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SOUTHERN WATER CUSTOMER CHALLENGE GROUP   

  

 
  

08 January 2018: 10:30 – 16:00  

Boardroom, Southern House, Durrington, West Sussex  

Minutes and actions arising  

  

 
  

  

Present:  Anna Bradley (Chair)    

  

  

Phil Belden   Steve Hare   

Ana Christie   Dan McDonald   

Rupert Clubb   Nicci Russell   

Karen Gibbs   George Seligman  

    

Apologies  None    

  

Observers:      

  

In Attendance:  Rosemary Boot SWS iNED    

  Ian McAulay    

Craig Lonie    

Helen Simonian     

Sally Beck    

Meyrick Gough  Items 4 and 8  

Jo Fielding-Cooke   Items 5 and 6  

Ben Earl  Item 5  

Adam Higgitt  Items 5 and 8  

Cory Reynolds   Item 5  

Branwen Rhead  Item 6  

Hala Osman  Items 6 and 7  

Paul Kent  Item 7  

Kevin Wightman  Item 9  

  

  

  

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

  

Two meeting observers, David Howarth from the Environment Agency and Graham Horton 

from Natural England, sent their apologies.   

  

No conflicts of interest were declared. However, Ian McAulay, SWS CEO, informed the 

Group that his wife had recently joined the Board of Waterwise.   
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Rosemary Boot attended the meeting as the independent Non-Executive Director (iNED). 

Rosemary had joined the Southern Water Services (SWS) Board in June 2015.  

  

2. Approval of the minutes of the 05 December 2017 meeting   

Ian McAulay requested an amendment to a paragraph regarding the bond issuing vehicle in 

the Cayman Islands that had been established under the applicable Companies Act 

requirements at the time. George Seligman asked for a correction about his attendance at a 

Vitacress Forum to record that SWS had not been represented, and Phil Belden asked to 

change ‘Ofwat’ to ‘Defra’, to record that he hoped they would accept SWS invitation to see 

first-hand the measures in water catchments being trialled and adopted by the Company 

with partners.  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, informed the Group that she had regretfully stood Philip 

Cullum down from the CCG as his return to the UK was indeterminate. Because SWS was 

entering a new phase in its development of the Business Plan for submission to Ofwat, she 

was not minded to replace Philip. Bringing a new Member up to speed would be too lengthy 

a process.   

  

Recognising that the January meeting was very early in the year and that it would have been 

a quiet period over Christmas and New Year, Anna invited Members to update the Group on 

recent activities.  

  

Phil Belden said he had seen the Water Futures video and strongly recommended it to fellow 

Members, and Rupert Clubb said he had followed Michael Gove’s speech on farming and 

thought it extremely positive for the environment and environmental concerns. The CCG 

generally agreed.     

  

Ian McAulay, the Chief Executive of Southern Water Services, reported that December had 

been a reasonably quiet month. There had been a few power outages that had impacted 

works but SWS had an emergency group that watched over the systems throughout and no 

customers had been affected.   

  

The National Drought Group had changed its name to the National Resilience Group and the 

Company was working in partnership with the Environment Agency (EA), Consumer Council 

for Water (CCW) and Defra to ensure drought messaging was aligned. The EA had helpfully 

issued an informal but informative media briefing.   

  

Water levels in Bewl Reservoir had risen from 33% at the end of November to around 467%. 

However, temporary restrictions will still apply at 70%. The EA had permitted five additional 

days of pumping water across from the Medway and Teise rivers and the Company was 

considering when would be the most optimal time to pump. The Water Resources SE Group 

of Companies were conducting fortnightly drought assessment monitoring across the region. 

Anna said a meeting of all the regional CCG Chairs had been organised by WRSE to ensure 

they were kept equally abreast of the developments.   
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Ian said that £2 million had been committed to the ‘fix it for free’ initiative where SWS will 

investigate and repair leaks in water supply pipes at no cost to the customer when a 

suspected leak is reported. He is also looking to have water meters installed inside houses 

on new developments. The Company will then own the pipes that supply water right up to 

the property and will be a more effective way of finding and fixing supply-side leaks.   

  

He was working with Defra and the EA to gain their support on the transformation agenda, 

and was pleased to report that Defra were enthusiastic about the approach they had seen at 

the Brighton ChaMP (Chalk Management Partnership) for Water as well as the T100 per 

capita consumption target. He would be working to gain the support of key stakeholders for 

the transformational initiatives as well as the strategic direction, including cultural and 

societal behaviour change and use of emerging technologies and solutions, that would 

shortly be published in ‘Water Futures 2’ (working title). WF2 was SWS response to the 

negative and positive challenges established by Water Futures and would be used to 

supplement stakeholder engagement with the Business Plan.      

  

Ian mentioned that the EA’s court case against SWS on over-abstraction was due to be 

heard in February and that staff were giving evidence this week. He also highlighted that 

work was underway in SWS on preparing the Summer campaigns, for example, providing 

drinking water on the region’s beaches. Members agreed that these were a good opportunity 

to disseminate environmental messages, for example, tap vs bottled water, and minimising 

plastics use to reduce the volume ending up in the rivers, seas and oceans.    

  

Ana Christie said she thought it could be useful to link the business promises to 

environmental issues, for example, water quality with plastics and catchment management 

as what happened higher up the catchment would affect what happened downstream. This 

prompted a short discussion around plastics recycling. There are very few recycling facilities 

in the UK and it would become progressively harder to send them abroad. Members agreed 

that population-level behaviour change away from single-use of plastics was urgent, but that 

this would likely need a legislative framework to have any success.   

  

Lastly, Craig Lonie, SWS Director of Strategy and Regulations, informed the CCG that 

Ofwat’s new CEO, Cathryn Ross, was known for championing consumers and customers 

and making markets work.    

  

  

A  PR14 Monitoring:  

  

  

4.  PR14 Monitoring: a constant supply of high quality drinking water     

  

Meyrick Gough opened up the floor to questions on the paper he had provided explaining 

how the Company was performing against this customer promise.   

  

The Chair said she thought the paper could possibly have provided more detail and noted 

that quite a few measures seemed to be at risk.   

  

She asked if SWS are doing enough to remedy the issues and what actions are needed to 

ensure targets will be met?   
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Meyrick explained that the paper had been linked to the November Business Promises 

Dashboard. The customer minutes lost supply (CMLS) target had been affected by a large 

water-main burst in an area of high density resulting in significant numbers of people 

affected. SWS was looking at introducing ‘smart networks’ which would monitor and show 

where pressure calming was needed to minimise major bursts. Some analysis and trials 

were already being introduced but a more widespread roll out would take place throughout 

AMP7. The target would be missed this year but SWS would end AMP6 meeting the target.       

  

Meyrick continued that SWS was devoting more resources to identifying and mending leaks 

and therefore this target, which had been at risk, was already back on track.    

  

Meyrick explained the Mean Zonal Compliance (MZC) failures. Water Quality is measured 

through 34 distinct parameters and failure to meet any single one of these results in 

noncompliance. The water supply works coliform count had failed in three locations. Two of 

these were being investigated and the other was due to the conditions on the site. SWS was 

going to use granular activated carbon (GAC) to tackle the issue at Hastings and 

Eastbourne. He continued that the MZC target was to be reset for next year which meant 

that although the target would be missed this year, next year it would be met.   

  

A major burst had caused discolouration events putting this target at risk. The Company was 

proactively managing this using the drought flushing programme to remove sediment from 

the supply.     

  

The Chair summarised the discussion concluding that the MZC target would be missed this 

year but would be met the following year, that there was a plan to address meeting the 

CMLS target through new infrastructure to minimise major bursts, which would improve 

performance in the next AMP, that leakage was back on track for year end and that 

discolouration was being proactively managed to bring it back on track.     

      

Ian McAulay commented that the way Ofwat frames their assessment is not always helpful. 

He believes their starting point should be that the water industry in the UK is excellent and 

Companies provide an excellent service but that they should always be striving to make it 

even better, rather than whether Companies are in the upper quartile or not, which 75% are. 

As SWS moves to a catchment first approach it would be harder to define quality. He had 

been discussing this with Defra alongside how the European Social Fund could be used as 

payments to farmers to help improve catchment-wide water quality.   

      

    

A PR19 advise and challenge  

  

  

5.  Ofwat: (brought forward from end of Agenda)    

a.  Methodology update   

  

Kevin Wightman, SWS Head of Economic Regulation, outlined that Ofwat's final 

methodology for PR19 had no significant changes and that most changes were to provide 

more detail and to clarify requirements.     

  

Members discussion included the following points:  
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• Ofwat's reversion to a five year price control from the proposed three for household 

retail was welcome but wondered how the longer term, for example the 25 year 

horizon of Water Futures, fitted with this?  

• the final methodology appeared to give the CCGs a wider role with increased 

emphasis on environmental and social issues as well as on financial resilience.   

  

Kevin responded that Ofwat will not commit to more than the five year price control for 

household retail but that it is in favour of a long term direction being evident in the plan - 

although how this would be taken account of in the final scoring was not yet apparent.   

  

The Chair agreed that not much had changed in the final methodology. The original 

statement on the role of CCG had not changed and neither had the information in the Aide 

Memoir. But she added that it would be good for the CCG to have a greater emphasis on 

business customers. Steve Hare added that it would be valuable to see how the Tapped In 

(TI) continuum applied to business customers.  

  

Action i:  Bring back information on how SWS has engaged with Businesses across the 

Region and evidence of what this engagement had told SWS (Hala Osman 

and Branwen Rhead - March meeting)    
  

The Chair highlighted that Ofwat has introduced a new test regarding Company Boards. 

Boards should be engendering customers’ trust and confidence through high levels 

transparency, and engaging customers in corporate and financial structures. She said that 

the CCG raised transparency in every annual report, including the last CCG Annual Report. 

Karen Gibbs said that customers are naturally interested in knowing where their money is 

spent. Kevin responded that Corporate Social Responsibility was also included by Ofwat and 

that corporate structures, governance and finances are published on the Company’s website 

and its Annual Report each year. Members, however, said that very few people would read 

information in the Annual Report and thought that information needed to be in easy to 

understand language and engaging formats to be accessible and improve transparency.   

  

Action ii:  Share how SWS proposes to engage with its customers on its Corporate and 

Financial structures, what is known about current levels of trust and how this 

is being measured (Jo Fielding-Cooke – February meeting)  

  

There ensued a conversation about the Company’s financing structure and model within a 

challenging low-returns environment. George Seligman asked a question about the potential 

for any impact on investment capacity from Ofwat’s decisions on the allowable financing 

costs (the Weighted Average Cost of Capital).   

  

Due to the complex nature of the issues, it was agreed that Craig Lonie would organise an 

off-line meeting with George to give him for a deeper understanding of financing issues.       

   

Action iii:  Set up a bilateral to discuss financing issues so George can give some 

assurance to the CCG (Craig Lonie and George Seligman – during 

February)  

  

(Subsequent to the CCG meeting, it was agreed to extend the attendees and agenda for this 

meeting, so other CCG members could join and learn more about financing and corporate 

structuring issues. This would result in the CCG being better equipped to advise the 

Company on the best way to engage customers with it.)       
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Ian rounded off the conversation by saying that there are a significant number of statutory 

requirements to be met in the National Environment Plan (NEP). Ofwat operates a reward 

and penalty based approach with the penalties being appreciably higher than rewards. Put 

together, a challenging performance environment was being signposted.   

  

b.  CCG Governance    

  

Members had a discussion regarding how they operated as a group and whether this would 

meet Ofwat’s expectations. The Chair said that individual CCGs function in different ways 

and what mattered is that what CCGs do and the processes followed are properly 

documented and put on record. Members agreed to accept the recommendations in the 

paper.   

  

 ACTION: Action the recommendations in the CCG Governance paper (Sally Beck – by the 

March meeting)  

   

  

  

6.  Customer Engagement Framework  

a.  Lessons learnt from the Behavioural Change Programmes  

  

Jo Fielding-Cooke opened the Customer Engagement Framework (CEF) session saying that 

the intention was to sight the CCG on activities sitting within some of the Framework’s pillars 

that hadn’t yet been brought to the CCG’s attention. The first three papers highlighted 

examples of work in the Behaviour Change pillar of the CEF and outlined what the Company 

has learnt about customer behaviours from the programmes.     

  

i. Water efficiency  

  

Ben Earl summarised the key findings from a number of water efficiency behaviour change 

pilots that would help to inform delivery of the ambition to achieve T100 (Target 100 litres 

per person per day).   

  

The overriding lesson learnt is that offering customers the services they need will reap 

rewards for customers by making bills more affordable and helping them to value water 

more. Reducing consumption levels and so also the costs of asset maintenance would 

benefit the Company. The most important issue is to mainstream water efficiency thinking 

across the business to become part of the Company’s values.    

  

The Chair said that while the culture within the Company is not a matter for CCGs, SWS  

CCG agree that company culture is vital to successful delivery of the business plan. The 

CCG therefore encouraged the Board to make an assessment of progress with culture 

change both in the lead up to AMP7 and throughout it.    

  

Ben said that the next step was to build-up evidence of the benefits and to combine a 

number of initiatives to assess the combined benefit. It could be too early to scale up in time 

for PR19. Ian commented that most people in the industry think T100 is unachievable but he 

hoped the CCG would keep challenging SWS to build it into its Business Plan.    
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The Chair thanked Ben for an informative paper and an excellent work programme. 

Members also applauded the work programme and raised the following points and 

questions:  

• given the scale of ambition set by T100, how to move from small-scale pilots to a 

business-wide roll out?   

• would the Company invest enough now to scale-up for PR19 and did the company 

have the right tools, for example, cost-benefit analysis, to have the same confidence 

levels as would be required for major infrastructure programmes?   

• would a major investment be required for a small return, and how helpful would it be 

in terms of Company culture?   

• was there a clear plan in place to progress the programme?   

• was SWS was doing enough to achieve the ambition in the next five year AMP?   

• some of the pilots were fairly small-scale so could they be developed in time for the 

Business Plan?  

• it would be an achievement to implement the list of actions on pages 6 and 7 of the 

paper but would Ofwat think the Company was taking risks?  

• that the Company needed some good PR on its own water efficiency. Customers 

are very concerned about leaks and not tackling them comprehensively is 

completely at odds with water efficiency messages   

• water efficiency was one of the areas customers and stakeholders had prioritised in 

WtP and other insight research, so perhaps it should have a greater emphasis than 

other targets.  

• that scaling-up was critical but the actions on pages 6 and 7 were really about a 

culture change within SWS. The processes and ambition are there but water 

efficiency and its benefits for affordability should be at the heart of everything the 

company stood for.       

  

The Chair said that David Howarth from the EA, who had not been able to attend the 

meeting, had provided comments on the paper and he reminded SWS to also include the 

wider benefits of water efficiency, particularly for wastewater. She asked whether the T100 

target of 100 litres per person per day was based on gross or net water consumption? Ian 

responded that it depended how you counted it and that not only was the right measurement 

needed, it also needed to be articulated clearly.   

  

The Chair agreed and advised that if T100 is not defined as gross or net water usage then 

SWS needs to articulate carefully what it means for both measurements and monitoring 

should be robust.   

  

Ian continued that the ambition was to reduce consumption levels of clean, treated water to 

a minimum. He was looking to have the major Ebbsfleet Development fitted with kite-marked 

water-efficient white goods. An industry standard was needed for fittings such as taps and 

shower heads.   

  

George Seligman remarked that 17% of treated water goes to non-household retail use. Ana 

Christie said this is almost one fifth of the supply and asked if incentives for non-household 

retailers would be worthwhile? Ben Earl thought that a league table of retailers could help to 

engender a water efficiency culture and ensure retailers were also providing water-efficiency 

information to their customers. Ian agreed there was a challenge around non-household 

retailers – greater water efficiency meant lower profits. As the retailers were not generally 

from a water-industry background, they were unlikely to understand the challenges the 
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industry was facing and their awareness needed to be raised. He shared the CCG’s 

concerns and recognised that household and non-household needed to work in harmony.   

  

The Chair thought it would be helpful to give visibility to the topic in the Business Plan and 

rounded up the discussion by saying that it is mission critical to mainstream the issues and 

scale-up the initiatives.      

     

ii. Avoiding blocked drains  

     

Jo Fielding-Cooke opened up the discussion on the ‘Unflushables’ and ‘FOG’ (Fat, Oil, 

Grease) initiatives as good examples of how behaviour change initiatives are helping SWS 

to deliver a range of PR14 targets. The paper provided data and information about visits to 

hot-spot post codes, high density food service establishments, enforcement activities and 

customer surveys. The initiatives were resulting in a reduction in the number of blocked 

drains and a raising of customer awareness. The activities had shown that working with 

relevant partners increased effectiveness, as did nationally united Water Company efforts, 

focusing on problematic post codes, gaining buy-in from food-chain leadership and 

motivating customers at an emotional level.   

  

Views and questions raised by CCG Members included:  

• Should the Company pursue a carrot and stick approach and prosecute repeat 

offenders?  

• Could the same approach to plastics be taken for wet wipes as they are not 

biodegradable but this isn’t clearly labelled on most packaging?   

• Shouldn’t industry play a major role in raising awareness?   

• That tougher policies and enhanced regulations were needed  

• That campaigns and education won’t make a difference if the language used is one 

that customers don’t understand.  

  

The Chair said that the work with food chain companies looked to have been highly effective 

and asked if this could be now be scaled up. Customers seem to think this should be the 

focus, alongside getting changes in labeling policy. They seem much less interested in 

changing their own habits in relation to wet wipes, meaning that behavioural change work in 

this area will be less successful.  

  

Ian said that one of the issues is not whether wipes are labelled as flushable or non-

flushable – they are all flushable – but even biodegradable wipes cause blockages when 

mixed with fat and grit. He said there would continue to be a need for education, even if 

behaviour change on wet wipes was unlikely to succeed.   

  

iii. Payment behaviours    

  

Taking the paper as read, Simon Oates, SWS Chief Customer Officer, asked the CCG for 

comments and views.   

  

Nicci Russell said she really liked the facts and figures provided and George Seligman 

asked how the Company was persuading customers to go digital?   

  

Simon responded that when customers ring the Company, as long as the call is not a 

complaint, it is suggested they move to digital contact. 30% of people ringing about moving 

home have now switched to digital. The Company is pursuing a proactive approach with 
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‘your bill is soon due’ email and text. It was also planning to write to low-contact customers 

to let them know that communications would be moving to digital.      

  

Dan McDonald said that the Company should be prepared to receive more complaints if this 

were implemented without customers’ consent. Ana Christie said that the Company needed 

to also consider the new GDPR (General Data Protection Regulations) as the consent ought 

to be in writing.   

  

Simon responded that the Company was prepared to help customers to support the move to 

digital.      

  

b.  Personas  

  

Jo Fielding-Cooke briefly summarised the paper saying that the work had resulted in five 

different personas that would help the Company to understand its customers’ needs, 

behaviours and attitudes better in order to tailor initiatives to match different groups’ 

requirements more closely.   

  

Phil Belden asked if there is a clear distinction between the different groups or whether there 

are overlaps. Jo replied that there are some overlaps but the personas are underpinned by 

huge databases that the Company would use to refine its work programmes. Phil said that 

he would be interested in seeing how the Company would shift disengaged customers to 

passive to engaged.   

  

George Seligman asked how useful the personas are in reality? He thought the weighting 

towards people on low incomes was high. He asked if the personas were oversimplified and 

the basic selection skewed?  

  

Simon Oates explained the way the personas would be used. When the Company and its 

agents had a decision to make, they would look at the personas to understand how best to 

engage customers.   

   

The Chair suggested testing to see how the personas worked with the higher income group. 

She also raised an issue about the way the names and images for the personas are used 

and the potential effect they could have on the way the workforce feel about the real 

customers. The CCG looked forward to the personas appearing in future plans for 

engagement.   

  

c.  Community engagement  

  

Adam Higgitt, SWS Head of Policy and Stakeholder Engagement, said that engaging with 

communities is the bread and butter of his Team’s work. It was quite usual for people, 

businesses and companies to start from a hostile position, for example, over flooding, but 

over time they were converted into becoming engaged and even champions.   

  

George Seligman said that the South Hampshire water resources programme, which was 

highly controversial and where a planning hearing scheduled for early 2018, appealing 

against the EA abstraction licence changes, which were imposed for environmental reasons, 

gave a negative impression of SWS’s environmental commitment. Simon Oates said that the 

Company’s proposal was supported by the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Water Resources 
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Group, whose membership included a number of major wildlife charities as well as the 

regulators including the Environment Agency and Natural England.   

  

Nicci Russell said that overall the initiatives highlighted were very positive and could prepare 

the ground for PR19 and new ways of working. The Chair said that the Company’s work with 

communities was not yet where it could be as it is fundamentally about engaging 

stakeholder representatives and it is communications and engagement, not co-creation and 

production. She wondered if there were other examples where communities as a whole had 

been engaged. For example, the South Hampshire water resources programme was about 

engaging stakeholders and customers in the issues. Phil Belden said he would like to see 

co-delivery as well.   

  

Craig Lonie offered to pick this up as a workshop type meeting where CCG Members could 

help SWS develop the approach to working with communities.          

   

ACTION:  Identify optimal ways of moving initiatives from communications and 

stakeholder engagement to co-creation and co-delivery and from engaging 

with community representatives to engaging with whole communities (Anna  

Bradley, Craig Lonie and Adam Higgitt working with Karen Gibbs, Dan 

McDonald and George Seligman – before the end of April)    

  

d.  Communications and Dialogue  

  

Cory Reynolds, SWS Head of Communications, reported that SWS had just contracted a 

media monitoring company that would provide sector-wide analytics segmented into Ofwat’s 

four themes for PR19, and benchmark how SWS compared with the rest of the sector. Nicci 

Russell asked if the messages could be tracked across different media types as well and 

Cory confirmed that it could. She continued that media messages would also be recycled at 

events and highlighted that the new events vehicle would shortly be ready for use. She said 

she wanted to take up the CCG’s offer of help with finding the right events to engage a truly  

broad range of customers.   

  

Dan McDonald said that Medway Council ran a number of significant events, for example, 

the Dickens Festival, that attracted lots of people. He thought the personas research could 

provide a valuable resource in looking to see how best to influence customers based on the 

type of events they attended.   

  

Rupert Clubb observed that Crawley, Margate, Gillingham and Chatham were big areas of 

deprivation but seemed to be missing from the list. He thought the voluntary sector would be 

able to help with events calendars. He thought it vital to have consistency of messages 

across all the water companies in the region. Cory responded that she was working with all 

the other companies to agree consistent messaging and was sharing collateral, for example, 

Beauty of the Beach, with the EA.    

  

Phil Belden said he thought the plan was good but the Company would need a strategy for 

how it would maintain momentum after Business Plan submission. It would be a shame for 

so much good work to not continue.     

  

Anna drew the discussion to a close by asking Cory whether CCG Members could attend 

local events and the response was a very positive “yes”. Cory agreed to supply a timetable 

when available.      
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7.  Research and engagement programmes and results  a.  Stakeholder 

workshops report and response plan  

  

Branwen Rhead, SWS Stakeholder Policy Manager, summarised the findings from the 

successful county-based stakeholder workshops that CCG Members had attended. 

Stakeholders were concerned about growth in the region and the impact on water resources. 

A key theme was that working in partnerships could bring bigger gains, and the main 

priorities were to reduce leakage followed by preventing sewer flooding. There had been 

significant support for the catchment first approach but there were different views on which 

body should lead this type of initiative.   

  

SWS had also run a Strategic Environment Panel meeting with representatives from WWF,  

RSPB, the National Flood Forum and Kent County Council and the National Infrastructure 

Commission. There had been broad support for SWS setting ambitious targets and 

commitments for the Business Plan.    

  

Comments and questions from Members included:  

• Surprise that reducing leakage was a higher priority than sewer flooding, although as 

this WtP finding was from stakeholders, they potentially saw a greater return on 

investment than customers would. If the question had been asked without the 

workshop setting then maybe the answer would have been different.  

• That a debate on spatial planning was missing from the workshops and is highly 

significant. The environment was under pressure and the infrastructure in the region 

is poor.   

• It is rare to see major developments of 25 thousand houses in the South East. Local 

Planning Authorities are keen to see water efficiency measures introduced but the 

House Builders Federation will push back as it will cost more and their profits will be 

reduced. The issue needed to be forced.     

• What are the plans to follow-up the workshops with stakeholders? Clear timescales 

were needed so they could factor time in their diaries to read and respond to the 

Business Plan consultation.   

  

Branwen said she would take their comments on board, send the full report to the CCG 

rather than the abridged highlights and ensure follow-up with the stakeholders.       

  

b)  Vulnerability research findings  

  

Hala Osman, SWS Strategy Advisor, outlined that there were two trends in the vulnerability 

research findings. People who are financially vulnerable want flexible services and schemes, 

such as payment holidays, whereas people with health-related vulnerability wanted a 

consistent service and support from SWS.   

  

Nicci Russell asked if health and age vulnerabilities had become conflated? Jo confirmed 

that age and health related vulnerability had not become conflated in the report but the 

research had evidenced that health and financial vulnerability were the biggest issues in the 

South East. Rupert Clubb said that eligibility criteria had changed over the years. As state 

support is being withdrawn, more people are becoming financially vulnerable.   
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Dan McDonald highlighted the issue of data sharing to support people with vulnerabilities. 

Working together with other agencies and potentially through an advocate to simplify and 

streamline contact with vulnerable customers would improve their lives. The Chair followed 

up on this by asking if SWS had a plan for data sharing?   

      

ACTION:  Bring back a plan for sharing the data of vulnerable customers between water 

companies and other agencies to demonstrate that SWS are using best 

endeavours to identify customers that need support (Mark Field – March 

meeting)   

  

Steve Hare asked whether the Challenger Group he had attended alongside two 

representatives from the Consumer Council for Water was an on-going process and whether 

it was a realistic proposition that SWS could engage people with vulnerabilities in 

codesigning solutions? Jo Fielding-Cooke responded that the Company was bringing all the 

water companies in the region together and that they would work with vulnerability experts.     

  

The Chair reminded everyone that the focus should be on the vulnerability rather than the 

customer and remarked that so far the research had focused on people not circumstances. 

So the next steps will be important and she was looking forward to seeing them.      

  

c)  Resilience research findings  

  

Hala Osman said that the findings from the resilience research focus groups aligned with 

SWS’s own list. The findings also showed there was acceptance of a level of risk to reach a 

resilient future.   

  

The Chair said that previous research had shown that customers want SWS to leave the 

environment in better shape than before. Phil Belden said the research was really interesting 

and that customers saw SWS as a champion of the environment. However, he thought that 

more public relations work was needed to improve awareness of the positive work SWS was 

undertaking.   

  

Nicci Russell wanted to know what SWS was actively doing now to create a resilient future 

and what the longer-term plans were, and George Seligman asked what enhancing the 

environment meant in practical terms and how this would be translated into the Business 

Plan.      

  

The Chair said this would be picked up at the next meeting when a discussion about how 

SWS would be meeting the environmental requirements of WISER and the aspirations of 

Blueprint for Water were on the agenda.   

  

d)  Future research programme  

  

Jo Fielding-Cooke asked Members if there were any gaps in the table of proposed future 

research?   

  

The Chair asked why there was a question asking ‘how satisfied are our customers’, as 

there is already a lot of data for C-MeX scores?  She thought it would be more valuable to 

conduct research into customers’ trust and confidence than in satisfaction.    
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ACTION:  Bring back an outline of the research proposal on engaging customers with 

the financing model (Jo Fielding-Cook – February meeting brought with a 

single paper to cover the action on 1.a.ii above)  

  

No other gaps were identified.  

  

  

8.  From research to Business Plan  

  

The Chair said that she was confused by the paper presented as it seemed to ask the CCG 

to solve the conundrums concerning meeting regulatory minimum requirements set against 

customers’ WtP and stakeholders’ WtP. She thought this was for the Company to address. 

Member generally agreed and Phil Belden asked if there was enough time to run a 

workshop to refine the thinking and then present the Company’s proposals to the CCG. Paul 

Kent, SWS Wastewater Strategy Manager, said that the resulting proposals should also be 

linked to ODIs (Operational Delivery Incentives) and that this would also be brought to the 

CCG for their views.     

  

ACTION:   (Anna Bradley with Craig Lonie and Paul Kent  – before the February 

meeting)  

  

a. Discuss the most appropriate and time-efficient way to move the proposals for the 

Business Plan forward between:   

i. a workshop with SWS and CCG Members  

ii. SWS formulating the proposals for CCG consideration   

b. Identify when it will be possible to develop potential ODIs.      

  

  

9.  Draft Business Plan  

  

Adam Higgitt passed round an updated version of the draft consultation document. He said 

the layout and messaging was consistent with SWS’s wider communications approach but 

that it was vital to frame the conversation around the business priorities. There was a lot of 

emphasis on visuals and making the information concise and accessible through 

infographics. He said it was also designed to demonstrate to Ofwat that the Company was 

thinking through the key four methodology tests.    

  

Adam asked for CCG comments on the concept and substance.  

  

Members’ comments ranged from not liking the concept and substance at all, to liking the 

style, presentation and content a great deal. Some thought customers will think that SWS is 

being trivial and insulting their intelligence, others appreciated the simplicity as long as this is 

complimentary to other consultation approaches. The Chair asked if the document was 

being tested with customer groups?  

  

Specific comments included:  

• It summarises SWS role very well and is worthwhile for that alone  

• It looks like an early draft with pencil marks highlighting where amendments are 

needed  

• That it takes six pages to get to the issues customers actually care about  
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• That there should be more clarification between ‘Business as Usual’ activities and 

future priorities  

• The questions at the end should not be questions that SWS knows the answer to – 

they should be about the things the Company still needs to find out  

• Some phraseology jarred, for example, ‘do what we do even smarter’ and ‘your 

water’ didn’t really work conceptually.  

  

The Chair asked whether there was additional collateral to support the consultation? Craig 

Lonie responded that the document was really an advertisement to lead people to the wider 

consultation. Different questions would be asked in different ways to different groups based 

on the personas and this should create richer responses.   

  

  

10.  Water Resources Management Plan and Drought Plan consultation  

  

Meyrick Gough, SWS Water Strategy Manager, said that the Company was planning a 

range of approaches for the consultation. These were set out on the table provided and were 

designed to gain customer and stakeholder preferences on the schemes that were proposed 

to meet future challenges.   

  

Rosemary Boot, SWS iNED at the meeting, commented that as the Plans were being 

consulted on at the same time as the Business Plan, it was vital to be clear that they were 

different consultations and explain somewhere how, what and where they would all fit into 

the bigger picture. Karen Gibbs agreed saying that it was also important to make sure the 

proposals and consultations didn’t contradict each other and that links between them were 

shown – for example on resilience. She also asked how the Company would liaise with 

water retailers?   

  

Meyrick responded that he would be talking to the water retailers and other stakeholders 

during February and March. He also mentioned that SWS’s workforce would be consulted 

when the document was published.   

  

The Chair commended the presentation of the consultation methods on a single page and 
drew the meeting to a close asking if the CCG could have something similar for the Business 
Plan.   
  

ACTION:  Create a ‘plan on a page’ table as per the WRMP consultation plan that 

captures the research and engagement activities, target customer groups and 

numbers to be engaged in consultations (Jo Fielding-Cooke – by the 

February meeting)      

  

  

  

11.  AOB   

  

There were no AOBs.   

  

  

12.  CCG private time   
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The Chair asked Members for their feedback. In general they thought that the work SWS 

was undertaking was very interesting but that there is a lot to get through with very little time 

to accomplish it in. They thought that a great deal of research and insight had been gathered 

but wondered if SWS had everything it needed before beginning the translation into 

Business Plan propositions. They want SWS to ensure that there is sufficient time given to 

discussing the potential ODIs as they are developed and will be interested to see how the 

Company decides to handle the Business Plan triangulation.   

  

They thought the Company needed to address the matter of how the T100 target was 

measured as this could lead to it being condemned for fudging the issue. They also thought 

there were potential messaging challenges ahead concerning obtaining a drought permit 

when it was raining fairly heavily and at length.   

  

Members said that the paperwork for the meeting was extensive and although the planning 

ahead for the meetings seemed to have improved, the paperwork and navigation of the 

material needed some work. They asked for tabs and executive summary to guide users 

through the packs and to have a means of holding large documents in a shared area.   

  

The Chair thanked everyone for their time.   

ACTIONS:  (Sally Beck – February meeting onwards)  

a. Use a tab (or similar system) for CCG Papers packs  

b. Target a 2 – 3 page paper for all items which can stand alone and also guide users 

through any annexes to the pack  

c. follow up on the action for a shared area to hold detailed appends, information and 

evidence   
  

  

ENDS  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

JANUARY 2018 ACTION LIST   
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Agenda 

Item  

Action  Who   By when  status  

5.a  Ofwat: Methodology  

i. Bring back information on how SWS has 
engaged with Businesses across the Region 
and evidence of what this engagement had 
told SWS   

ii. Share how SWS proposes to engage with its 
customers on its Corporate and Financial 
structures, what is known about current levels 
of trust and how this is being measured   

iii. Set up a bilateral to discuss financing issues 
so George can give some assurance to the  

CCG at the February CCG   

  

HO/BR  

  

  

  

JF-C  

  

  

  

CL with  

George  

Seligman  

  

March  

  

  

  

Feb 
meeting  
  

  

Before 

Feb 

meeting  

  

5.b  Ofwat: Governance   
Action the recommendations in the CCG  

Governance paper   
  

SB  Before 

March 

meeting  

  

6.c.  Customer Engagement Framework –  

Community Engagement   
Identify optimal ways of moving initiatives from 

communications and stakeholder engagement to 

co-creation and co-delivery and from engaging 

with community representatives to engaging with 

whole communities.   

AB / CL /  

AH with 

KG, DMD 

and GS   

By end of 

April  

  

7.b  Research and Engagement Programmes:  

Vulnerability Research  
Bring back a plan for sharing the data of 

vulnerable customers between water companies 

and other agencies to demonstrate that SWS are 

using best endeavours to identify customers that 

need support  

MF  

  

March  

meeting  

  

  

7.d  Research and Engagement Programmes:  

Future research programme  

Bring back an outline of the research proposal on 

engaging customers with the financing model  

JF-C  Feb 

meeting  
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7.a  From Research to Business Plan   
Discuss the most appropriate and time-efficient 
way to move the proposals for the Business Plan 
forward between:   

i. a workshop with SWS and CCG Members  

ii. SWS formulating the proposals for CCG 

consideration   

AB with  

CL and  

PK  

Before 

Feb 

meeting  

  

7.b  Identify when it will be possible to develop potential 
ODIs.     
  

CL and 

PK  

Before 

Feb 

meeting  

  

10.  Consultation options and approach  
Create a ‘plan on a page’ table as per the WRMP 

consultation plan that captures the research and 

engagement activities, target customer groups and 

numbers to be engaged in consultations  

AH/JF-C  By the 

Feb 

meeting  

  

Admin Actions   

a  Papers:  

a. Use a tab (or similar system) for CCG Papers 
packs  

b. Target a 2 – 3 page paper for all items which 
can stand alone and also guide users through 
any annexes to the pack  

c. follow up on the action for a shared area to hold 
detailed appends, information and evidence   

  

SB  Feb 

meeting 

onwards  

  

  

  

  

DECEMBER 2017 ACTION LIST   

  

  

Agenda 

Item  

Action  Who   By when  status  

3.a  November Dashboard: to provide reports on the 

end of AMP forecast with a realistic assessment of 

risks and expected outcomes in February 2018 

and final outturn in May 2018   

CL and  

AB  

  

Feb and  

May  

2018  

  

7.  Customer Experience: When in a position to make 
decision, bring to the CCG a paper setting out 
SWS’s proposals for Call Centre location and retail 
brand, including the implications for cost to serve  

(Simon Oates and Mark Field)    

SO and 

MF  

April  

meeting  
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8.a.ii  Bring together any learning from the customer 

experience work that could inform the BP  
JF-C  Feb 

meeting  

  

Admin Actions    

a  Include a discussion to compare and contrast 
proposed environmental and resilience 
performance commitments with requirements set 
out in the Blueprint for Water, WISER and  

Environmental Stakeholders views   

SB  Feb 

meeting  

  

  

  

  

  

  

NOVEMBER 2017 ACTION LIST   

  

   

Agenda 

Item  

Action  Who   By when  status  

4   Refine the CAP Assessment Framework based on  

Members comments and recheck it with Anna 

Bradley    

JH  Feb 

meeting  

  

5   a. Circulate SWS’s definitions of ‘customers’, 

‘stakeholders’ and ‘communities’    

JF-C  Feb 

meeting   

  

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  

  

  

  

OCTOBER 2017 ACTION LIST   

  

  

Agenda 

Item  

Action  Who   By when  status  

14 (1)  Review previous CCG interventions and record SW 

responses   
SB  End  

Feb/early  

March  

  

14 (3)  Draft and circulate CCG meeting minutes within 1 

week of the meeting and ensure publication on the 

CCG section of the website   

SB  ongoing    

  


