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 Steve Hare Nicci Russell 

Karen Gibbs George Seligman 

Dan McDonald  

 
Apologies Phil Belden Rupert Clubb 

 Ana Christie Graham Horton (NE) 

 
Observer: David Howarth (EA)  

 

In Attendance: Nick Eves  

 Sally Beck  

 
 

1. Assurance 
 

Nick Eves, SWS Head of Strategic Customer Insight, reminded Members they had already 
seen the RAND assurance on the quality of engagement which was largely positive 
highlighting they had seen an improvement in the quality of SWS’s customer and 
stakeholder engagement and the approach and the interpretation of the findings had been 
strong.  

 
For this conference call, Nick had circulated a paper that set out the RAND evaluation and 
assurance of the triangulation process and methodology. The feedback from RAND was that 
the approach to triangulation was generally strong. The methodology and assumptions were 
clear and well laid out. The output of the triangulation reflected the customer research. 
However, one comment which echoed CCG views, was that a single and overarching piece 
of insight that covered all PCs with the same level of depth would provide a single source of 
material to draw upon for the assurance of customer support for PCs, instead of or alongside 
triangulation of other research.  
 
The Chair agreed that the CCG had made this same point and that this use of triangulated 
findings had led to a general confusion for the CCG. The Company had presented its 
triangulation only in the context of the PCs and to show how stretch had been applied, 
whereas Members needed to see how the triangulation had been used more generally to 
influence the content of the Business Plan. The CCG had seen a general approach some 
time ago using a range of views and inputs to develop the outcomes authentication 
framework. However, this had been relatively subjective and not as robust as it needed to be 
for the Business Plan. Triangulation for the Plan should use and collate all the data gathered 
and the methodological processes used to underpin plan development rather than used to 
reflect stretch, penalties and rewards. She now understood that the assurance was for the 
methodology for the triangulation rather than how the triangulation had been applied to the 
Business Plan.  



 
 
Members noted that key points from the assurance showed that: 
 

 the inbuilt assumptions of the triangulation, that greater weighting had been given to 
customers’ top priorities rather than to stakeholders’, had not been spelt out clearly. 
However, Members did not feel it was their role to assess whether the weighting was 
the right approach.  

 the adopted approach of summing up the ratings from across all the research places 
more weight on issues that crop up more frequently and this could lead to a lower 
priority weighting being given to some key issues. 

 there are PCs which SWS had not anticipated as being in scope for customer 
research, and the lack of their coverage could lead to low importance ratings being 
placed on these. The CCG had raised the same issue, that some of the PCs and 
ODIs did not seem to come from engagement findings and so SWS had to retrace its 
steps to uncover the ‘golden thread’/linkages between the two  

 
Nick agreed that the strength of triangulation is when it is applied across the breadth of the 
research. The Chair concluded that the methods used for PC and ODI triangulation 
represented a good starting point for future triangulation. But that doing better and earlier 
research specifically around PCs and ODIs would be an important addition to the process 
next time around.    
 
 
2. Acceptability 
 
Nick said that he had previously shared the top-line findings of the qualitative acceptability 
testing for the meeting on 06 August. He had now provided the final stakeholder report and 
the top-line quantitative results from the customer acceptability and affordability testing for 
discussion at this call. 
 
The Chair asked Karen Gibbs, as a CCWater representative, how she felt this broadly 
compared with other water company’s acceptability testing that she was aware of.  Karen 
said that whilst the acceptability scores seemed higher than others, the affordability scores 
seemed lower.   
 
The key points discussed around these comparisons were:  

 the acceptability showed a score of 79% which was relatively high  

 The affordability acceptability rating was only at 52% which was not good as some 
other water companies, as Karen was aware some had received scores of around 
60%. A score of 70% would show customers thought the Plan was highly affordable. 

 
Nick explained that as far as SWS is aware, the bill impact for its customers would make bills 
more affordable than for other water companies in the region. The qualitative research also 
showed that customers thought bills were broadly affordable and stakeholder insight showed 
the proposed bill changes would have a minimal impact on customers. In the testing, both 
Portsmouth Water and South East Water were keeping their bills flat whereas SWS 
customer bills would be reducing at the start of the AMP.  
 
David Howarth, EA, commented that the findings were interesting as Portsmouth Water have 
the lowest overall bills and South East Water have the highest, and there would be a 
significant difference across the three companies of around £100. Nick agreed and noted 
that even though this was the case, there was little difference on the affordability scores 
across the three.  



 
 
George Seligman observed that the affordability acceptability scores showed a significant 
number of neither acceptable nor unacceptable findings. If the respondees’ answers meant 
they didn’t find it unaffordable but relatively acceptable, then the two sets of scores added 
together would push the overall ratings to high.  
 
Members agreed it would be valuable to understand the underlying reason for this category 
of responses. It could be to do with the way the questions were positioned during the 
research or the type of potential responses listed. Different companies might have a different 
approach or methodologies which could lead to them having higher scores. The Chair asked 
Nick to conduct an investigation into what the responses in this category were based on and, 
if possible, to compare the methodologies with other water companies.  
 
Action: Conduct an investigation into what the responses in this category were 

based on and, if possible, to compare the methodologies with other water 
companies (Nick Eves – prior to the conference call on 23 August) 

 
 
Steve Hare noted that 20% of respondees found the plan not at all affordable with any 
upward movement on bills impossible to cope with. This meant a significant minority would 
struggle. The Chair agreed and said she thought it important to understand what percent of 
the population served would struggle to pay their bills. She expected Mark Field to cover this 
during the conference call on 23 August. 
 
Nicci Russell commented that the stakeholder responses were positive but there were no 
stakeholders that represented the vulnerability and affordability category. Nick said this was 
a very valid point. The Company had existing working groups such as the Strategic 
Environment Panel and Vulnerability Forum, and although some additional insight was 
undertaken with these, the parameters for the affordability acceptability research had not 
included these groups.     
 
The Chair commented that the stakeholder acceptability findings should be triangulated with 
customer findings. On penalties and rewards, for example, the findings from the informed 
group of customers nearly matched the findings from stakeholders but the uninformed group 
was much lower. Karen Gibbs observed that this was probably a reflection that most 
customers did not like the whole concept of penalties and rewards but as they became more 
informed they broadly accepted the principle. The Chair said that this again highlighted how 
important it was to provide customers with the context as it made a significant difference to 
their views and preferences. 
 
She thanked everyone for their time  
  
 


