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SOUTHERN WATER CUSTOMER CHALLENGE GROUP 

 
 

 

09 April 2018: 10:30 – 16:00 

Boardroom, Southern House, Durrington, West Sussex 

Minutes and actions arising 

 
 

 

 
Present:  Anna Bradley (Chair)   

 Phil Belden Dan McDonald  

 Ana Christie Nicci Russell  

 Karen Gibbs George Seligman  

 Steve Hare   

   
Apologies Rupert Clubb  

Graham Horton  

Meyrick Gough  

Kevin Wightman  

Cory Reynolds  

   
Observers: David Howarth (EA)  

   
In Attendance: Wendy Barnes SWS NED   

 Ian McAulay   
 Craig Lonie   
 Sally Beck  

 Ken Gedman Item 4 

 Chris Esslin-Peard Item 5 & 6 

 Hala Osman Item 5  

 Jordan Brinsley Item 5 

 Nick Eves Item 7  

 

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

 
Rupert Clubb sent his apologies, as did Graham Horton, CCG observer from 
Natural England, and Meyrick Gough, SWS Water Strategy Manager, Kevin 
Wightman, SWS Head of Regulation, and Cory Reynolds, SWS Head of 
Communications.   
 

Wendy Barnes attended the meeting as the Non-Executive Director (NED).  

 
2) Approval of the minutes of the 05 March 2018 meeting 

 
Nicci Russell asked for an amendment to her comment on dividends to ‘people link 
dividends with supply interruptions and environmental and pollution issues’. Other than 
this amendment, the minutes of the meeting were approved.    
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3. Chair, Member and CEO updates and general discussion 

  
The Chair, Anna Bradley, said that the CCG Chairs met with Ofwat every two months and 
this was followed by a meeting of just the CCG Chairs. The recent meeting had focused on 
discussion about the 03 May submission date of Water Company bespoke Performance 
Commitments (PCs) to Ofwat. The Chairs had expressed concern about the timetable, and 
Ofwat had responded that Companies might still have the opportunity to change their PCs 
post submission as long as the changes were made very clear in the Business Plans.  
 
There had also been a discussion regarding Ofwat’s expectations that CCGs would provide 
assurance that the water companies would meet Environment Agency, Natural England 
and Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI) regulatory requirements. It was strongly felt by 
Chairs of CCGs that the regulators should submit their own reports to Ofwat, these should 
provide the assurance required rather than it being expected via the CCGs. The Chairs 
discussion highlighted that there were a variety of approaches being taken by various 
CCGs in their assurance report to Ofwat. She continued that she would prefer Southern 
Water Services (SWS) CCG to focus on how SWS would meet the aspirational targets 
identified in WISER, rather than the statutory obligations, which should be the subject of 
conversations between the Company and the regulators, even if they then provided 
assurance to the CCG on how the Company would meet the basics.  
 
Wendy Barnes, the Non-executive Board Member attending, commented that the 
Assurance Sub-group of the Board had an assurance map with a strand on meeting the 
statutory regulatory requirements. The Chair asked if the CCG could see the assurance 
map, and Wendy confirmed this would be provided.      
 
Action:  Share the Board Assurance Map with the CCG (Alison Hoyle – for the 30 

April meeting) 
 
Ian McAulay, Chief Executive of SWS, commented that he couldn’t see how CCGs 
assuring Ofwat on the statutory requirements added value to the process. The CCG’s role 
was to assess the quality of customer and stakeholder engagement and the extent to which 
this had driven decision making whilst the Business Plan was being developed. Wendy 
Barnes observed that this approach might be a hangover from the days of quadripartite 
discussions between the regulators and the company that preceded the creation of CCGs. 
The Chair agreed that this would be handled with a light touch and that the forthcoming 
CCG task-and-finish group meeting on WISER would focus on the ambitions rather than 
the statutory requirements.  
 
Speaking again of the meeting with Ofwat, the Chair reported that Ofwat were planning to 
issue an information notice and consult on Corporate Behaviour, and that, because Rachel 
Fletcher, Ofwat Chief Executive, was not able to attend the planned May meeting, the date 
had been changed which meant that Anna could no longer attend. She asked Nicci Russell 
if she could check her diary and then confirm attendance with Anna.  
 

Action: Find someone to attend the next Ofwat CCG Chairs meeting (Anna 
Bradley and Nicci Russell – 30 April meeting): 

a) Nicci to check diary 
b) Anna to agree    

 
Ian commented that Rachel, along with Sarah Hendry from Defra, were due to attend a 
ChaMP (Chalk Management Partnership) meeting soon which was to be welcomed.       
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The Chair invited Ian to update Members. Ian reported that the results of the recent billing 
score meant that Southern Water had dropped a place from 14 to 15. All the Companies 
were tightly grouped and a 1% change could mean a move up or down. However, it was 
very disappointing and the Company was palpably downhearted.  
 
Nicci Russell enquired why the SIM score shown on the Business Promises dashboard had 
slipped? Ian confirmed that the year-end dashboard would show which commitments had 
and hadn’t been met with an explanation, as well as what they were going to do to ensure 
they ended up in the right place at the end of AMP6 in readiness for AMP7.    
 
Action: Bring the final year end Business Promises Dashboard to the CCG with a 

paper showing which commitments have not been met, why they haven’t 
been met and what the company will do to ensure they are addressed for 
AMP7  (Kevin Wightman – 30 April meeting) 

 
Ian continued that the DWI had been working closely with SWS on a transformation 
programme which included a number of legal notices to improve performance on drinking 
water quality in this, and the next, AMP. The DWI had been given a progress report at a 
recent meeting and they had expressed astonishment at how much progress had been 
made. Ian reported progress between the DWI, EA and CCW (Consumer Council for 
Water) and Southern Water with the Open Data Portal (ODP). Google had been brought in 
and a populated, working model was operational. The new refill scheme, starting in 
Brighton, had been ready for Easter and was already being picked up along the coast. The 
two initiatives were tied in with the new SWS plastics policy, with the ODP using drone data 
to show where plastics were lying on the beaches.   
   
Ian reported that Ofwat were conducting an inquiry into the recent freeze-thaw event which 
would result in a lessons-learned report. The Company had managed the event proactively 
and the front-line staff, in is view, had done an heroic job in exceptional circumstances to 
bring distribution supply and leakage under control. Unfortunately, some customers in 
Hastings had been without a water supply for three days due to pre-existing network issues 
but these were now being fully addressed. He said SWS had paid compensation faster than 
other water companies and had gone beyond the payments specified in Ofwat’s 
Guaranteed Standards Scheme. Some customers had received up to £75. The Company 
had also paid schools suggesting that the money was spent on STEM (Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics) initiatives. Meanwhile, he thought the event 
could help start the conversation with customers on the real value of water as they begin to 
understand how vital water is. The cost to customers was around £1.19 per day whereas 
the compensation paid was 50 times more. This percentage showed the true value of the 
resource.  
 
Karen Gibbs said that the Consumer Council for Water was working with Ofwat on their 
review of the impact of the freeze-thaw on customers, and water companies were helping 
to provide information. The CCG asked that the company share their lessons learnt and the 
Ofwat review report   with Members around the time of the June CCG meeting. 
 
Action:  The Company to share the Ofwat freeze-thaw lessons learnt review with the 

CCG as well as their internal lessons learnt review (Ian McAulay - when 
available)      

 
Ian said the Company had now published SW Futures. This set out the practical actions the 
Company would take to deliver its five transformational goals. It also explained how the 
ambitions of Water Futures in South East: towards 2050, published last year, will be 
progressed.  
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He continued that Michael Gove, Secretary of State (SofS) for the Environment, Food and 
Rural Affairs had given good feedback on the Water Resource Management Plan proposals 
saying it set ambitious targets. The delivery of WINEP (Water Industry National 
Environment Programme), however, had initially been intended to be phased over the next 
two AMPs, but the SofS had now determined it had to be delivered by 2025. This could 
mean a significant additional capital spend in the region of £3 – 500 million during AMP7. 
David Howarth from the Environment Agency (EA) commented that implementation within 
AMP7 was necessary to meet the statutory requirements of the Water Framework Directive 
and to bring all areas to ‘good ecological status’ The EA had estimated that implementation 
would cost £5.5 billion nationally and had asked all water companies to cost out their plans. 
Phil Belden said the original target date for this had been 2015 but it had kept slipping back. 
He thought that catchment sensitive approaches would be vastly better than large capital 
projects but they wouldn’t deliver the improvements needed in the new timescale. Ian 
agreed that in some cases catchment based approaches would bring more sustainable 
solutions.   
 
The Chair asked what difference this would make to the Business Plan? Presumably, this 
would also put more pressure on resources? Ian responded that many things still needed to 
be thought through including resourcing and risk management processes to reach a 
measured approach. It had not yet been possible to test customer preferences for options 
but this would impact on falling bills 
    
Finally, Ian said that changes are being made to the Cayman Islands structure and the 
work restructuring the Company’s gearing was well underway.  
 
The Chair invited Members to provide updates. Phil Belden reported that he had attended a 
recent staff engagement event on ‘Building a Resilient Future’. He thought it excellent with 
a high level of engagement and ownership, and the input from the round table session 
showed everyone wanted to achieve more. There had also been a fair amount of criticism 
of the Company during the Q&A which Ian had responded to very openly and honestly.  
 
Steve Hare said he had been to one of the focus group meetings on drought which had 
been extremely interesting. No one there thought there was an issue with droughts but they 
did think there was an issue with water resources. They thought water companies should 
enforce Temporary Use Bans (TUBs) when necessary. He had also attended one of the 
Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP) focus groups and his big take-away from that 
was how trusted Southern Water was in dealing with the issues – for example, leakage.     
 
Phil Belden agreed. He had also attended a WRMP focus group and thought engagement 
was strong. The people who had no interest initially had become very engaged. The 
‘sliders’ generated a significant debate on willingness to pay (WtP) once they had seen 
what the cost implications were. Steve agreed that it brought home the costs to people, 
particularly on major infrastructure schemes such as desalination plants.     
 
Ana Christie said she had had a meeting with Nick Eves, SWS Head of Insight, Hala 
Osman, SWS Insight Strategy Manager, and Branwen Rhead, SWS Stakeholder Strategy 
Manager to provide advice on improving engagement with non-household and business 
customers. The items covered were the range of different sectors, including agriculture, 
education, industry and hospitality, as well as how the Chambers of Commerce could 
support and facilitate engagement. She had asked to see the segmentation of the non-
household and business customers to see where the gaps were and to understand the 
geographic spread. 
 
Ian asked about interactions with Business Stream and the Chambers. Ana said that 
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Business Stream does receive feedback from business customers but there isn’t a loop 
back into Southern Water and back out again. It is important that this loop is joined up. Ian 
thought that, as an immature business sector that had been in place less than a year, the 
rules still needed to be written into the regulatory system. Ana commented that engaging 
with non-household and business customers was an area of potential development for the 
Company and therefore it could be treated as a ‘work in progress’. A paper should be 
brought back to the CCG describing what engagement had already taken place, what still 
needs to be done and setting out what is going into the Business Plan. Wendy Barnes said 
there is a significant read-across from the energy sector and distribution networks where 
there is a major focus on customer service. Ian commented that there may be an issue with 
contacting any retail customers directly as they were no longer Southern Water’s 
customers.     
 
Action: Bring back a paper on engagement with non-household and business 

customers showing: 

a) the analysis of business sectors engaged to date to understand 
where the gaps are, including  segmentation 

b) the analysis of business customer segmentation by geography,  
c) the plan and timetable for engaging with non-household sectors that 

have not been engaged with to date  
d) the plan for working with Business Stream to ensure business customers’ 

feedback is provided to SWS and responses returned 
(Nick Eves – 30 April meeting) 

 
 
4. Engaging Customers and Stakeholders on Resilience 
  
The Chair said that she was taking the papers as read. Her questions were around the 
ambitions of the approach taken to engaging customers on matters of resilience, and 
where the Company thought this work was positioned on the Tapped In (TI) 
continuum? Ken responded that the approach had been satisfactorily robust although 
he knew there was a gap with non-household and business customers where more 
work was needed. He thought the TI positioning was on the way and moving in the 
right direction. 
 
Nicci Russell said it was hard to answer questions about ambitions if based on 
engagement. For example, if, when asking customers what they want to be done about 
leakage, they respond to do whatever is needed, it doesn’t show how ambitious the 
Company is being. Ken responded that the customers who the Company had engaged 
with on leakage said it was unacceptable, but when taken through the costs of 
eradicating leaks completely, they tended to change their minds. Phil Belden 
commented that the focus group he attended thought there was a big challenge in 
reconciling T100 ambitions with leakage. Ken added that some customers were 
frustrated when they saw how much water they were personally wasting and thought 
Southern Water should promote water saving information much more strongly.            
 
The Chair pointed out that the paper made it sound as if the research undertaken had 
gone smoothly but it hadn’t. The CCG had direct experience of some unsatisfactory 
conversations with customers in focus groups that had had to be re-thought. In many 
ways the paper as presented did a disservice to the work undertaken since it failed to 
acknowledge the journey that had been travelled and the learning that had taken place. 
David Howarth said it was important to provide people with information about what had 
changed as a result of their input.  
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Ken responded that different groups of people had different views. For example, on 
water efficiency: customers on the Isle of Wight said that rewards rather than punitive 
measures should be attached to water efficiency targets, but customers in Kent thought 
the opposite. Phil Belden thought that SWS should be tougher on water use and attach 
penalties even though this would be perceived as a negative action. Ian said he 
preferred ‘achieving with the majority’ rather than ‘pursuing the minority’ and the tariffs 
should recognise good behaviours that underpin the ambition. Steve Hare thought 
more could be done to educate customers.  
 
The Chair drew attention to the 10 Outcomes Authentication and the case already 
made for the way that engagement on resilience had influenced the strategic priorities. 
She asked for a next stage report that shows how the research has influenced the 
detail of business plan itself. She suggested that the resilience work put SWS roughly 
in the middle of the TI continuum but moving in the right direction.  
 
Members confirmed that they were content that the engagement on resilience had 
ultimately been fit for purpose and had appropriately influenced the strategic priorities. 
More generally, the Chair said that the CCG now needed to see how the substance of 
customer and stakeholder engagement was feeding into the Business Plan for 2020 – 
2025 and beyond.      
 

ACTION: Bring back a ‘close down’ paper showing:  
a) how the research and insight gathered from customers and 

stakeholders on resilience has shaped the business plan  
b) how resilience has been played across all chapters of the business 

plan 
(Meyrick Gough and Adam Higgitt – June meeting) 

 
 
5) Performance Commitments  
  
As Kevin Wightman, SWS’s Economic Regulation Manager, had been unable to attend 
the meeting, Chris Esslin-Peard, SWS Head of Regulatory Policy and Strategy, took the 
session. He took the paper as read and asked Members for their comments. 
 
The Chair said that, in the main, the paper was a response to CCG comments at the 
previous meeting on 9 April. Chris then said he could table some of the latest research 
findings that would influence the Performance Commitments (PCs). These were handed 
round as Hala Osman, SWS Strategy Manager, explained that the research on PCs and 
ODIs (Outcome Delivery Incentives) had used ‘sliders’ for the ODIs to show the impact on 
bills of the choices customers made. There had been six focus groups with a mix of age, 
social group, gender, hard to reach and with a mix of attitudes to the environment. The 
findings showed that of Southern Water’s ten goals, quality, affordability and network were 
the most important to customers, and communities and economy the least - possibly 
because there was less understanding of what these meant.  Hala explained that there 
was an overlap between some of the PCs, for example, with environment and flooding.      
 
The Chair commented that she was surprised the question of what was important to 
customers had been asked as it was merely a reiteration of the questions that had been 
asked to arrive at the goals in the first place. Ana Christie asked whether the goals were 
different for the different areas and whether all areas were included, for example, there 
hadn’t been one in Hampshire? Hala confirmed that customers had been recruited from 
Hampshire.  
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Hala continued that the slide set showed the PCs ranked in order of importance to 
customers with water efficiency at the top. There was an appetite for education and 
devices but not particularly through home visits. Wendy Barnes commented that there are 
also costs associated with visits. Phil Belden said that water-saving measures were highly 
rated at the WRMP focus group he had attended but when they were showed the impact 
of visits and devices on costs they tended to change their minds. The Chair said the target 
should really be about how much water efficiency has improved rather than the number of 
visits made.  
 

The Chair said she was finding it challenging to make sense of any of the information as it 
seemed to contrast with previous findings that had been brought before the CCG. Had the 
research come up with anything new? Chris Esslin-Peard said it was showing the financial 
aspects – what the penalties or rewards, or both, would be attached to. George Seligman 
observed that wastewater recycling was top of the list and Hala replied that this was a non-
financial PC. Dan McDonald asked about financial assistance schemes in deprived areas 
and Hala responded that the Company was capturing which customers were in genuine 
hardship. 

 

Hala continued that the set of ODI slider findings showed that domestic customers would 
pay around £20 per year for their choices over the AMP. This aligned with previous WtP 
research. The research with non-household and hard-to-reach customers was still being 
undertaken. The research had also shown that customers preferred penalties to rewards. 
The Chair commented that Ofwat had pushed for more penalties during AMP14 whereas 
this time the emphasis seemed to be more on rewards. Much depended on how these 
were designed and the symmetry. Ian said that as a catchment based approach became 
more accepted it would be more challenging to define ODIs. Would these be defined by 
borders or ecological standards? Could customers be expected to understand these 
parameters? It was therefore vital to advance the water agenda over the next five years.  

 

Hala said that leakage benchmarking data had significantly affected views. When Southern 
Water was one of the best in class, customers were willing to pay only £1.87, whereas if 
SWS was in seventh place, customers were prepared to pay more to reduce the level of 
leakage. It gave a fair indication of what the ODI would be. Phil Belden said that it had 
been difficult to make a quality judgement when using the slider until the bill impact could 
be seen. Wendy Barnes thought judgments would be subjective to how the choices were 
described.  Hala agreed. Removing old lead pipes was more important to customers than 
water efficiency as people knew the effect of lead poisoning. Craig Lonie commented that 
where there was clear customer support the PC would be in the Business Plan as the 
baseline level of performance. If the target was exceeded then SWS would be rewarded.  

 

Nicci Russell said that she was hearing things that contradicted evidence she had heard 
previously. The Chair agreed and expressed concern about how the Company would 
triangulate these results with other evidence from previous work, bearing in mind the initial 
submission to Ofwat was on 3 May. George Seligman suggested that one small focus 
group should not skew the results from wider consultations. David Howarth advised having 
all the deliberations distilled into a single page table. The Chair agreed this would make it 
easier to see the overall balance and also the balance between the transformational and 
basic goals. She asked for the paper to be refined and a conference call organised for 
Members before the PCs were submitted to Ofwat.    

     

ACTION:  Refine the PC paper and: 
a) map the PCs to customer research as well as onto the Outcomes 

Authentication Framework   
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b) circulate to CCG Members  
c) organise a conference call to discuss before submission to Ofwat 

  (Kevin Wightman – 30 April Meeting) 
 
    

6) Engagement approach for Corporate and Financial structures  
  

Chris Esslin-Peard provided an update on progress since the previous meeting. SWS is 
now committed to providing clear and comprehensive descriptions of its corporate and 
financial structures. It was treating this as a matter of building trust and confidence in the 
Company rather than just of transparency. This was a Board decision. Whilst other 
companies were issuing statements of what they will do, SWS is already acting on the 
issue. He asked Members for their thoughts. 
 
Members thought it was a good paper but that the political and media landscape were over- 
heating the issues. The Chair asked how the Company meant to test that the outputs were 
customer-friendly. Chris responded that he intended to ask the informed to explain the 
issues to the uninformed and then have it repeated back. The Chair asked if the outputs 
would be ready to be used in the Company’s Annual Report? Chris confirmed that it would. 
He asked Members if they would appreciate another short task-and-finish group meeting to 
show the developing outputs? They agreed this would be valuable.    
 
ACTION: Organise a follow-up task-and-finish group meeting on the engagement 

approach for Corporate and Financial structures. (Chris Esslin-Peard – 
before the 30 April meeting) 

 
 

7) Engagement on issues that matter to customers and stakeholders 
 
Nick Eves summarised the work the Company had undertaken over the last few years to 
engage customers and stakeholders and understand what really matters to them. As he 
had only been at SWS for a couple of weeks he had not yet had an opportunity to shape 
the direction. The Company, however, had robust assurance data and a significant breadth 
and depth of high quality customer insight, as well as stakeholder research and through 
communications. He was going to pull all this together to shape an enduring engagement 
strategy.     
 
The Chair said that the strategy should be less about quantity and quality but focus on what 
customers and stakeholders have told Southern Water is important to them and what they 
think the Company should do. Nick agreed and said that engagement to date had mainly 
taken a broad approach with open dialogue on both sides. For example, the recent 
consultation, ‘It’s your water too’ asked customers to input their views and the Company 
had taken this on board as it developed its basic and transformational goals.   
 
Phil Belden agreed that it had been a two way dialogue but said the Company needed to 
improve how it engaged customers and stakeholders so that they became co-creators and 
co-deliverers. George Seligman said that there were two elements to this: what matters 
most to customers, and what the Company does about it. Steve Hare commented that 
there had been improvements in where the Company stood in stage 1 of the TI continuum 
but had not yet moved into the next stage.   
 
The Chair asked Nick if he could bring back a paper setting out where the company had got 
to in understanding what matters most to customers and stakeholders and what was going 
to go in the Business Plan about engagement. 
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ACTION: Bring back a paper setting out what matters most to customers and 
stakeholders showing  
a) where this features in the Business Plan   
b) the forward timetable  

 (Nick Eves – for the 30 April meeting)  

 

 
8) PR14 Monitoring: Better Information and Advice 
 
Cory Reynolds, SWS Head of Communications, had sent her apologies so the Chair said 
the paper reported where the Company had landed overall at year end on its Business 
Promises as grouped under this heading. She said the CCG would want to reference this in 
its Annual Report. She asked Members for comments?  
 
Phil Belden said that the stats on page 3, for example, the number of blockages or 
numbers of businesses gave no indication of how effective the efforts had been as there 
was no sense of percentage or ratios. The Chair agreed but said the target had been 
achieved and that was to be welcomed. She wondered what this would mean for the next 
AMP and whether the target would change for the next year? Water efficiency was also in a 
good place. 
 
The Chair continued that the numbers of people saying they know how their money is 
spent  had marginally risen but she wasn’t sure how exercised the CCG should be about 
this given the difficulty the company had had in establishing measures for this promise and 
the fact that it would be dropped in the next AMP. The increase in the number of unwanted 
billing enquiries was more troubling. She asked that a paper be brought to the meeting on 
30 April to set out the year end position across the dashboard, particularly focusing on the 
promises that had not been met, explaining why they had not and what would be done to 
address them in the following year. It should indicate where the Company would be at AMP 
end and for the start of AMP7. This is needed to inform for the CCG Annual Report.  
   
9) AOB 

 
Ian reported that Lisa Harrington had resigned from the Southern Water Board effective 31 
March. The Company was recruiting two new non-executive Board Members.  

 
 

10) CCG private time 

 
The Chair asked Members for their feedback.  They said the Company had presented a 
very confused picture of the PCs work. There was a need for much more clarity and to 
show how the Company had been influenced by customer and stakeholder views and to 
show the symmetry and balance between the mandatory PCs and those that customers 
had prioritised.  
 
Members said that there were also now a significant number of task-and-finish groups and 
it would be helpful to have a forward view of all of these to help with their own planning.  
 
Action: Email dates and times of all future meetings, conference calls and task-and-

finish groups to Members (Sally Beck – before the 30 April meeting) 
 
The Chair thanked everyone for their time.  
 
ENDS 
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09 April 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

3.1 Share the Board Assurance Map with the CCG  

 

Alison 
Hoyle 

Before 
30 April 
meeting 

 

3.2 Find someone to attend the next Ofwat CCG 
Chairs meeting: 

a) Nicci to check diary 

b) Anna to agree  

Nicci 
Russell / 
Anna 
Bradley 

30 April 
meeting 

 

3.3 Bring the final year end Business Promises 

Dashboard to the CCG with a paper showing 

which commitments have not been met, why 

they haven’t been met and what the company 

will do to ensure they are addressed for AMP7    

Kevin 
Wightman 
/ Mark 
Field 

30 April 
meeting 

 

3.4 Share the Ofwat/Waterwise freeze-thaw 
lessons learnt review with the CCG  

Ian 
McAulay 

When 
available 
– June - 
tbc 

 

3.5 Bring back a paper on engagement with non-
household and business customers showing: 

a) the analysis of business sectors engaged to 
date to understand where the gaps are, 
including  segmentation:  

b) the analysis of business customer 
segmentation by geography,  

c) the plan and timetable for engaging with 
non-household sectors that have not 
been engaged with to date  

d) the plan for working with Business Stream to 
ensure business customers’ feedback is 
provided to SWS and responses returned 

Nick Eves 30 April 
meeting 

  

4 

 

Bring back a ‘close-down’ paper showing  

a) how the research and insight gathered from 
customers and stakeholders on resilience 
has shaped the business plan  

b) how resilience has been played across all 
chapters of the business plan 

Meyrick 
Gough / 

Adam 
Higgitt   

30 April 
meeting 
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5 Refine the PC paper and: 
a) map the PCs to customer research as well as 

onto the Outcomes Authentication 
Framework   

b) circulate to CCG Members  
c) organise a conference call to discuss before 

submission to Ofwat 

Kevin 
Wightman 

 

Sally Beck 

Before 30 
April 
meeting  

 

6 Organise a follow-up task-and-finish group 
meeting on the engagement approach for 
Corporate and Financial structures  

Chris 
Esslin-
Peard 

Before 30 
April 
meeting 

 

7 Bring back a paper setting out what matters 
most to customers and stakeholders showing  
a) where this features in the Business Plan 
b) the forward timetable 

Nick Eves 30 April 
meeting 

 

ADMIN ACTIONS 

PS 1 Email dates and times of all future meetings, 
conference calls and task-and-finish groups to 
Members 

Sally Beck asap   

 
 

 

MARCH 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4.1) i Map the innovation portfolio against Ofwat’s 
Tapped In continuum and include timelines for: 
 Now to September 
 Rest of AMP6 
 AMP7 

GH June 
meeting  

    

4.1) ii Bring back the innovation strategy and 
implementation plan 

GH June 
meeting  

 

5.iii Bring back a revised PC/ODI paper to the 
second CCG meeting in April  

KW 30 
April 

 

6. Bring back business and retail segmentation and 
show engagement to date and the plan for the 
future  
 

 

JF-C 30 
April 

 

 

FEBRUARY 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

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  
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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).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  

 

 

NOVEMBER 2017 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

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  

  

 


