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Purpose: 
 
The Chair said that, following the discussions at the July CCG meeting, it was important that 
Members were content that: 

 both the Performance Commitments (PCs) and Operational Delivery Incentives (ODIs) 
are consistent with what customers and stakeholders had told Southern Water Services 
(SWS) they wanted 

 that the targets were sufficiently stretching.     
 
Kevin Wightman, SWS Economic Regulation Manager, said he had focused on informing 
Members of the robust processes and methods followed to arrive at the targets and ODIs. 
These were soundly based on the customer and stakeholder research undertaken. His 
concern was to ensure Members were satisfied with the rigour of the process and 
comfortable with the categorisation. 
 
Members’ comments and questions included:  

 The transformational outcomes lack substance 
 Were customers given a higher weighting than stakeholders which led to the counter-

intuitive high, medium and low priority status?  

 There was no indication of the impact of high, medium or low status and this was 
confusing as some medium and low had high targets and rewards attached 



 
 Did the word ‘priority’ give a misleading view as it was more a question of sequencing in 

a world of finite resources and identifying which work programmes needed to be 
achieved first? 

 The PCs and ODIs did not match Members memory of what they had previously seen 
and heard about customer and stakeholder views  

 That there were cross-overs between the priorities and PCs/ODIs. For example, water 
supply: this could be linked to drought and/or severe weather conditions such as ice and 
snow. 

 That the targets needed to be set in context as it was impossible for non-experts to 
assess if they were stretching or not without knowing what the current position is and 
how this compared with the performance of other water companies 

 Members had not seen the YouGov survey materials before it had been conducted. If 
they had they would have challenged the Company to simplify it. It was far too technical 
for uninformed people to understand what was being asked and, again, it lacked context 

 The YouGov research was based on 60 responses which was not a valid sample size 
so too much weight had been given to this one piece of research 

 That no research at all underpinned some of the targets, such as lead pipe replacement 

 Had SWS used a high level judgment to group research findings and shoehorn these 
into determining particular PCs and ODIs?  

 There should be a sense check of the total magnitude of penalties and rewards. 
 
  

SWS responded that the Company had simplified the work underpinning the PC and ODI 
target setting exercise to make it digestible and viewable. In reality, some 30 different data 
points and research were used during the triangulation processes. The Company had begun 
with WtP research to assess what was important to customers and then overlaid this with a 
broader cut of research to determine what targets needed more stretch. The high, medium 
and low status had been used to flex the ODI and stretch the target when needed. The word 
‘priority’ came from Ofwat methodology as did the process the Company had undertaken. 
This was very tightly prescribed.  
 
Members suggested that a better narrative was needed to describe the multi-criteria 
assessment and how this, and the weighting, had been applied and were told that the 
independent RAND assurance, which was being brought to the August meeting, would look 
at weightings and provide an overall sense check. 
 
The Chair reminded Members that the work programmes and priorities were now 
established for the Business Plan. The PCs and ODIs were about monitoring and measuring 
performance and progress. She proposed to go through each priority in turn for Members to 
identify areas of disconnect between their knowledge of the customer research evidence and 
the target, and where they needed more explanation of how the targets had been reached. 
The Company didn’t need to provide responses to each item now but a return to the topic 
would be needed during August with all the points raised addressed.      
 
 
Key points raised:  
 
Clean, safe and sustainable water 

 All the targets need an explanation and to be set within context of current performance 
and comparative data. For example:  

o CRI (Compliance Risk Index)? What does this mean?  
o Lead pipe replacement – why is there no target when there is a reward attached to 

it? 



 
o Odours and taste – why is a reward attached to providing water that tastes as it 

should when this should be covered in the basic charges? 
o What does the 2.81 target for customer contacts mean? 

 Some targets have symmetrical rewards and penalties and some don’t? Why is this? 
For example PCC has a lower reward than penalty. How does this link with T100 which 
has no penalties or rewards attached?  

 
Refreshing, easy customer service: 

 Why are the C-MeX rewards and penalties so significant?  
 
Affordable bills: 

 Context is needed on the targets 
 
Support for customers in vulnerable circumstance 

 Should there be a PC and ODI for identifying and supporting customers who are in 
vulnerable circumstances but who are not yet on the register? 

 More ODIs could be considered for this priority 
 
Services that are effective and fit for the future (water) 

 Need context and comparative information to understand the target and also if these are 
stretching or not 

 A milestone-related PC could be developed for Hampshire abstractions 
 
Services that are effective and fit for the future (wastewater) 

 Context and comparative information are needed to understand what is going to be 
delivered and how 

 There could be a PC and ODI on use of technologies? 

 Why is the penalty for non-compliance so extremely high? 
 
Recycle every drop: 

 This feels very weak especially as customers and stakeholders are expecting SWS to 
enhance the environment, not just protect it 

 Why are the targets primarily about recycling carbon and not water? 
 
Safeguard and improve rivers, reservoirs and coasts for the future: 

 Why are category 1, 2 and 3 pollution incidents all in one target? Should they not be 
separated as before?  

 It is good to see a target on natural capital 

 Again, context and comparative information are needed, for example, 450km of river 
improved means little without this 

 There should be a PC/ODI on Catchment First?  
 
Value of Water: 

 For a transformational outcome, it lacks a substantive target.  
 

Sustainable Communities: 

 CCG are underwhelmed by activity under this priority as there a raft of actions the 
Company could be doing in this space, and for a transformational outcome, the 
measurement feels light 

 
Economy: 

 Bathing waters requires a robust explanation. 
 



 
Summary and next steps: 
 
The Chair reinforced the point that the overall transformational outcomes in the Business 
Plan do not have substantial objectives and this is making CCG Members feel very 
uncomfortable. There are still some questions that remain and these will need to be 
addressed during August.  
 


