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Minutes and actions arising 

 
 

 

 
Present:  Anna Bradley (Chair)   

 Phil Belden  Dan McDonald  

 Rupert Clubb  Nicci Russell  

 Karen Gibbs (by phone)  George Seligman  

 Steve Hare   

   
Apologies Ana Christie   

   
Observers: David Howarth (EA)  Graham Horton (NE)  

   
In Attendance: Lisa Harrington SWS iNED   

 Ian McAulay   

 Craig Lonie   

 Chris Esslin-Peard   

 Sally Beck   

 Jo Fielding-Cooke  Items 4, 5, 7 and 8  
 Meyrick Gough  Item 6  
 Paul Kent  Items 6 and 9  
 Adam Higgitt  Item 8  
 Hala Osman  Item 10  
   

 
 
 

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

Ana Christie sent her apologies and Karen Gibbs joined the meeting by phone.  

No conflicts of interest were declared.   

Lisa Harrington attended the meeting as the independent Non-Executive Director (iNED).  

 
2. Approval of the minutes of the 08 January 2018 meeting 

 
Ian McAulay, Southern Water Services CEO, requested adding the word ‘always’ into the 
paragraph regarding Ofwat’s framing of water quality targets, and George Seligman asked to 
extend his remark in Item 6.c. on Community Engagement  to read ‘… appealing against the 
EA abstraction licence changes, which were imposed for environmental reasons, gave a 
negative impression of SWS’s environmental commitment.’ George also said he was unable 
to reconcile the statement made by Simon Oates on having the support of the Hampshire  
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and Isle of Wight Water Resources Group on this issue with his own experience of the 
stakeholders. Other than these amendments, the minutes of the meeting were approved.   
   
  
3. Chair, Member and CEO updates and general discussion 

  
The CCG Chair, Anna Bradley, said that she had not been able to attend the CCG Chairs 
meeting on 16 January, but following an e-mail report, she wanted to draw out a few of the 
issues for further discussion with the CCG. The first, on financial and corporate structures, 
had generated a lot of discussion, including with Jonson Cox who attended the last portion   
of the Chairs meeting with Ofwat. Jonson had specifically mentioned four companies, 
including Southern Water Services (SWS). The Chair had since had some discussions with 
the Company, including with the Chairman of the Board, and a meeting has now been set up 
with the company on the 19th February to learn more about SWS’s corporate and financial 
structures and what the implications are for the Business Plan.   
  
In the Chairs only meeting there had been a discussion about the structure of CCG reports. 
They had discussed a proposal that the frame for the reporting should be the Ofwat 
assessment framework which is included in the PR19 methodology statement. This raised a 
question as to whether the SWS CCG needed to review its own assessment framework and 
ensure it reflected the entirety of Ofwat’s framework. It was agreed to action this.  
  
ACTION 1: Compare and contrast the CCG and Ofwat Assessment Frameworks and 

ensure all relevant areas are covered. (Anna Bradley and Sally Beck – end 
February   

  
Ian McAulay confirmed there had also been a prolonged discussion at the SWS Board 
meeting on corporate and financial structures where it was readily acknowledged that these 
issues are subject to potential poor perceptions by customers and that these perceptions 
affect trust in the Company. Letters between the Secretary of State and the Ofwat Chair had 
been published regarding the financial transparency of water companies and these were 
underpinning public perceptions that there is an issue.    

 
Ian continued that he and Anna had attended the recent Water Resources South East 
(WRSE) meeting for CEO and CCG Chairs. There had been a high-level discussion 
regarding regional resource planning. However, he thought a strong lead would not become 
apparent until the preparations for PR24 were underway, although some measures needed 
to be put in place during PR19 for delivery throughout AMP7.   
  
The Chair asked if SWSs could identify the ‘must do’s’ for PR19 and what the links are 
between the WRSE Regional Plan and SWS’s Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP).    
  
ACTION 2:  Once the WRMP consultation is concluded and the plan finalised, identify the 

links between it and the WRSE Regional Plan (Meyrick Gough – July / 
August)   

 
Ian continued that WRSE has not publicised what it does but it has a big agenda on 
modelling potential future scenarios, and that their last report had been well received by 
Ofwat. WRSE partners were applying ‘systems thinking’ to identify choices, costs and 
impacts, including for water trading and resource sharing, plus providing an informed view 
on why particular options had been selected.   
  
The Chair asked whether the plans for a new Havant reservoir were being progressed and, if 
so, would the Company be able to raise the investment required? Ian responded that if the  
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need were verified then an equitable way of paying for it would be found. The Chair said that 
the CCG were not sighted on proposals for trans-water company supply. Presumably, the 
water companies involved would have to develop shared plans for customer and stakeholder 
engagement. She said that the CCG would be happy to help with proposals for region-wide 
engagement, research and insight.   
  
Rupert Clubb asked about existing arrangements with Portsmouth Water and the extent of 
the pipe network needed to make water flow in two directions. George Seligman wondered 
about timescales and Nicci Russell commented that joint testing with customers from both 
water companies would be needed. David Howarth, from the Environment Agency, asked if 
there are options that went wider than Portsmouth Water.  
  
Ian responded that new models were being considered to optimise better use of water 
resources across the South East and cascade water from one company to another. The 2080 
outlook showed significant population growth and increasing climate change effects        
which would only be addressed through radical thinking. A central Thames reservoir was still 
a possibility with water feeding the South, South East and even the North. In response to the 
Chair commenting that these proposals would be highly contestable, Ian said that the issue 
was being looked at UK-wide and the optimal timing of testing with customers, whether on a 
general proposal or when there were specific plans, was being considered.   
  
On other matters, Ian reported that the national agenda had been busy. A Report on the 
costs and impacts of re-nationalising the water industry had also recently been published 
which set the buy-back costs at £90 billion. However, this did not include the £100 billion 
needed for infrastructure investment. It was important that re-nationalisation was considered 
but it needed to be based on facts.   
  
Ian continued that Ofwat had issued a press release regarding opening an investigation into 
whether SWS had breached its statutory duties, licence obligations and reporting of relevant 
compliance information regarding its wastewater treatment sites. He found the timing of the 
release confusing as the investigation had been ongoing for some time and the Company 
had already provided Ofwat with all the information it had requested.   
  
Ofwat’s SIM (Service Incentive Mechanism) score showed SWS had improved significantly, 
and was now in an average position, although he wanted the Company to score much 
higher in future.   
  
On drought, he was happy to report that the water level in Bewl reservoir had risen 
considerably and was now around 68%. The precautionary approach taken had worked well 
and all the signs were hopeful with surface and ground water levels also rising. However, 
Temporary Use Bans (TUBs) may still have to be enacted. There had been a few 
occurrences of elevated levels of cryptosporidium due to low water levels, but extra filtration 
and UV treatment had meant the water supply had not been affected. Meanwhile, his 
meetings with developers were becoming more positive. Many of them are looking at water 
efficiency measures to cope with demands for the next 100 years, including Sustainable 
Urban Drainage System (SUDS).    
  
Single-use plastics, such as drinking water bottles, were high on the agenda. The Company 
is planning to have water refill kiosks in honeypot locations and is working closely with local 
councils on a refill app and to advertise where the kiosks will be. The refill approach will 
ensure the drinking water supplied is not contaminated as it will be provided through a 
closed system, unlike water fountains which the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) have 
expressed concerns about.   
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Dan McDonald said that Medway Council had passed a motion to tackle single-use 
plastics. The Chair mentioned that Ana Christie was very keen to see a target / policy in 
SWS’s Business Plan.  
  
The Chair asked Ian if SWS understood why the Business Promises Dashboard showed that 
per capita consumption (p.c.c) had been rising over the last couple of months? Ian responded 
that the metrics had changed slightly and that it was much easier to monitor metered 
properties.        
  
The Chair rounded off the session by highlighting that meeting papers were extensive and 
made a request that the cover papers should be short, summarise the key points to be 
discussed so that they could stand alone from supporting appendices.             
  
   
A PR14 Monitoring: 
  
  
4. PR14 Monitoring: A responsive customer service 
  
Jo Fielding-Cooke, SWS Head of Continuous Improvement, introduced the session by 
saying that the Company’s customer service performance had been steadily improving. In 
recent months there had been a strong focus on first contact resolution.   
  
The Chair asked if the target for this AMP for 90% of contacts resolved first time was based 
on evidence, given that 80% is now recognised as a high target? Lisa Harrington 
commented that the easier issues increasingly get dealt with on-line and the issues people 
call in with are likely to get harder to deal with. Jo responded that the 90% target was very 
ambitious and not based on good evidence at the time. If issues could not be resolved first 
time then the Company was being proactive in the follow through.   
  
Jo reported that the Company had the most improved SIM scores across the industry 
although it wasn’t lifted out of penalty payments yet. The scores are assessed over the five 
year AMP and the Company had a poor performance during the first two.   
  
Noting that the Company had reduced its household retail cost-to-serve by c20% over the 
last 12 months, the Chair asked if Ian had had an opportunity to examine the industry 
average cost-to-serve and whether SWS could afford to retain a call centre within the 
region? Ian McAulay responded that the costs are higher in the South East than in other 
regions and there was a gap of c£2-3. Lisa Harrington commented that it was £17 per 
customer and Ian said that that he wasn’t sure whether SWS would be able to continue with 
the current model as it was unlikely the gap could be bridged. The Chair thought it would be 
useful to identify what the gap is between actual cost-to-serve and what is affordable, and 
how this compares with the rest of the industry? A paper was due to come back to the CCG 
on this topic and comparative information could be included.     
  
 
5. PR14 Monitoring: Affordable bills 
  
Members had no questions on the 'Affordable bills' monitoring report as they had already 
received ample and well-rounded evidence of the Company's work in this area. However, the 
Chair asked how the target of providing 217,100 customers in genuine hardship with 
improved support by 2019/20 had been derived? She made the point that there should be an 
evidence-based rationale for any numerical targets that are set. The CCG need to be sighted 
on the context for target-setting. In this particular instance it would be, 'what  
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proportion of the population is in genuine hardship and what percentage of these does the 
Company plan to serve, based on some comparators or similar rationale?'       

 
 

6. Meeting WISER requirements and Blueprint for Water aspirations 
  
The Chair opened the session saying that the paper provided had not adequately reflected 
the ambitions that SWS has in this area and that doing so, might paint a very different 
picture of the extent of match with the ambitions of Blueprint for Water (BfW) and the scale 
of the regulator’s wish list. She suggested that the discussion time could be used as an 
opportunity to contribute thoughts for inclusion in a fresh paper for a later meeting. She 
suggested that discussion with a task and finish group of the CCG might help to shape that 
paper.   
  
Members raised the following points:   

 that the significance and scale of the issues, and their impact on the region, needs to 
be explored and explained  

 the BfW has 17 aspirations and SWS has good examples of how these are being 
met, but is not making this known and it needs to   

 the Company has already reflected many of the aspirations in the ten 'Let’s talk water 
2' outcomes and in its 'Water Futures' strategy to 2030/40 but the steps along the   
way are missing. What is needed is:   

o what the Company is doing now  
o what it is going to do in AMP7 and AMP8 to achieve the aspirations  
o what percentage of the requirements it will implement in each of the AMPs  

 the Company needs to show the links with Defra’s 25 year Environment Plan and 
reflect these aspirations too, including but not limited to:  

o reductions in leakage  
o demand management  
o stripping out endocrine disrupters  
o plastics  
o climate change adaptations  
o drought management  
o sustainable communities  

 that Brexit may change customers' views on environmental issues and these should 
be checked on an annual basis.     

  
There followed a short discussion on the implications of Brexit for the environment. There   
will be challenges regarding translating EU environmental legislation, such as REACH, and 
chemicals regulation, into UK law. The forecasts on growth, housing and the economy might 
change significantly depending on the type of exit that emerges and this will have knock-on 
effects for developers and communities. The expected industrial strategy should read across 
housing, growth and the economy. The Chair wondered if these major developments would 
affect the Company’s ability to deliver its aspirations and whether there were currently 
opportunities for SWS to influence the policy and regulatory agenda? It was generally agreed 
that these issues provided a good opportunity for the Company to engage with a cross-
section of communities, as well as to having a voice in development issues in the South East.   
  
The Chair brought the meeting back to the business at hand and asked the two meeting 
observers, David Howarth from the Environment Agency (EA) and Graham Horton from 
Natural England (NE) for their views on the paper.  
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David said he welcomed the paper as it looked like an emerging policy document. However, 
the scale of SWS's ambitions didn't come through. WISER had been an amalgamation of 
Defra statutory obligations and a challenge from Paul Leinster (then EA Chief Executive) to 
the water companies to go beyond these requirements. The statutory obligations should be 
taken as read as they are must do's. The regulators are instead looking for SWSs to show 
where and how they are going beyond this to meet regulatory aspirations and stakeholder 
and customer expectations and aspirations though its business ambitions.  
  
Graham commented that the ambition is to leave the environment in a better place and 
increase biodiversity. SWS should be showing how its work is enhancing the environment.      
  
The Chair rounded off the discussion by saying that SWS needs to demonstrate how it is 
meeting statutory requirements. But the request from the CCG is also that SWS say more 
about how their ambition in the environmental arena sits with the regulators wiser ambitions 
and the BfW. This is particularly important given the scale of the ambition from both 
customers and stakeholders.           
   
ACTION: Organise a CCG task and finish group (Meyrick Gough, Paul Kent and Kate 

Rice with Anna Bradley, George Seligman, Phil Belden, Rupert Clubb, 
David Howarth and Graham Horton – 23 April) to discuss:  

a. how SWS intends to meet its environmental regulations requirements; and 
b. how it can evidence it’s ambitious environmental aspirations and meet the  

expectations of NGOs, customers and other stakeholders by 2030/40  
c. the steps the Company will take in AMP7 and AMP8 to make this achievable 
d. how this will be articulated in the PR19 Business Plan.   

  
  
B PR19: to advise and challenge 

 
 

7. Customer Engagement 
 
The Chair reordered the items under the main heading as she wanted to make sure the 
Customer Engagement Strategy was given enough airtime.   
  
1) Customer Engagement Strategy and Policy (had been 3) 

  
Jo Fielding-Cooke opened the session saying that the paper set out the actions the 
Company proposed to take over the next two years as it worked to secure customer 
participation – level four of the Tapped In (TI) continuum. A SWS internal workshop planned 
for the following week will add a further level of detail to the draft customer engagement 
strategy and the annual customer engagement survey.    
  
The Chair said that assessing where the Company is now on the SWS TI continuum 
provided a good starting point. She observed that the Company had a lot of ground to cover 
on community engagement between now and the end of the AMP to bring it up to level 3.   
  
Jo agreed that more work was needed, for example, on crowdsourcing ideas, to support co- 
creation and co-delivery with customers. Dan McDonald said that he would like to see an 
activity on data-sharing included in the paper (this is planned for March). The Chair said she 
would like to see a paper on all of the steps proposed and how they would be delivered over 
the next 18 months. She asked Members for their views on the draft strategy. These 
included:  
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 there are lots of good examples and ideas. Seeing how these can be tailored to be 
delivered over the next two years is important  

 the ideas and proposals need to be explored and tested with customers and 
stakeholders as well as internally within the Company  

 a pilot ‘Trip Advisor’ approach may be advisable rather than establishing a 
permanent site  

  the definition of ‘customers’ seems to be an off-the-shelf definition rather than being 
specific to SWS’s customers and stakeholders and it needed to ensure all customer 
segments were covered  

 the age range of the ‘Youth Advisory Board’ had not been specified  

 it should show how the Company intended to work with the hard to reach, for 
example the elderly or people with dementia and related conditions, as well as 
people with health and mental health conditions  

 a gap analysis and defining what good practice is and what success looks like would 
be valuable  

 implementation timescales should be included  

 the quarterly customer satisfaction survey is a good idea to help track perceptions 
over time  

 it needed to differentiate between delivering PR14 promises and PR19 aspirations 
and it needed to specify what needed to be delivered before the start of AMP7.     
  

Jo responded that the definition used for customers was more about being able to identify 
the different groups and the best way to contact them, and that the Youth Advisory Board 
would probably comprise ages between 16 – 25 but could be lowered. She was grateful for 
the all the feedback and would take CCG views on board in the further development of the 
strategy.   
  
The Chair asked if Customer Engagement would form a discrete chapter of the Business 
Plan and, if so, would the CCG be able to review it at an appropriate time? Jo confirmed that 
it would.   
  
ACTION: Bring the draft Business Plan Chapter on Customer Engagement to the CCG 

for their review, comment and advice (Jo Fielding-Cooke – May meeting)  
 
The Chair concluded that the draft strategy was a significant step forwards and its delivery 
represented a sea change. However, she made a point that, once again, Members were 
being provided with numerical targets without rationale. Outcome measures were needed to 
complete the strategy. It shouldn’t be simply about the numbers engaged, it should be about 
how engagement will change behaviours.    
  
Ian McAulay commented that he was working on a co-creation ‘Blue Health’ initiative with 
Ebbsfleet Development Corporation and developers to design-in ‘well-being’ through 
building water features into the schemes.   
   
  
2) CCG Assessment Framework 

 
Jo said that the intention moving forward was to use the Assessment Framework to frame the 
CCG meeting agendas and ensure Members were provided with the evidence needed for their 
Report to Ofwat.   
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ACTION: Use the Framework to map out the Agendas for subsequent CCG meetings 
and review with the CCG Chair (Jo Fielding-Cooke, Adam Higgit and Sally 
Beck with Anna Bradley – during February)     

 
The Chair said that sheet 2 of the Framework is about the extent to which the results from 
customer and stakeholder engagement are driving the Company’s ambitions. What are 
customers saying are the things that matter to them the most? Where will this be apparent in 
the Business Plan?  
  
George Seligman said that one of the most useful papers in the entire meeting pack was the 
appendix, 10 outcome authentications, for agenda item 8.1 on the use of evidence to support 
outcomes. This provided real clarity on the context for the topic, what customer and 
stakeholder priorities are, where there are gaps and highlighted any conflicts of interest, 
ultimately setting out how the priorities had been developed and settled upon. He would like 
to see a similar table settling out how the findings from customer and stakeholder engagement 
had influenced the Business Plan.   
  
Lisa Harrington commented that the outcomes authentication and the Assessment Framework 
could be amalgamated into one document as the evidence is complementary.        
  
ACTION: (Jo Fielding-Cooke with Hala Osman - ongoing) 

Use the 10 outcome authentications as a template for:   
a. Showing how the evidence gathered is being used to drive decisions in the 

Business Plan   
b. Build into sheet two of the Framework  
c . Insert a final column to set out what has been learnt to date   

 
Nicci Russell asked whether there was a difference between the Board’s Report to Ofwat and 
the CCG’s? The Chair explained that the Board needs to take assurance from the CCG about 
the quality of engagement and how it had been used to underpin decision-making. The Board 
had to assure other aspects of the wider Business Plan. She had been considering when to 
timetable taking the CCG customer engagement assurance to the Board and Lisa Harrington 
suggested July. The Chair agreed and said that an outline of the structure of the CCG Report 
to Ofwat and the Annual Report would be brought to the March meeting.  
  
ACTION: Develop an outline structure for the CCG Annual Report and Report to Ofwat 

and bring to March meeting (Anna Bradley with Sally Beck – March 
Meeting)  

    
 
3) Customer Experience update 
  
Jo Fielding-Cooke said the paper highlighted the continuous improvement processes and 
measures the Company had undertaken to date to improve the Customer Experience. The 
appendices showed the key ‘Rant and Rave’, SIM/Shadow surveys and customer journey 
mapping initiatives behind the work.  
  
George Seligman asked if the work on improving customer journeys had started yet? Jo 
confirmed that it was well underway. The Chair said that this should be reflected in this   
year’s CCG Monitoring Report which should focus on what the company was putting in place 
to be ready for the next AMP as well as monitoring the delivery of its promises for the end of 
this AMP.  
  
Phil Belden commented that there were lots of negative comments in the Rant and Rave 
and he thought probably 1/5 of respondees were dissatisfied. Jo agreed saying this  



 

 

influences the next steps of implementation, for example, ensuring the majority of calls are 
resolved at first contact.  
  
George Seligman commented that it looked as if customer satisfaction was beginning to drop 
and Phil Belden queried why satisfaction seemed to be dropping but at the same time 
customers were less dissatisfied. The Chair said that this would need a proper explanation 
and should be recorded in the minutes.  
  
ACTION: Describe why the data shows that the number of satisfied customers is going 

down but customers are less dissatisfied (Jo Fielding-Cooke – for the 
February meeting minutes)  

        
(Subsequent to the meeting, Jo Fielding-Cooke explained that Rant and Rave is a real time 
customer satisfaction survey and, towards the end of 2017, the volume of surveys completed 
had reduced. This was because the volume of customer contacts had reduced and fewer 
surveys had been sent to customers whilst customer services were being reorganised and 
implemented. There had been a period of customers being less satisfied during the period of 
transition which included the setting up new teams (with c70FTE leaving SWS), establishing 
joint billing with South East Water and with more customers using digital services.   
  
Overall, customer satisfaction had increased over the last 12 months. The quarterly SIM 
customer satisfaction survey shows significant improvement over the last 12 months based 
on quarterly surveys, unlike Rant & Raves daily surveys.)   
  
 
4) Engaging customers on corporate and financial structures 

 
Jo Fielding-Cooke said that it was a challenge to know how to engage customers with what 
is seen a dry topic and a sub-group of the CCG was due to meet to develop an approach. 
Ian McAulay said he would welcome guidance from the CCG.  
  
The Chair said it would be important to go right back to basics and assume the CCG knows 
nothing about these structures. The meeting needed to cover what the structures are, what 
others do and what needs to happen in order for the CCG to be able to advise SWS. Even 
when customers have a level of understanding of these matters, will it generate trust?   
  
Lisa Harrington asked about the extent the CCG thought customers would want to be 
engaged in these issues? Phil Belden said he thought customers cared a lot more about the 
service they received and the costs of the service than SWS financial and corporate 
structures. George Seligman commented that the risks were to do with having too much debt, 
and that these risks should be borne by both shareholders and the debt holders. Water      
and wastewater services would have to be continued for customers no matter what the 
financial risks were. Rupert Clubb thought that customers might assume re-nationalisation  
could be an affordable option and should be made aware of the infrastructure costs required.         
  
Nicci Russell suggested that perhaps different scenarios could be tested with customers to find out 
what they think about the issues, in particular customer or resilience contexts, rather than simply 
whether they thought SWS should remove all ties with the Cayman Islands. The Chair commented 
that the Cayman Islands are a ‘today issue’. More pertinent are the corporate and financial 
structures of the Company and the type of information customers are interested in knowing about 
these.   
  
Dan McDonald said they are likely to want to know about taxes and dividends. They would 
want to know if the Company was hiding anything and if it really is providing value for 
money. Gender equality and the pay gap is also very current. If and when the media or 
politicians show an interest in something with another water company, SWS ought to be  
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ready to issue a highly transparent statement about its own operations. Phil Belden agreed 
that customers would mainly be interested in responses to what has just been raised by the 
media. Steve Hare also agreed. He said that the Company should be promoting positive 
stories but be highly transparent on negative issues.     
  
The Chair rounded off the session by saying that the Company needed to be able to provide 
a sensible statement on the 80/20 gearing that it has as opposed to the 60/40 that Ofwat 
wants. She was primarily interested in ensuring customers could place trust and confidence 
in the Company and that would be the aim of the meeting for a sub-section of the CCG later 
in the month.    
  
ACTION: Provide a pack with an agenda and scope for the meeting and the papers on 

corporate and financial structures in advance of the CCG task and finish group 
meeting on 19 February (Chris Esslin-Peard – 15 February)        

 
  
8. The Business Plan consultation 
1) Use of evidence to support the 10 outcomes 
  
Jo Fielding-Cooke said that the paper and appendix showed how the evidence gathered had 
been used to shape and authenticate the development of the ten outcomes. This would be 
refreshed as and when more evidence was available and this would be brought to the CCG 
again in April and July. It would also be used to assess the Ofwat tests and the CCG 
Assessment Framework.   
  
The Chair thought it would be simple to include an additional column for the Business Plan. 
George Seligman said the information was very dense but it was simple to pick out the  
issues that are important for customers. It would be helpful, from a CCG perspective, to read 
across from this into the Business Plan and identify what customers and stakeholders have 
said they want. Timescales should also be included. Rupert Clubb said it could also set out 
aspirational links with the 25 year Environment Plan and Phil Belden thought that an 
additional column could show the trajectory beyond five years to illustrate the aspirations.   
  
Ian McAulay agreed. The table could show what was planned for the next five years but also 
show where the Company is heading over the next 25. The Chair said that the Company also 
needed to set out what it is doing during the rest of the current AMP to be prepared for  
AMP7. Rupert Clubb thought this was particularly important regarding leakage as it is a top 
priority for customers. Ian responded that work is underway. SWS has the best technology 
and gangs in the industry in locating and resolving leaks. This tied in with a range of other 
initiatives SWS was investing in, including managing the network, metering and T100. Karen 
Gibbs reminded Members that all of these also linked with affordability issues. The Chair said 
it provided a line of sight across the outcomes, the strategy and the Business Plan.         
  
Craig Lonie, SWS Director of Strategy and Regulation, remarked that it could also 
demonstrate how the priorities aligned around Ofwat’s four themes. Ian said that it was both 
challenging and simple to demonstrate how everything fitted together – the four themes, five 
years and the long term plans whilst making sure bills were affordable, value for money was 
provided and that customer priorities were at the heart of it all.   
  
The Chair said the evidence in the Framework was strong until the final three outcomes, the 
Let’s talk water 2 consultation will be important to show that these three outcomes also have 
strong customer and stakeholder support. She asked Ian what he was looking to achieve in 
terms of outcome and ambition? Ian responded that the outcome he wanted was for the 
Business Plan to be endorsed by as many customers as possible. His ambition was to  
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enhance Natural Capital. A number of five-year pilot schemes were being established and 
these would be scaled up if shown to be successful. He added that the Business Plan would 
be ambitious – he was not going to submit a ‘safe’ plan to Ofwat.   
  
2) The Consultation ‘Plan on a Page’ 

 
This paper was presented for information only. The Chair said it was very helpful to see the 
information in one paper.   
  
3) The latest version of the Business Plan consultation document 

 
The final version of the Business Plan consultation document was handed around to 
Members for information. Members were informed that it would be published on the SWS 
website on 15 February at midday.   

 
 

9. Feedback on the intention behind ‘From Research to Business Plan’ 
 
Paul Kent, SWS Wastewater Strategy Manager, explained that the item was being brought 
back to the CCG as previously there had not been enough detail for the CCG to take a view. 
He hoped there is now enough information about how customer and stakeholder priorities 
and willingness to pay, as well as what they are not willing to pay for, aligns with Ofwat’s 
performance requirements. The evidence showed that customers and stakeholders 
supported all the performance expectations and ambitions. There was no evidence of 
opposing views.   
  
The Chair thought this was excellent and that it resolved whether there were any conflicting 
issues. On leakage, she asked if a further 15% reduction would mean the Company would 
remain in the Upper Quartile? Paul responded that SWS would remain static in the table. If 
other water companies set and met a more ambitious target, then they may surpass SWS. It 
would take £9 million investment to achieve the 15% reduction. Further reductions would take 
greater investment. He mentioned that the Company would be maintaining the same       
level of water pressure as higher pressure was not a customer priority.    
  
The Chair then asked about the mandatory resilience performance commitments? Paul said 
that the % of the population at risk of sewer flooding in a 1 in 50 year event storm was newly 
introduced. The Company had been working on a 1 in 100 year event storm in the Worthing 
catchment. The Company does not yet have a model for all the catchments and there was a 
lot to understand and finesse. It was the same for the 1 in 200 year drought commitment.  
The models will emerge over the next few months.   
  
Phil Belden asked about the balance between competing priorities and Paul responded that 
not all the commitments could be pushed to achieve the upper quartile as this would result in 
too large a price rise.   
  
The Chair thanked Paul for the clarity of the paper.   
  
  
10. How customer research has influenced the WRMP and the next phase of 

customer research 
 
Hala Osman, SWS Strategy Advisor, said that the paper brought together the entirety of 
research undertaken to date, and showed how this had influenced the WRMP and Drought 
Plan alongside what the Company was still planning to do.  She highlighted that overall,  
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water efficiency measures to conserve the resource, was what customers were most keen to 
see.   
  
The Chair said she noted that desalination plants were not a popular option. Ian McAulay 
responded that even if not a customer preference, it may be necessary in both Hampshire 
and the Thames region. He thought that, based on current knowledge and technologies, it 
ought to be an option in the plan with a timescale of some 7 - 10 years hence. It may not be 
needed due to technological advances and as other measures progressed but plans were 
needed for future resilience. George Seligman commented that reducing leakage is the 
simplest way to conserve the resource whereas desalination is the most complex. He also 
asked about the option of underground storage – did it mean topping up the aquifers? It was 
confirmed that it did.   
  
Hala continued that the next stage in the research was the online customer consultation 
where customers would be given a slider that would show them the impact of their choices 
both on prices and on the future environment. It will also show how the costs to future 
generations will be impacted by the choices customers make now. Basically, if customers 
choose to keep prices down now, then it would show what the likely future risks would be. 
Hala said there would also be an outline of the preferences of each of the customer 
personas, and the Company was planning a series of focus groups at which the slider would 
be used.   
  
Phil Belden said that the focus groups would be welcome as they will provide an opportunity 
to explain the wider business of the Company and thought it would be a valuable opportunity 
to test the approach for later use with the Business Plan. A number of the Members agreed 
that it would be interesting to see the cumulative impact of the choices and Hala confirmed 
that once the exercise had been completed the total impact and total costs would be shown. 
The Company was also going to use the exercise for resilience.   
  
The Chair thought the sliders an excellent idea as they would enable people to see the 
outcome of specific choices they made. She asked if users could change their mind once 
they’d seen the outcome and whether it would be possible to understand what was driving 
customers’ choices? She asked Hala to share the link to the on-line choices when it was 
available as well as the dates for the focus groups.   
  
ACTIONS: 
i . Share a link to the online co-creation slider with the CCG (Hala Osman – end 

February / early March)   
ii . Provide the CCG with the dates for the focus group meetings (Hala Osman – end 

February)    
  
  
11. AOB 

 
There were no AOBs.   

 
 

12. CCG private time 

 
The Chair asked Members for their feedback.   
 

Phil Belden said that there were too many detailed papers with too many appendices. He 

was assured that the plan was to provide the CCG with Board-paper technology, hopefully 

for the next meeting.    
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George Seligman asked if there was a masterplan for future meetings and he was reassured 

that one was underway and would be provided as soon as possible.  

  

Dan McDonald asked if the CCG could be provided with a list setting out all the dates for 

subgroups and customer events and meetings?    

  

ACTION: Share the calendar of customer and stakeholder events and meetings with 
the CCG (Sally Beck – end February)  

 
Nicci Russell thought that the Company seemed rather defensive on the financial 
transparency issues. She thought this would not play out well with Ofwat.   
  
Rupert Clubb agreed that with the costs of debt being cheaper than capital, and with SWS 
holding more debt than other companies, it was vital to be transparent about what happened 
with the profits from this.   
  
The Chair said that she had been reflecting on the extent of the discussion at the January 
meeting and had come to a view that an Advice Note on scaling up the behaviour change 
initiatives may be valuable to the Company. Would Members support this? The proposal 
was unanimously agreed.     
  
The Chair thanked everyone for their time.  
  

 

ENDS 
 

 
 

FEBRUARY 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

3.1  Compare and contrast the CCG and Ofwat 
Assessment Frameworks and ensure all 
relevant areas are covered.  

AB and 
SB  

End Feb   

3.2  Once the WRMP consultation is concluded and 
the plan finalised, identify the links between it 
and the WRSE Regional Plan  

MG  July / 
Aug 

 

6.  Organise a CCG task and finish group to 
discuss:  

a . how SWS intends to meet its environmental 
regulations requirements; and  

b . how it can evidence it’s ambitious 
environmental aspirations and meet the 
expectations of NGOs, customers and other 
stakeholders by 2030/40  

c . the steps the Company will take in AMP7 
and AMP8 to make this achievable  

d. how this will be articulated in the PR19 
Business Plan.   

MG, PK, 
KR, AB, 
GS, PB, 
RC, DH,  
GH  

23 April  
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7.1)  Bring the draft Business Plan Chapter on 
Customer Engagement to the CCG for their 
review, comment and advice.  

JF-C  May   

7.2).i  Use the CCG Assessment Framework to map 
out the Agendas for subsequent CCG meetings 
and review with the CCG Chair   

JF-C, AH,  
SB and 
AB  

During 
Feb  

 

7.2).ii  Use the 10 outcome authentications as a 
template for:   
a . Showing how the evidence gathered is being 

used to drive decisions in the Business Plan   
b. Build into sheet two of the Framework  
c . Insert a final column to set out what has been 

learnt to date   
  

JF-C and 
HO  

Ongoing 
to July  

 

7.2).iii  Develop an outline structure for the CCG Annual 
Report and Report to Ofwat and bring to March 
meeting   

AB and 
SB   

March 
meeting  

 

7.3)  Describe why the data shows that the number of 
satisfied customers is going down but customers 
are less dissatisfied  

JF-C  For the 
Feb 
minutes  

 

7.4)  Provide a pack with an agenda and scope for 
the meeting and the papers on corporate and 
financial structures in advance of the CCG task 
and finish group meeting on 19 February  

CE-P  15 Feb    

10.i  Share a link to the online co-creation slider with 
the CCG  

HO  End Feb  
/ early 
March  

  

10.ii  Provide the CCG with the dates for the focus 
group meetings  

HO  End Feb    

12.  Share the calendar of customer and stakeholder 
events and meetings with the CCG  

SB  End Feb    

 

 

NOVEMBER 2017 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

Admin Actions 

b  Investigate the potential for a CCG portal/google 
drop box to keep all information in one place that 
Members can access easily  

SB  By end 
Nov  

  

 


