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SOUTHERN WATER CUSTOMER CHALLENGE GROUP 

06 August 2018: 10:30 – 16:00 

Board Room, SWS Head Office, Durrington 

Minutes and actions arising 

Present: Anna Bradley (Chair) 

Phil Belden Dan McDonald 

Karen Gibbs Nicci Russell 

Steve Hare George Seligman 

Apologies Rupert Clubb 

Ana Christie 

Graham Horton (NE) 

Observers: David Howarth (EA) 

In Attendance: Ian McAulay 

Craig Lonie 

Sally Beck 

Kevin Wightman Items 3 & 9 

Barry Cleasby Item 4 

Nick Eves Items 5, 6, 7, 8 & 11 

Chris Braham Item 8 

Chris Lumb Item 8 

Chris Esslin-Peard Items 10 & 11 

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

Ana Christie, Rupert Club and Graham Horton (Natural England) sent their apologies. 

No Board Members were able to attend this meeting. 

Nicci Russell declared a potential conflict of interest. As of August 2018, Nicci will become 
a member of Thames Water’s Red Team, providing advice to the Thames Board on PR19, 
as part of her Waterwise work. She has signed a Non-Disclosure Agreement with Thames 
Water.  

2) Approval of 04 June and 02 July 2018 meeting minutes

David Howarth, Environment Agency (EA), said he had suggested at the 04 June meeting 
that SWS could have a Performance Commitment for restoring the supply-demand balance 
in South Hampshire following the Public Inquiry decision that leaves the water supply over-
reliant on drought orders and drought permits that could damage the environment. 
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Although SWS had ten years to implement a solution, a Performance Commitment in the 
Business Plan would define where SWS expected and needed to be 5 years into the 10 
year period. This had not been recorded.  

As neither the SWS CEO nor CCG Members recollect this being raised, it is recorded here 
as a matter arising.  

Other than this matter, the minutes of both the 04 June and 02 July were approved. 

3) AMP end outturn

CCG Chair, Anna Bradley, introduced this session saying that Ofwat expected the PR14 
promises to be the starting position for AMP7. Kevin Wightman, the SWS Economic 
Regulation Manager, said that the report provided set out what the Company had assessed 
the outturn to be. SWS would be unlikely to meet 12 of the current 32 Performance 
Commitments (PCs). Some of these had been aspirational when set for PR14, such as 
100% compliance with Drinking Water Quality regulations. There will be Operational 
Delivery Incentive (ODI) penalties attached to some targets that will be missed, such as 
bathing waters, and interruptions to supply will be missed by a long way. However, others, 
such as odours, were likely to be delivered by the end of the AMP. At the same time, there 
was likely to be the maximum ODI reward for meeting leakage and P.C.C targets which 
would place the Company in a good position for AMP7.  

The impact of penalties and rewards on customers’ bills would be around £1.30 added to 
bills and £0.35 – 0.40 off each year, with a net of around a 90p increase.  

However, these were insignificant when compared with SIM (Service Incentive Mechanism) 
which was not likely to improve during 2018 – 2019. The Company had forecast a major 
penalty adjustment. For dual service users, this will likely amount to a reduction of £3 per 
annum, and for water only customers there would be a reduction of around £1.50.  

Member’s comments and questions included: 

 Whether PCC was calculated using the pre Water UK methodology?

 That SWS needed to keep a careful watch to ensure it met its leakage target as it
was on the margin of turning red.

Kevin said that reducing leakage was one of the five-year targets so the Company would 
need to improve its performance over the next two years, and Craig Lonie, SWS Director of 
Strategy and Regulations, commented that, from AMP7, all water companies would be 
using the same calculations for many targets to ensure consistency of reporting across the 
industry.  

The Chair observed that SWS and the CCG needed to be comfortable with the starting 
point and ‘stretch’ for AMP7, as well as being sufficiently cautious. The CCG had registered 
concerns during the last Price Review (PR14) that the Company was being over-ambitious 
and now it was indicating it might not meet the more ambitious targets.  She was looking 
forward to seeing the final set of PCs and ODIs for the PR19 Business Plan so that 
Members could be assured that these would be both stretching but achievable.     
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4) Annual Assurance Planning

Barry Cleasby, Head of Asset Intelligence, reported that Ofwat required SWS’s, alongside 
all other water companies, to develop an Annual Assurance Cycle to ensure the Company 
had a credible, transparent and clear programme of assurance over its performance.  

There have been learnings from other water companies who have developed a medium-
term plan, and Barry Cleasby asked the CCG to consider the content of the areas 
proposed for review. The principle purpose of providing assurance is to provide comfort to 
all stakeholders that the information provided is accurate. In order to do this it is also 
necessary to review the efficacy of the control measures used to compile and report the 
information. The areas included in the plan are the result of a risk review. 

The Chair confirmed that Ofwat require CCGs to be consulted as part of the annual 
assurance cycle but thought it felt like a tick-box exercise. An open conversation about the 
risks to delivery would be a more valuable contribution by the CCG. She suggested that this 
could take place in early 2019.  

Action: Include an agenda item in early 2019  on the key risks to delivering the 
priorities (Kevin Wightman – January / February meeting) 

She also thought a key role for the CCG was to assure the information presented to 
customers in the SWS Annual Report and other materials, including customer surveys and 
questionnaires and via its website, were transparent, accessible and made sense. Karen 
Gibbs offered, on behalf of CCWater, to act as an end-user to test the suitability and 
accessibility of information before it was used to survey customer views or published. Barry 
agreed to share survey materials, questionnaires and other performance reporting materials 
with the CCG for comments and views prior to being used.  

Barry asked Members if the list of delivery priorities looked appropriate and captured the 
key areas. Members responded that the list looked roughly right but questioned why 
Category 1, 2 and 3 pollutions incidents had been amalgamated because they saw 
Category 3 as distinct from 1 and 2. They suggested this amalgamation should be tested 
with the Company’s Strategic Environment Panel. They also advised that, as this was a 
non-financial set of priorities, customer trust and confidence in the Company should also be 
included, and that two major external risks could be included: the general political 
environment and Brexit.  

5) Update on the outstanding research findings

Nick Eves, the SWS Head of Strategic Insight, reported that the CCG had not yet seen the 
findings from five key research areas: the retail proposition; vulnerability, barriers to 
payment, the Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP) and Cost Adjustment Claims 
(CACs). He said this work was feeding into the Business Plan for 2020 – 2025 as it 
captured the things that were important to customers and would be used on an ongoing 
basis as the pathway into PR19 developed.   

The Chair commented that of late, and as the PR19 process had become concertinaed, 
there was too little time for Members to fully reflect on the research findings, and that some 
of the findings had been presented in snippets as parts of the triangulation process. She 
asked Members for their views and comments.  These included that: 

 It was helpful to see the summaries at this stage in the process and this gave



4  

confidence that the Company had significant knowledge and understanding of what 
its customers and stakeholders wanted it to do in the future  

 The retail proposition was really helpful and it gave confidence that this was now
business as usual rather than specifically for PR19 processes

 It was positive to see an appetite for the ‘value of water’ approach and highly
positive to see such strong support for enhancing the environment, which has given
confidence that there is clear support from customers and stakeholders for the
environmental schemes and programmes in the Business Plan. However, SWS was
still underselling its role in enhancing and protecting the environment

 the contextual learning was valuable to customers as it changed their views; as they
became more informed about their consequences and costs of their choices

 the voluntary sector are willing to help the Company in supporting customers in
vulnerable circumstances but this should not be over-exploited

 it was clear that some customers were not interested in being engaged

 it would be helpful to see which areas impacted on trust and confidence

Nick agreed and said that these findings provided a clear pathway for future, ongoing 
customer and stakeholder engagement and asked Members to send any detailed 
comments directly to him.  

Action: send further detailed comments directly to Nick Eves (CCG Members – by 
the end of October)   

Ian McAulay commented that a huge volume of customer and stakeholder insight had 
been gathered to inform the Business Plan and this would drive the business forward 
alongside National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) and Water Resources South East 
(WRSE) imperatives and the need to balance funding. A strategic, national debate was 
developing regarding the need for inter-AMP reviews to ensure water supplies were 
secured, pollution prevented and the environment was protected and enhanced. The 
expectations were that water companies needed to deliver more than anyone had 
envisaged to date using longer-term natural management techniques, such as catchment 
management plans, rather than end-of-pipe concrete and steel short-term solutions. 

6) Customer-friendly summary of the PR19 Business Plan 

Nick Eves reported on how SWS was creating a customer-friendly summary of the PR19 
Business Plan following CCG challenge at the July meeting. Members thought the 
deliverables in the draft Business Plan would not be understandable to customers as there 
were too many outcomes and the deliverables were spread too thinly between them. The 
customer-friendly structure grouped the deliverables under four major headings as 
suggested by the CCG of ‘deliver the basics’, ‘ready for the future’, ‘look after the 
environment’ and ‘taking care of water’, reducing the number of outcomes from ten. The 
structure and content had been reviewed and approved by the SWS PR19 Insight and 
Engagement Sub-Board Committee. He asked Members for their views which included:  

 The new structure was commendable as it would make the Business Plan
proposals accessible and simple for customers and staff alike

 That although it was easier to see what the Company would be delivering during 
AMP7, it did not indicate the scale of the programmes, for example, SUDs 
should show where, the numbers and size, or the timescales involved. It needed 
to show what would be delivered during the next five years, set within a 25 year 
time horizon, and the building blocks that were being laid for AMP8
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 That it would be helpful for customers to include a short, summary statement on
their bills on how their money would be spent but directing people to the website
for the detail

 That the customer summary would also be helpful to Ofwat so it should be
submitted alongside the Business Plan.

Ian McAulay agreed that this was a much more valuable version for customers although 
the Company would continue to report to Ofwat using the ten outcomes. It was important 
to give the right messages to the right audiences. The Chair asked Members if they 
thought the revised structure was a fit and appropriate way for the Company to describe 
its Plan and how it was being delivered to its customers. Members agreed it was ideal.    

7) PR19 Assurance

Nick Eves said he would provide the full external, independent assurance of the 
triangulation for the conference call on 13 August, although he could provide the headlines 
now. These found that the quality of the customer and stakeholder engagement SWS had 
conducted had stepped up significantly from that of PR14.   

Members thought the assurance on triangulation was key as it fed directly into the 
development of the PCs and ODIs, and this was an area they found the most problematic 
as it seemed detached from the main body of research. It was challenging to see how the 
PCs and ODIs related to other research such as Willingness to Pay (WtP). They 
commented that the journey to reach an understanding should be registered in their report 
to Ofwat.  

ACTION: Ensure the CCG concerns over the triangulation for PCs and ODIs is 
registered in the CCG Report to Ofwat on the SWS Business Plan for 2020 – 
2025 (Chair and Sally Beck – end of August 2018) 

Nick said it was fairly difficult to understand the scorings. He explained that the numbers 1 
– 6, with 6 being the score for being the most ready to release publicly, assured the
structure and comprehensibility of the Business Plan contents. The assurance on 
triangulation took account of, and combined all the research and insight the Company had 
undertaken. The synthesised research showed how the Company had come to the 
decisions it had taken. Members commented that the assurance on vulnerability 
particularly was extremely strong and that, in general, the assurance mirrored CCG views. 

They noted that the synthesised view on leakage gave a value of £150k, and they asked 
how this tied into the Business Plan? Craig Lonie explained that it showed where 
customers thought the Company should position its targets as it showed the incremental 
costs of further stretch. Going beyond a certain point would mean the PC was not 
affordable but, by setting an ODI, the Company would pay a penalty if the target wasn’t 
met.   

The Chair commented that the CCG had welcomed the way the WtP research had been 
conducted using a shopping basket approach with sliders to show customers the impact 
their choices made. Bringing this together with the rest of the evidence was both 
compelling and useful.  

Nick continued that the headlines on acceptability testing showed that, in general, 
customers found the Plan acceptable. They welcomed stable bills and the approach to 
greater use of technologies and innovation. They found flat bills both surprising and 
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pleasing, and the perceptions of value for money were good. The clarity of the Plan 
increased its acceptability as did framing it within the key challenges of population growth, 
climate change and the economy. They also liked the surprising elements of improving 
beaches to underpin tourism and the local economies. A minority found the plan 
unacceptable as they wanted SWS to do more to control leakage and help customers 
control their water usage.  

Members agreed that this information on acceptability was, on the whole, positive and 
showed high levels of acceptability of the Plan.  They looked forward to receiving the full 
acceptability assurance report for the planned conference call.   

Action: circulate the full acceptability assurance report to CCG Members (Nick Eves 
– prior to the planned conference call on 13 August)

8) Tapped In

The Chair opened the discussion saying that the July meeting and the paper gave her 
confidence that SWS had been giving thought to moving along the Tapped In (TI) 
continuum. The CCG had also had a task-and-finish group meeting with representatives 
from SWS using specific case studies including lead pipe removal, surface water flooding 
and catchment partnerships, on how it could engage better with communities to move 
along the continuum  

Members asked when the Company thought it would reach level 4 with full participation 
embedded across the whole Company as a way of working. A culture change was needed 
and this was not always easy to achieve.  

Chris Braham, SWS Investment Strategy Manager, responded that a set of principles had 
been established as the ways of working but this still needed to be embedded in the 
Company’s culture. Different parts of the Company were working with different customers 
and were at different stages on the continuum. For example, the parts of the business 
dealing with growth would be mainly working with developers, planners and stakeholder 
groups, whereas customer services was talking directly with customers. He was working 
with the EA and Local Authorities on surface water flooding and together they were 
working through what needed to be done and who needed to do which part of it.  

Members commented that: 

 this way of working needed to be iterative, with a constant refreshing of the
approach, and the benefits communicated back to customers and stakeholders

 the more co-creation that took place, the more the Company would recognise
instinctively that it was working in the right participation space

 it was important that local authorities and the charity and voluntary sectors working
to achieve the same outcomes worked together

 building a stock of good TI examples would be helpful although this did not
necessarily show that the Company was moving up the continuum

The Chair noted that shared planning also meant sharing control and an aspect of true 
participation was giving away some power to, for example, communities. The benefit of 
this, however, was that customers and communities may come up with ideas that the 
Company would not have thought of. This genuinely different way of working needed joint 
planning and design, and was not the same as asking people what they thought about 
plans that already had been developed, or were developing.   
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Ian McAulay observed that this couldn’t always be the case as some areas of the business 
came under his leadership agenda or were to meet statutory objectives, and where 
customers could not make the decisions. Effluent reuse was an example where customer 
approval would not be sought, but he was working with the EA and Natural England to 
ensure that recycled effluent was used safely and to find appropriate sites. WRSE was 
also considering the needs of consumers within the wider region. Consumers included 
customers, stakeholders and visitors - each with different needs and demands which need 
to be taken into account in each of the companies’ Business Plans.  

The Chair concluded the discussion saying that the further up the TI continuum SWS 
travelled the more positive customer feedback would be for SIM (Service Incentive 
Mechanism) and the new C-MeX (Customer Measure of Experience). She thought it would 
be valuable to have an ongoing grid that showed the relationship between the Company’s 
TI positioning and SIM/C-MeX scores and asked SWS to provide this on a regular basis. 

Action: to provide a regular update on how a higher level of public, customer and 
community engagement is positively impacting the positioning of SWS on
the TI continuum in relation to SIM/C-MeX scores (Simon Oates - after 
each SIM/C-MeX wave) 

9) Performance Commitments and Operational Delivery Incentives 

The Chair said this session needed to help the CCG answer Ofwat’s test questions: a) 
whether the approach to setting Performance Commitments (PCs) reflected customer’s 
views and showed enough stretch; and b) the same for Operational Delivery Incentives 
(ODIs).   

9)a PCs 

Kevin Wightman, SWS Economic Regulation Manager, said that the table showed each PC 
with the 2019 – 2020 target, followed by the 2020 – 2025 target, then the level of stretch 
and whether this was upper quartile (UQ) to meet Ofwat expectations. For UQ, SWS had 
predicted what UQ would be and set the target based on that. His view was that meeting 
many of the targets would be stretching.   

The Chair wondered if the targets were too stretching to be realistic and thought that Ofwat 
would expect all companies to aim for UQ which, by definition, would mean that 75% of 
companies would fail. She asked Members for their views. They commented that it was 
hard to tell if PCs were stretching because UQ was so high anyway, and there was a lack of 
context. For example, did a 10% change to reach UQ mean a target was stretching? It was 
also hard to tell if the targets were stretching because there was a lack of comparative data 
for new measures where there was no historic data to set the target against. An example 
was the lead pipe replacement scheme – would this be stretching? 

The Chair said it was not the role of the CCG to decide if the PCs were challenging – it was 
for SWS to tell the CCG if they were and to demonstrate why. For example, logic dictated 
that the lead pipe replacement scheme could measure the scale, such as 100% 
replacement over x number of years. She suggested that where there was no historic data, 
SWS could use the first two years of delivering the plan to collect the data to set the target 
against. 

Kevin agreed but thought this might not always be possible. For example, there were ‘gap’ 
sites where there was literally no data at all so the Company didn’t know what it was 
measuring and wouldn’t be able to set even an interim target. On water saving visits, the 
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target was switching from the number of visits made to the amount of water saved and it 
was not possible to put in an estimate. The Chair suggested that wherever an estimate was 
possible, it should be used.   

David Howarth asked why targets were not set for more AIM (Abstraction Incentive 
Mechanism) schemes? Kevin responded that the target for the River Itchen AIM was 
because it was a specific sensitive source but that there were a number of other targets, 
including for leakage and reducing per capita consumption (PCC) which would mean that 
less water needed to be abstracted from rivers across the region. The Chair suggested 
there should be a target for reducing abstraction with the long term aim of zero abstraction. 
There was currently nothing in the plan to show what the Company intended to do to 
decrease abstraction. Kevin said this was tricky as the Company had to be careful not to 
double-count the same thing using different measures. Members commented that even 
though there seemed to be many good schemes, for example km of rivers improved and 
catchment management programmes, only one target sat under looking after the 
environment which was less than encouraging and would not meet customer expectations.  

On leakage, a very high customer priority, Members asked if a 16% reduction to reach UQ 
was stretching enough, and the Chair observed that if SWS was aiming to be industry 
leading in this field, as with PCC, it needed to do better than just reaching UQ. Ian agreed 
but commented that the one of the reasons SWS was a leader in reducing leakage is that it 
had created a ‘hit squad’ that had focused on fixing the more accessible leaks. The 
remaining leaks were harder, deeper and more costly to deal with and the ability to fix them 
depended highly on the specific ground and weather conditions.  

Members noted that water efficiency had been helped by the universal metering 
programme, and that there was a new measure for T100 (Target 100 – reducing PCC to 
100 litres per person per day by 2040). As customers thought that school-based water 
efficiency visits should be increased, they asked if the target for this at the same level as 
AMP6, was stretching enough. Kevin responded that it was still reasonably ambitious.  

Members also noted that preventing internal sewer flooding had a target of UQ but that the 
target for external flooding was less than UQ. This was a fit with customers’ priorities. They 
commented that preventing pollution and flooding addressed the things that customers 
really cared about but wondered how much the Company could achieve that was 
economically sustainable in the next five years and again suggested there should be a two 
year review period. They thought the target to monitor 100% of CSOs (Combined Sewer 
Overflows) was positive and also noted that, as customers became more informed 
regarding water scarcity, they viewed effluent recycling more favourably. Kevin commented 
that this would take two forms: using treated effluent for specific purposes, such as watering 
golf courses; and to recharge rivers to be abstracted for drinking water treatment further 
downstream. The Chair suggested this should be specified in the PCs.  

Members questioned why category 3 pollution incidents had been grouped with the more 
serious category 1 and 2 incidents, and Kevin responded that it had been specified by 
Ofwat, although the Company would still keep these independent for public-facing reporting. 
The CCG approved this as there should be significant penalties attached to serious 
pollution incidents.  

The discussion turned to bathing water targets and the PR19 target to achieve ‘excellent’ 
status for an additional seven beaches. This would bring the total number to 57 and 
Members thought these should be named to prevent a ‘revolving door’ effect.   
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Members noted the UQ target for D-MeX (Developer Measure of Experience) and the 
above average target for C-MeX, that void properties did not seem to be of concern to 
customers. However, there were a number of new measures, ‘gap’ sites and the 
effectiveness of financial and vulnerability assistance schemes, that did not have 
comparative data so they suggested a two-year review of the interim target.  

The Chair asked how the benchmarking on community engagement would be gauged and 
Kevin responded that this would be provided through independent community engagement 
benchmarking league tables.   

Finally, Members asked about the Cost Adjustment Claims (CACs) to build new sewage 
treatment works to accommodate the predicted growth in the region and to rebuild the 
Thanet sewers. Kevin said that these lay outside Ofwat’s operating model and so SWS 
needed to have additional funds to address the issues. Members agreed these were 
necessary works and would support the CACs.   

9) b ODIs 

Kevin continued with the proposed ODIs saying there were no significant changes since 
they were presented at the July meeting – just a remapping under the four headings the 
CCG had proposed. He asked if it looked a balanced set across the four headings and if the 
CCG thought the money was attached to the things that customers cared about?  

The Chair said it looked much better balanced set and Members agreed. However, they 
suggested that there should be an ODI for a generalised reduction in abstraction. The 
Company thought the other measures on water efficiency such as home and school visits, 
reducing PCC and leakage, when added together, would reduce abstraction overall. The 
CCG asked that a measure be established of overall abstraction to ensure that the 
proposed measures did indeed have the anticipated impact on abstraction. This might not b 
an ODI, but it is nonetheless needed to ensure outcomes re as intended.  

The Chair asked Members if they were generally content that the ODI penalties and 
rewards reflected customer priorities and had used a suitably wide-range of evidence? She 
reminded Members that the PCs and the application of ODI penalties and rewards were 
also being independently assured by a third party. Members confirmed they were content 
and would be further reassured by the third party assurance, once received.   

The Chair asked Kevin to prepare a note for circulation with the changes suggested by the 
CCG clearly marked up to show how the Company had responded.     

Action: To circulate a note showing changes as a result of CCG challenge and 
proposals clearly marked (Kevin Wightman – before the 23 August 2018 
conference call)  

10) SWS engagement with the quality regulators and compliance with 
obligations 

The Chair reminded Members that this agenda item had been convened as Ofwat had 
asked CCGs to comment on any tensions there may be between the delivery of the 
Business Plan and water companies’ ability to meet statutory obligations.  

Chris Esslin-Peard, SWS Head of Regulatory Strategy, said that his paper set out Ofwat’s 
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requirements for water companies’ engagement with the quality regulators and compliance 
with the drinking water and environmental regulatory obligations. It also established the 
direct engagement the Company had with the regulators as authorities and the indirect 
engagement it had with the regulators as stakeholders, and showed where the CCG had 
visibility on this engagement through discussions on a wide range of initiatives such as 
WISER (Water Industry Strategic Environmental Requirements), WINEP (Water Industry 
National Environment Programme), the WRMP and WRSE. He hoped that the CCG could 
see the extent of the regulatory activity with the EA, NE (Natural England) and the DWI 
(Drinking Water Inspectorate).  

There had been extensive discussions with the regulators regarding what the Company 
needed to do to ensure compliance, and SWS had acknowledged where the regulators had 
reservations and how it intended to resolve the issues.  

David Howarth, EA, agreed that the paper was an accurate representation of the 
engagement and commented that there were several on-going investigations. However, 
there was nothing he was aware of in the Business Plan that would create a tension 
between delivery of the Plan and meeting statutory obligations. The EA had written to all 
water companies to remind them of the requirements and a Company response was 
expected by Friday 17 August.  

The Chair thanked David and said that she would like to use the paper on engagement as 
an annex to the CCG Report to Ofwat.  

Action: To include this paper on engagement as an annex to the CCG Report to 
Ofwat (Sally Beck – September 2018)  

11) Trust and Confidence

The Chair reminded Members that Ofwat had not initially asked the CCG to comment on 
whether SWS had engaged customers and stakeholders on its financial and corporate 
structures, it was an additional element that had since been included.   

Chris Esslin-Peard reported that the Company had undertaken an extensive, three-stage 
programme of customer research on trust and confidence which was virtually completed. It 
had used the findings from the deliberative workshops to design and structure the next two 
phases of 1-1 interviews and the on-line survey although the findings of these had not yet 
been fully written up. The interview findings distinguished between customers, who want to 
know what their money is being spent on, and stakeholders, who were generally well 
informed although had a narrower interest. The quantitative study had provided a rich 
resource on what engenders trust. Key to this is the Company doing what it has said it will, 
when it has said it will do it. SWS were not at the top of the list of trusted organisations (the 
Fire Brigade came top), but it wasn’t at the bottom either.  

The next stage in this process was creating a plan for a consortium approach to customer 
engagement and communications, but how this would work and be used needed to be 
determined. This wouldn’t change what SWS was going to do as it responded to the political 
environment and delivered its work programmes, but it would ensure the Company provided 
a responsive and engaging customer service using best practice principles. 

The Chair commented that there are a wide range of things that influence trust and if things 
go wrong in any of the areas, then trust rapidly diminishes. She said the CCG had advised 
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the Company on the steps it should take to understand what engenders trust and asked 
Members if they were content with the steps SWS had taken as a result. Members agreed 
they were but cited how the media played a major role in trust and that the Company 
needed to be more proactive in promoting the positive programmes and impact it was 
having. They also recommended a more in depth narrative for and with stakeholders than 
that to be used with customers. The bottom line was that the Company needed to provide 
an excellent customer service as its core offering and this would help with the new C-MeX 
measure.  

The CCG recommended that the Company develop a measure of customer and 
stakeholder trust and confidence. Chris responded that, as this would be a new measure 
with no baseline, the Company would not yet be able to set a target. The Chair asked 
whether this could also be subject to a two-year review, and Ian agreed to ‘reserve’ a space 
for it as a future PC.  

The Chair closed the meeting saying that she was content that the Company was now close 
to having a final set of PCs and ODIs and looked forward to seeing the final version for the 
conference call on 23 October 2018. She thanked everyone for their time.  

12) AOB 

There were no AOBs. 

ENDS 

06 August 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4 Include an agenda item in early 2019 on the key 
risks to delivering the priorities 

Kevin 
Wightman/ 
Barry 
Cleasby 

February 
2019 
meeting 

5 Send further detailed comments on various 
research results: the retail proposition; 
vulnerability, barriers to payment, the Water 
Resource Management Plan (WRMP) and Cost 
Adjustment Claims (CACs) directly to Nick Eves 

CCG 
Members 

End 
October 
2018 

7i Ensure the CCG concerns over the triangulation 
for PCs and ODIs is registered in the CCG  
Report to Ofwat on the SWS Business Plan for 
2020 – 2025  

Chair and 
Sally Beck 

End 
August 

7ii circulate the full acceptability assurance report to 
CCG Members 

Nick Eves for 13 
August 
conference 
call 
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8 Simon 
Oates 

After each 
SIM/C-
MeX wave 

9b To circulate a note on PCs and ODIs showing 
changes as a result of CCG challenge and 
proposals clearly marked 

Kevin 
Wightman

Before 23 
August 
conference 

call 

10 To include the paper (on working with 
regulators) as an annex to the CCG Report to 
Ofwat  

Sally Beck September 
2018 

02 July 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

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

Mark Field August 
conference 
call 

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 

09 April 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

3.4 Alison Hoyle to share the Ofwat freeze-thaw 
lessons learnt review with the CCG  

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 December 
meeting 

Provide a regular update on how a higher level 
of public, customer and community engagement 
is positively impacting the positioning of SWS on 
the TI continuum in relation to SIM/C-MeX 
scores




