this would also need to be carefully handled.  
 
Members were pleased to note that the nitrate reduction schemes would be stepped up 
during AMP7 and on into AMP8, but asked if this would be merely to meet statutory 
obligations or go above and beyond requirements? Graham Horton, Natural England, 
responded that the reduction in nitrate would be to meet drinking water requirements but the 
wider environmental benefits would be above and beyond. However, Craig Lonie said that 
once the WRMP was agreed, all the schemes would become statutory obligations. Members 
advised that SWS had to deliver more than the statutory minimum in its catchment 
management to meet customer and stakeholder expectations. David Howarth commented 
that all the schemes would make a contribution to meeting the statutory obligations, but 
going above and beyond would depend very much on the delivery options chosen.        
 
Members noted that a large number of schemes were planned. They wondered how much 
could be delivered during the AMP, and how customers could be assured that the costs 
would be affordable? David Howarth said that the EA has asked all the water companies to 
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map out five-year plans to show the milestones during the next AMP. The Chair thought it 
would helpful to see this with the cost and effort attached to each. This would also be a good 
way to share the information with customers and stakeholders. She asked for this to be 
shared with the CCG.  
 
Action: Share with the CCG the five-year milestone plan with costs and efforts mapped 

out (Chris Lumb – once prepared) 
    
 
 
 
 
f) Brilliant at the basics 5: the services we provide are effective and fit for the 

future: wastewater  

 
Chris Braham, SWS Investment Strategy Manager, said that reliability, safety, preventing 
flooding and having the same level of the service for the future topped customer and 
stakeholder priorities. The Company was aiming to remain in the upper quartile (UQ) for 
internal flooding but needed to step change its performance on external flooding. Customers 
were really concerned about this, especially in light of the predicted growth in the region 
which would increase stress in the system.  
 
SWS intended to make greater use of SuDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems) to prevent 
surface water flooding and was already working with developers to develop and test new 
approaches.  
 
Customers were also keen on the use of technologies to prevent pollution so the Company 
was going to introduce smart balls and data analytics, initially in the highest risk areas, to 
understand what was happening in the network and monitor how it was responding to 
weather conditions. This was both low cost and innovative.      
 
Members asked about the implementation timetables and what the Company was going to 
do to prevent sewer overflows and pollution. Chris confirmed the programmes would be 
implemented across the next two AMPs and SWS were voluntarily monitoring 100% of the 
CSOs (Combined Sewer Overflows) in the region, a good example of going above and 
beyond. 
 
The Chair commented that these schemes that would also figure in the environment 
programmes. She asked if Members had any further questions on this priority and they 
confirmed they were content with the programme. 
 
 
g) Transformational goals 1: recycle every drop  
 
Chris Braham reported that customers and stakeholders had told SWS they wanted the 
Company to reduce its impact on the environment, and do more recycling and effluent reuse. 
The Company was already working on schemes to repurpose sludge as a soil conditioner, 
capture methane and piloting the use of FOG (fat, oil and grease) recovered materials into 
bio digesters as energy sources – all of which were reducing the Company’s operational 
impacts. These types of programmes were on an upward trajectory towards industrial scale 
during the next AMP.  
 
Through the WRMP consultation, customers also had also shown clear support for water 
recycling as significant volumes of water are simply disposed of, but the Company needed to 



8  
  

 

 

be aware of regulations and potential bacteriological issues. Members thought the 
Company’s response on this issue was underplaying the strength of customer and 
stakeholder wishes, and it was an area where the Company should be aiming to go further 
faster.  
 
The Chair concluded that, overall, this looked like a weak response to the water recycling 
priority. The strong message from customer research is that all water needs to be used 
better before new resources were developed. As things stood, this priority claimed to be 
about water recycling, but only one programme was looking to recycle water and the rest 
were about recycling waste products. While these other programmes were good and would 
reduce environmental impacts, they could be fitted into the environmental priority for 
example. It was disappointing that there were not more water recycling options and schemes 
planned. Chris responded that the Company had looked at many options but very few were 
possible to implement in the next AMP.  
 
The Chair asked Members if they had any further questions. They agreed they would like to 
see more water recycling schemes and confirmed that they found this priority 
underwhelming. 
 
 
h) Transformational goals 2: safeguard and improve rivers, reservoirs and coasts 

for the future  
 
Chris Braham said there were four core objectives in the priority, all with strong customer and 
stakeholder support – reducing pollution and the Company’s environmental impact, 
enhancing the natural environment, reducing the amount of water abstracted from the 
environment and improving bathing waters. 
 
The types of initiatives the Company was introducing included much greater use of 
monitoring technologies and data analytics to identify emerging risks such as CSOs spills, 
ensuring there were stand-by power supplies at pumping stations, and extending the FOG 
awareness pilot programme to other high risk areas.  
 
Many of the programmes to improve the environment would be implemented as part of 
delivering WISER (Water Industry Strategic Environmental Requirements) and WINEP 
(Water Industry National Environment Plan) requirements. WINEP would have an associated 
delivery budget in the region of £750 million to improve rivers, streams and shellfish habitats. 
This would be done through phosphate removal, flow management schemes, buffer zones, 
keeping livestock away from rivers and CSO permits for metals and chemicals as well as 
studies to show what schemes were the most effective. This would all happen in AMP7.  
 
The extensive catchment management plans would also begin in AMP7 but would take 
longer to be really effective and would involve multi-partners and multi-funders to co-develop 
and co-deliver reductions in flooding and pollution and improve and enhance the quality of 
the environment and water in all its aspects. There were nine major schemes in eight 
catchments. 
 
The Chair commented that the Company appeared to be, once again, underselling what it 
was doing in this critical area. It shouldn’t be afraid of promoting all the great work that was 
being planned. 
 
Members asked about customer’s views on bathing waters as it looked as if there was a shift 
from excellent to good? Was there greater emphasis on bringing the poor up to good? Chris 
said that customer and stakeholder priorities were that all beaches and coastal waters 
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reached good status but it didn’t mean they didn’t want excellent too. The plan for the next 
AMP was to improve the remaining five waters to good and two more to excellent. Two more 
would not be improved as the costs were too high for one of them, and the source of the 
issues with the other could not be identified and therefore it could not be controlled. The 
ambition was for all to reach excellent in the future although customers thought, in some 
cases, good would be good enough.  
 
The Chair said that Ofwat was very clear that the end position for AMP6 should be the 
starting position for AMP7. She wasn’t sure the numbers of beaches were correct in the draft 
PC. Shouldn’t it be 61 in total? Chris responded that it was because the other beaches were 
in the value of water priority.     
 
Chris highlighted that the Company was going to introduce a new measure for natural capital 
and biodiversity and it would be working with organisations such as the National Park 
Authority to develop this. The measure was warmly received by Graham Horton and 
Members suggested that if done with a light touch, a substantial geographic area could be 
covered.   
 
The Chair checked if Members were content with this priority and Members confirmed they 
were and were also pleased to see so many schemes that would deliver above and beyond 
the statutory obligations.  
       
 
i) Transformational goals 3: recognise the value of water in people’s daily lives 

 
Ben Earl, SWS Water Efficiency Manager, said that customers cared about bill accuracy and 
would like incentives to reward good behaviour rather than penalties for bad. They didn’t like 
the idea of tariffs.  

 

The Company had a number of water efficiency pilot programmes, such as the Itchen 
Challenge and the refill scheme, which were proving successful. The Company was working 
with charitable partners to get messages out to the wider public. The home visit programme 
exceeded customer expectations and worked well when linked with smart metering and 
information about the steps customers could take to reduce their consumption and bills.  

 

Customers also supported school visits as they thought educating individuals at an early 
stage would help institute good water use behaviours for the future. The Company was 
intending to share resources with other water only supply companies and partners such as 
the National Trust to help reduce demand across the region. 

 

The Chair said that Members were very enthused with the water efficiency programme. The 
Board had provided a good response to the CCG Advice Note on water efficiency so 
Members hoped to see activity scaled up significantly during the next AMP.  

 

She asked Members if they were content with what was intended within this priority, and they 
confirmed that was the case.  

 
 
j) Transformational goals 4: innovate to create sustainable communities 

 
Nick Eves reported that the work planned in this space was primarily about ways of working. 
Members knew about many of the programmes of work under this particular goal, such as 
the refill scheme, resource hubs, school visits and EV charging points, as they were already 
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underway and were planned to be scaled up over AMP7. These all had strong customer 
support. 

 

A completely new initiative was Community Choice. A funding pot would be available to the 
communities living within a one-mile radius of chosen capital schemes to be used to create 
benefits for that community. The estimate is that 15 – 20 communities will be able to 
capitalise on the opportunity throughout the AMP. 

 

The Chair commented that the initiatives in this goal felt rather insubstantial. Members 
agreed.  

 
 
k) Transformational goals 5: support a resilient South East economy 

 
Chris Braham said this goal was about supporting growth and tourism across the region. 
Customers had told SWS they wanted to see significant environmental improvement during 
the next AMP and beyond. Therefore, many of the initiatives were about developing new 
approaches to working with developers, including improved forward planning and providing 
easy access to the Company, to ensure environmentally sustainable schemes were 
incorporated into new developments. This would be more likely when the Company was 
involved at an early planning stage.  

 

The tourism initiatives were to improve two more bathing water from good status to excellent 
which would be achieved through greater use of technologies such as drones, data 
management and analytics, and improved catchment management.  

 

Members asked how confident the Company was that the significant growth predictions 
could be met in a sustainable way? Very few of the schemes had costs attached to them. 
Chris said that that developers were increasingly receptive to incorporating water efficient 
appliances and schemes within new developments and making greater use of surface water 
for ponds and water features. In turn, this would make new housing increasingly attractive to 
home buyers.       

 
l) Summary 

 

The Chair summarised the session: Members were much better sighted on the initiatives that 
were being proposed beneath the ten outcomes and this went a long way to reassure the 
CCG about the depth and breadth of the work that was being proposed to address the 
identified needs and wants of customers and stakeholders. Overall, members seemed 
content with the detail of the five ‘brilliant at the basics’ goals. On the other hand the 
transformational goals did not all seem to be hitting the spot for customers and stakeholders. 
At the high level, customers did not always understand the outcome descriptions and the 
reason for them. Of the transformational goals, three – caring for the environment, valuing 
water and a resilient economy - looked as if they would deliver some things that customers 
and stakeholders had told the Company they wanted. However, the remaining two – recycle 
every drop and sustainable communities – did not yet have the right mix of ingredients and 
felt forced and flimsy.  

 

Ian McAulay commented that the sustainable communities table was incomplete as the skills, 
educational and apprenticeships schemes had been overlooked and needed to be included.  

 

Members added that there needed to be more information on working with retailers. They 
also asked for a better sense of delivery timescales and plans beyond AMP7.  
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Action: Include information on education, skills and apprenticeships schemes, the planned 
work with retailers and make the delivery timescales clearer for the August 
meeting. (Nick Eves – August Meeting)  

 
 
6) Performance Commitments (PCs) and Operational Delivery Incentives (ODIs)  

 
Kevin Wightman, SWS Economic Regulation Manager, said that the paper pulled all the 
information on PCs and ODIs together in one place and showed the specific customer and 
stakeholder research that underpinned the Company’s decisions. The information was 
presented in three sections: 1) how the Company had selected the long-list of 82 candidate 
PCs from the consultations on Lets talk water 2 which led to the ten outcomes; 2) how 
triangulation had been applied to set the targets; and 3) how the Company had selected 
which would have financial incentives and which would attract penalties, as well as manage 
the bill impact for customers. 
 

The Company had taken the WtP insight and had triangulated this with other research 
findings to come up with the original list. Of the small number of targets that looked virtually 
impossible to deliver, the Company checked against whether there was an overriding 
regulatory requirement. 42 candidate ODIs had been subject to early submission to Ofwat 
and not all would make it through the scrutiny. Chris Braham commented that some of the 
major PCs and ODIs, such as leakage, would result from the WRMP and DP consultations 
and were not yet included in the list provided. 
 
Kevin took questions from Members who said they thought the information provided was 
helpful and asked if there had been any feedback yet from Ofwat? Kevin confirmed that it 
was expected shortly. Specific questions and comments included:  

 were there to be any PCs on Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)? 

 what Cost Adjustment Claims (CAC) were going to be submitted? 

 that the difference between customer and stakeholder views did not seem wide 
enough as stakeholder priorities tended to be different from those of customers, for 
example, stakeholders value the quality of river water more highly than customers 
do. What weighting had been applied?  

 the information in the triangulation table seemed counter-intuitive. For example a 
candidate PC with two green arrows and one yellow still remained a low priority and 
four candidate PCs that had red downwards arrows were in the high priority 
category. 

 that the target in the right hand column needed reference points and should have 
comparators to show whether it was stretching or not  

 
Kevin responded that some of the information needed updating, for example, there would be 
PC on natural capital. Nitrate was the only CAC. If Ofwat agreed the extra money then the 
Company had to deliver it. The feedback from customers was given more weight than that of 
stakeholders as customers had to pay the bills. Stakeholders also tended to have a narrower 
set of views.  
 
The Chair asked about a sense check of the final PCs against the customer research. Nick 
Eves explained that the sense check would be the final piece of the jigsaw and conducted 
through the assurance process. The independent assurance would be brought to the CCG at 
the August meeting. The Chair also asked for information about the weighting in August and 
suggested this could be accomplished by exception.  
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Action:  bring the assurance report and information on the application of weighting by 
exception to the August meeting (Nick Eves and Kevin Wightman)   

 
Rosemary Boot commented that water reuse didn’t have a specific target. Kevin agreed and 
said that the target setting process showed that some candidate PCs could not be achieved 
within the Business Plan timescale such as the DWI CRI (Compliance Risk Index), mains 
bursts, external sewer flooding and sewer collapses. Members commented that the 
Company would then not be meeting customer expectations.    
 
The Chair asked if the Company had had a conversation with customers about the way ODIs 
were applied to gain an understanding of what customers thought about incentives.  
Members were of the view that incentives should not be attached to any scheme included in 
the brilliant at the basics objectives. Kevin confirmed that research had been on the detailed 
proposals and not on the more philosophical issue of the concept of ODIS and the way they 
should be applied. But the detailed research showed a level of support for incentives on the 
basics, such as for void sites.  

 

David Howarth said the Environment Agency would be opposed to any financial reward 
attached to not polluting the environment as polluting is an illegal activity. Kevin responded 
that it would be a driver to improve performance.  

 

Members asked about bill impacts and whether would be financial caps and delivery 
deadlines? Kevin confirmed the bill impacts would not be finalised until the middle of August. 
However, there was an expectation that the penalties and rewards would even out over the 
payment profile. Unless there was a good reason, penalties and rewards should be the 
same. Kevin said that what was really important was that Members were assured that the 
process, which was prescribed by Ofwat had been applied systematically and robustly.  

 

The Chair commented that it seemed strange that the works that were central to the delivery 
of the Business Plan were at the low priority end of the list. She came back to the need for a 
sense check as much of what was proposed in the paper did not match with Members 
knowledge of what customers and stakeholders had said. It was agreed to hold a further a 
meeting / conference to conclude discussion. It needed to cover PC and ODIs (by 
exception), rewards and penalties in principle, regulatory requirements, what was business 
as usual and what would be above and beyond.   

 

Action: To organise a meeting or conference call on PCS and ODIs (by exception), 
rewards and penalties in principle, regulatory requirements, what was 
business as usual and what would be above and beyond.   

  (Sally Beck – before the end of July) 

 

   
 The Chair thanked everyone for their time.  

 

 
14. AOB 
 
There were no AOBs.  
 

ENDS 
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02 July 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4. Bring back a summary of customer views 
showing how these differed between the 
informed and uniformed  

Nick Eves August 
meeting 

 

5.c To ensure bill impacts were discussed with the 
CCG prior to Business Plan submission 

Mark Field August    

5.e 

 

Share with the CCG the five-year milestone plan 
with costs and efforts mapped out  

Chris Lumb When 
prepared 

  

  

5.l To include information on education, skills and 
apprenticeships schemes, the planned work with 
retailers and make the delivery timescales 
clearer  

 

Nick Eves August 
meeting 

 

6.i Bring the assurance report and information 
on the application of weighting on PCs and 
ODIs by exception to the August meeting 

Nick Eves August 
meeting 

 

Administration actions 

6.ii To organise a meeting or conference call on 
PCS and ODIs (by exception), rewards and 
penalties in principle, regulatory requirements, 
what was business as usual and what would 
be above and beyond 

Sally Beck Before the 
end of July 

 

 
 

04 June 2018 ACTION LIST (to be completed) 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

5. Circulate a copy of the Chair’s summary of the 
Annual Report to clear with GGC Members 

Anna 
Bradley / 
Sally Beck  

Mid-June  

6. Share the trust and confidence output report and 
draft survey materials with the CCG for their 
input and advice prior to going live 

Chris Esslin-
Peard 

As soon 
as 
available 

 

7i Bring the approach to acceptability testing 
to the July meeting 

Nick Eves July 
meeting 

 

7ii Circulate the Business Plan chapter on 
customer and stakeholder engagement to the 
CCG for comment 

Nick Eves When 
edited 
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8  SWS to share the RAND, PwC 3rd Line of 
Defence reviews and the acceptability testing 
with the CCG when available 

Nick Eves When 
available 

 

 
 

14 May 2018 ACTION LIST  

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

1. Rework the non-household and business 
users table to show the segments and the 
water use per segment to assist in future 
engagement with the most significant users 

Nick Eves June 
meeting 

 

 

 

 

3 Tapped In - bring back a plan on a page that 
blends the initiatives, shows how they map 
across time, and what the scale and expected 
impact and/or benefit will be 

Nick Eves July 
meeting 

 

 
 

30 April 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

11. SWS to share the RAND and PwC 3rd Line of 
Defence reviews with the CCG when available 

Hetty Farrell 
and Claire 
Elliott 

As and 
when 
available 

  

 

 

09 April 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

3.4 Nicci Russell to share the Ofwat freeze-thaw 
lessons learnt review with the CCG  

Nicci 
Russell 

When 
available – 
June - tbc 

 

 

 

MARCH 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4.1) ii Bring back the innovation strategy and 
implementation plan 

GH October 
meeting 

 

 


