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SOUTHERN WATER CUSTOMER CHALLENGE GROUP 
 
04 February 2019: 10:30 – 16:00 
 
Boardroom, SWS Head Office, Durrington   
Minutes and actions arising 

 

 

Present:  Anna Bradley (Chair)   

 Phil Belden Dan McDonald 

Ana Christie  Nicci Russell 

Karen Gibbs George Seligman 

Steve Hare  

 
Observers David Howarth (EA)  Louise Bardsley (NE) 

 
Apologies Graham Horton (NE)  

 
SWS iNeD Wendy Barnes  

 
In Attendance: Ian McAulay  

 Craig Lonie  
Sally Beck  
Chris Esslin-Peard Item 5 

Nick Eves Item 7a 

Branwen Rhead Item 7b 

Paul Kent Item 9 

Iris Soler Item 10 

Chris Braham Item 11 

Guy Franklin Items 12 and 13 

Lou Gumbrell Item 12 

Kate Rice Items 13 

 
 

1) CCG private discussion  
 
A short private session was held where Members discussed their thoughts on Ofwat’s 
initial assessment of company business plans (IAP) and the type of input that could be 
required from the CCG for the April re-submission.  
  

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

Graham Horton, Natural England (NE) sent his apologies. Louise Bardsley (NE) 
observed the meeting in his place.   
 
Wendy Barnes attended as the SWS iNeD Board Member.   
 
Dan McDonald declared a potential conflict of interest for this meeting as a member of 
both the North Kent Marshes Drainage Board and the Lower Medway Internal Drainage 
Board. Other than this, no conflicts of interest were declared.   
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Ian McAulay, SWS CEO, reported that Bill Tame, the Chairman of the Southern Water 
Board, had decided to stand down at the end of the 2018 – 2019 financial year.  
 
 
3) Approval of the 04 December 2018 meeting minutes  
 
The minutes of the 04 December 2018 meeting were approved.  
 
 
4) PR14 Business Promises Monitoring Report updates  

 
The Chair commented that it now appeared that more Business Promises were at risk 
than previously, and remarked on the rise in pollution incidents and leakage. The reasons 
would need to be explored in the CCG Annual Report and a view taken on what the 
Company needs to do to reach the targets by the end of the AMP.  
 

 
5) Updates and feedback on Ofwat’s initial assessment of the SWS Business Plan 

 

Ofwat’s IAP (initial assessment of water company business plans) had been published on 
Thursday 31 January. Craig Lonie, SWS Director of Strategy and Regulations, said that 
SWS had been assessed as being in ‘significant scrutiny’, the lowest rating for Water and 
Sewerage Companies (WASCs), in Ofwat’s initial assessment of company Business 
Plans. The Company had received good scores in some areas such as retail, vulnerability 
and water efficiency where it needed to ensure it remained. However, there was a long 
and clear list of 120 actions that SWS needed to address before it resubmitted its plan on 
01 April 2019. Ofwat would not decide whether financial penalties would be applied until 
after resubmission. Ofwat’s assessment sets out: 

A. The high level assessment 

B. The marks awarded to each company for each of the test areas 

C. A detailed explanation of why the marks were awarded 

D. Documents setting out what is required as part of the resubmission  

 

Specific aspects of this for SWS are: 
a) costs which are around 20% over Ofwat’s expectations for totex (total 

expenditure) and 10% more for botex (base operating expenditure)  

b) the ODI penalties and rewards need rebalancing although the overall 
aggregate package is acceptable. Some areas need more evidence to show 
customer support. 

 

Specific concerns to address are Board assurance, deliverability and resilience. The 
legacy of the company’s performance record means more evidence and clarity is needed 
to demonstrate how it will get from where it is now to where it needs to be. There is a 
major challenge around the resilience of the company’s infrastructure assets and 
operations, and the quality of data. Plans are being developed to address these 
challenges using a systematic approach and robust action plans.  
 

In terms of the wider industry messages, the efficiency benchmarks applied by Ofwat are 
tougher than they were in PR14 when the funding that companies had requested was 
reduced by £2 billion. In PR19, it is in the region of £7 billion less than has been 
requested. SWS was not an outlier in this. No company achieved ‘exceptional’ status. 
There were three in ‘fast track’, ten in ‘slow track’ and four in ‘significant scrutiny’. The 
dominant score across the industry was C. A was only awarded three times out 153 
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individual test scores.    

 

A major consideration is the new emphasis on regional water supplies. Companies are 
expected to make major, top-down investment decisions that are not necessarily based on 
customer priorities. Examples across the WRSE (Water Resources South East) region 
include Thames Water’s Abingdon reservoir, SWS proposals for desalination plants and 
Affinity Water boosting of water trading. Further afield, United Utilities and Severn Trent 
are required to consider bulk transfers. Ofwat view the responsibility of jointly planning and 
funding new infrastructure as a water company obligation. It is also apparent that Ofwat 
are not in favour of the Fawley desalination. SWS is at an early stage of considering the 
implications, including the need to work closely with other companies in the region to 
ensure the right environmental, social and economically beneficial and affordable 
schemes are developed.  

 

Members raised the following points: 

 efficiency is not a CCG responsibility unless it means the Company will not be 
able to deliver its Plan  

 a significant challenge on costs could impact negatively on the environment 

 prior to Plan submission, Members had particularly commented on the 
traceability of the links between customer and stakeholder priorities and the PCs, 
ODIs and affordability – the same issues that Ofwat has picked up on 

 it would be worthwhile to review the way that other companies had articulated 
their proposals for PCs and ODIs, caps, collars, rewards and penalties and then 
demonstrate that SWS had reviewed and realigned its own 

 wondering how much of the IAP had been coloured by past performance?  
 

Ian McAulay responded that historical performance issues clearly did not reconcile easily 
with an ambitious Business Plan. He needed to review and understand what Ofwat hadn’t 
seen in the SWS submission, what hadn’t been articulated clearly enough and where 
there were gaps in the evidence which needed to be filled. A conversation with Ofwat was 
the first stage of the review. It was helpful that all water company plans were now publicly 
available as this will facilitate learning from their good points. It was also helpful that the 
Company would be able to continue with an open dialogue with Ofwat post the draft 
determination in April and respond to any remaining outstanding areas. The Chair 
commented that judicial review was still an option if heavy financial penalties were to be 
imposed.    

 
Ian continued that it was important to also remember that it was a multi-regulatory 
environment and that a holistic balance needed to be found between the requirements of 
the economic regulator and the quality regulators, particularly concerning water resources.  
 
The Chair thought it vital that the CCG had an understanding of what it needed to 
contribute in the next two months before resubmission. Did SWS have the evidence it 
needed but had not provided it in the original submission, or didn’t it have the evidence. 
Craig replied that it needed to provide more detail contained within the existing evidence 
on the 120 key points and a rewrite relevant material, rather than a more radical recasting 
of the Plan. The Chair suggested that the key areas for the CCG to have a view on were:  

a)    customer evidence that supported the ODIs and the acceptability of the overall 
affordability of the plan, including any recasting of existing evidence and any 
new material/research done between submission and re-submission. 

b)    resilience and regional issues and a sense of the impact and the overall scale of 
what the Company needs to do 
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c)    whether the improvement plans will be the step change the Company needs to 
move from where it is to where it needs to be to deliver the new Business Plan. 
This will also be highly relevant to the CCG Annual Report of the CCG 

d)    the consequences, if any, of the post IAP review for the outcomes that were 
previously promised to customers and stakeholders, including, for example, 
what has been lost or reduced as a result.  

 
The CCG will then need to agree whether it needs to submit an additional report to Ofwat 
covering the above points and, if so, what type of report. 

 
Actions:  

i. provide feedback from the 06 February meeting with Ofwat on the detailed evidence 
required (Ian McAulay and Craig Lonie – w/c 11 February) Since completed 

ii. based on the feedback from the Ofwat meeting, identify the evidence the CCG 
should review and where it can provide further assurance on the acceptability,   
resilience and deliverability of the Plan (Anna Bradley and Nick Eves – before the 
March CCG 2019 meeting)        

 
 
6) Compare and contrast: CCG Reports to Ofwat 
 
This item was postponed until the April CCG meeting 
 
Action: Add the compare and contrast paper to the April CCG meeting agenda 

(Sally Beck – April CCG meeting)    
  

 
7) Customer and Stakeholder engagement updates 
 

a)  Customer engagement update 
 
Nick Eves, SWS Head of Strategic Customer Insight, said SWS was continuing to embed 
the customer engagement strategy. The strategy is organised under five main headings: 

 Insight qaps 
 Processes 
 Customer culture 
 PR19 participation 
 Continuous improvement.  

 
He thought it important for the resubmission to evidence that the Company had already 
begun implementation. He was pulling together the entire documentation of insight and 
research findings into an ‘insight bible’. This will provide an overarching narrative and 
reference framework of macro-trends of consumer views, the issues taking place in the 
wider environment that affect customer and stakeholder perspectives as well as providing 
the ability to drill down into the detail of common threads, the key needs of each of the 
customer types, and the consumer and stakeholder segments. He would bring this to the 
CCG in August and it will be ready for use for planning purposes in the New Year.  
 
Action: to present the ‘insight bible’ to the CCG (Nick Eves – August 2019 

meeting)    
 
Members’ comments and queries included: 

 There were references to a further compilation of insight and research that had been 
pulled together and updated since the Business Plan had been submitted. It would 
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have been helpful if this had taken place beforehand  
 Whether an analysis been conducted to understand a) which parts of SWS’s 

business the engagement strategy had not reached and b) if more resources were 
required to ensure it could be implemented? 

 That evidence of engagement was needed to show delivery of the key programmes 
such as T100   

 That the proposal regarding a social contract was to be warmly welcomed although 
it was not yet clearly defined. It could provide a good opportunity for co-creation with 
customers and would require: 

o co-working across water companies and with local business as well as 
customers and voluntary organisations 

o monitoring to ensure it wasn’t being used by others to deliver their own 
agendas  

o ensuring it wasn’t seen as a political gambit rather than an enviro-economic 
concern 

o a conversation with the CCG to help identify how best the contract could be 
framed   

 
Ian agreed with these points. He hoped a collective agreement, based on a citizenship 
model where the authorities delivered the public goods they were responsible for and the 
public/customers supported and contributed to the endeavours, could be reached. T100 
was a good example. Through investment and partnerships, water companies would work 
to ensure the water resources were available to meet demand, but this depended very 
much on the public and consumers taking action to reduce consumption, and developers 
installing new water-efficient and water reuse technologies.  

 
It was agreed that a SWS/CCG conversation regarding the development of the social 
contract would be held at a future CCG meeting 
   
Action: To have a dedicated session on developing a ‘social contract’ at a future 

CCG Meeting (Sally Beck – April CCG meeting - to be confirmed)  
 
 

b) Stakeholder engagement progress update 

 
Branwen Rhead, SWS Stakeholder Policy Manager, confirmed that the November 2018 
Strategic Environment Panel meeting had focused on the PR19 Business Plan, Natural 
Capital, environmental net-gains and water scarcity had been highly positive. The next 
meeting would take place in late April or early May 2019. She hoped Members would 
provide a steer on key themes for the programme.  
 
Members thought that: 

 there was considerable commonality between stakeholder engagement and the 
work with customers. It was very helpful to keep the CCG updated on both strands  

 stakeholders may be less inclined to engage outside of the PR context so CCG 
Members could advise on content for BAU scenarios 

 climate change projections indicated there was an inertia regarding preparations for, 
and adaptations to, future water scarcity. There was an expectation that new 
resources would be developed to make up for any shortages. SWS could lead the 
way by empowering the action of regional and local groups through co-creation and 
co-delivery schemes 

 It was vital that the voices of the disadvantaged communities were not lost but 
vulnerability did not appear to be a topic considered by stakeholder groups      
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Branwen responded that disadvantaged groups and people and families in circumstances 
that made them vulnerable were built into the work of Customer Inclusion Panel. An 
update would be provided at the next full CCG meeting in April 2019. She would also 
return with an outline of the plans for the stakeholder County Panels for CCG input and 
advice.   
 
Actions:  
 

i. provide an update on the work of the Customer Inclusion Panel (Branwen Rhead / 
Mark Field – April 2019 meeting) 

ii. provide an outline of the early plans for the stakeholder County Panels for CCG 
input and advice (Branwen Rhead – April 2019 meeting)   

 
    
8) Environment Agency: Annual Environmental Performance Assessment 

Report   
 
David Howarth, Environment Agency (EA), said that the Annual Environmental 
Performance Assessment (EPA) Report was drawn from the EA’s 2017 – 2018 Annual 
Water Sector Report. It had originally been planned to provide the report at the October 
2018 meeting, but it had been postponed several times through unavoidable 
circumstances. It would not be much longer until the 2018 – 2019 EPA would be 
conducted.  
 
Some targets in the assessment were based on the financial year and some on the 
calendar year. Each target had a RAG (Red, Amber, Green) indicator status and this was 
used to assess the overall ‘star’ performance rating, where 4 star signifies industry-leading 
excellence. The EA wants all water companies to achieve a 4 star rating, and SWS had 
achieved a 3 star in this timeframe. Some specific highlights included being best-in-class 
on leakage rates and second best on P.C.C. (Per Capita Consumption). He suggested 
that SWS should do more to broadcast these nationally as particular strengths.         
 
Since 2011, there had also been a steady improvement to 3 from 2 star for pollution 
incidents, with SWS performing better than the industry average for all pollutions, and at 
the industry average for categories 1 and 2. There would be no out-performance rewards, 
however, as the EA would not support payments for reducing illegal activities.  
 
The Company was also above average on the SoSI (Security of Supply Index), and 
average for delivery of the NEP (National Environment Programme) and satisfactory 
sludge disposal. However, it was very slightly below the industry average of 98.6% on 
compliance with discharge consents, at 98.2% compliance, and below the industry 
average of 76% for the self-reporting of incidents, at 70%. Outage was at more than 
double the allowance.  
 
But the report was also about issues, not just metrics. In operational terms, SWS was 
developing a joint-funding programme for future flood risk management schemes with the 
EA, and there were serious concerns regarding water resources in the region.   
 
The Chair thanked David for the assessment and said it was noted that there had been a 
two-year decline in compliance and that the numbers of category 2 and 3 pollutions had 
increased this year. This would be reported in the CCG Annual Report, to be published in 
early July 2019. 
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9) PR14 Monitoring: taking care of the environment  
 
Paul Kent, SWS Wastewater Strategy Manager, said his paper provided an update on the 
Company’s AMP6 customer promise to remove wastewater effectively, and looked to 
forecast where the Company would land at the end of the reporting year. It was a part-
response to the EA’s EPA. The following two agenda items would cover the measures that 
were being implemented to address the issues of concern.  
 
He directed Members’ attention to the tables with each of the performance targets listed. 
The number of ticks against each target showed the level of confidence in meeting or 
exceeding each. Three ticks indicated a good, stable performance, two showed there were 
concerns, and one tick showed that a penalty could be triggered.  
 
Pollution incidents were expected to reach 160 – 165 by the year-end and the Company 
was taking measures to address the issues. Internal flooding is a 5-year performance 
target. It had missed the year 1 & 2 annual targets but had since exceeded the targets 
and, with some latitude to account for any severe weather conditions arising, should end 
the AMP in a good position. Ofwat had harmonised the targets for external flooding across 
all water companies and, in the course of this, had reduced the target. Odours had been of 
concern at two sites but there had been no complaints following recent improvement 
works. Investment had also been focused on reducing problems at pumping stations and 
improving the health of the sewer system.     
 
He asked for Members questions and comments. These included whether: 
 

 the targets had been set at a stretching level as, generally, they were all under 
target and under the trigger levels       

 predictions of operational failures could be based on the state of the assets 
 
Paul responded that the targets were still stretching but the Company had developed new 
programmes to ensure these were met and the data it held on the condition of pipes and 
other assets was being used to predict where failures may occur and to take pre-emptive 
action.   
 
 
10) Environmental compliance 2018 -2019 
 
Iris Soler, SWS Head of Environmental Quality and Compliance, said that the EPA 
showed the seven assessment metrics the EA used to measure and compare the 
environmental performance of all water companies. The performance boundaries are 
different for each specific metric. The methodologies used are becoming tighter and a new 
metric, the Security of Supply Index, had recently been included.  
 
The key areas for SWS during 2018 - 2019 are that whilst the self-reporting of pollution 
incidents has improved and all categories of pollution has stayed the same since the 2017 
– 2018 assessment, category 3 pollution incidents have risen as has non-satisfactory 
sewage sludge disposal. Whilst awaiting confirmation of the metrics from the EA in July 
this year, SWS is taking the position very seriously, analysing all the incidents for lessons 
learnt reporting with action plans in place to address the issues.     

 
Bathing waters compliance also form part of the comparison and SWS compliance 
improved significantly during 2018. It is confident it will end the AMP in a good position.   
 
Members raised the following points: 
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 It was discouraging to see the increase in category 1 & 2 pollution incidents. Did the 
Company know the reasons and could a rapid improvement result in achieving a star 
rating?   

 It was conversely encouraging to see that the environmental compliance team went 
to every incident and that focused work was in hand to understand the drivers of 
poor performance 

 That there was a legacy of poor performance to overcome. The Company now 
needed to evidence its improvement pathway to Ofwat 

 How serious an impact did the non-satisfactory disposal of sewage sludge create?     

 
Iris responded that the Company had assessed the environmental impact of the sewage 
sludge disposal and, although it was relatively widespread and had been reported to the 
EA, it was very low risk. No more sludge would be released unless it had been shown as 
100% compliant. David Howarth commented that it was unlikely that the Company would 
achieve a 4 star rating. However, the Company had prioritised getting and sharing reliable 
data and information and its action plans openly of late, and this was highly positive.  
 
Ian agreed that the relationship with the EA had improved significantly since the Company 
had begun sharing data, such as telemetry and abstraction metering data. The Company 
had significantly improved its compliance and is looking at issues holistically rather than 
pursuing end-of-pipe solutions. For example, it had been a good summer for the quality of 
bathing waters and this was primarily down to the upstream work on misconnections.  
 
There are some major issues that need tackling, for example, sewer blockages caused by 
wet wipes, and becoming more efficient whilst using less resources and reducing pollution. 
He was determined that the improvements to environmental compliance would continue 
and that the Company would be able to use this as evidence to Ofwat that it had turned 
things around. 
 
The Chair rounded off the session saying it was clear that the Company had invested a lot 
in improving compliance and this was now improving its performance outcomes. She 
thought David would like to update everyone when the EA had finalised its 2018 – 2019 
EPA.  
 
Action: Bring back a report on the findings of the 2018 – 2019 EPA (David Howarth 

– August 2019 meeting)   
 
 
11) Environment+ 

 
Chris Braham, SWS Head of Strategic Planning for Wastewater, said that the 
Environment+ initiative was a PR19 transformational programme driving environmental 
compliance and reporting to prepare for and meet ambitious AMP7 targets.  
 
The programme comprised eight critical success factors, set out in the diagram in the 
paper, each contributing to creating and enabling a healthy and clean environment. 
Customer participation was a new element for AMP7 and would be the key to delivering 
the outcome successfully. The Appendix 1 matrix illustrated how the component parts and 
phases of the programme would be brought together and who was responsible for each 
part of the programme. He asked Members if the plan had the right components and if 
they had any questions. These included:  

 That the wheel was a positive and powerful tool and showed that the Company was 
taking a big leap forwards in making progress 
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 Why the predictive smart networking would not be started until phase 3. Surely this 
was a vital part of successful delivery. Why couldn’t it be brought forward? 

 That this was billed as being environment+ but in reality, it was merely doing the 
basics brilliantly. It could be seen as the pathway from here to fulfilling the 
aspirations of the Business Plan 

 That it set out the pathway over the next two years but needed to show the 
milestones for the subsequent five-year AMP  

     
Chris explained that although some things were happening now, and the current focus 
was on being brilliant at the basics, the bulk of the investment was planned for AMP7. 
This was the first part of the direction of travel. Ultimately, there would be another vertical 
column for Natural Capital. The Chair thought it would be helpful to have this built in from 
the start and asked for a high level Environment+ plan showing the journey from now 
through AMP7 and building to AMP8. She also reminded SWS that Members were still 
waiting to see an updated 25 - 30 year tabular plan based on the table presented at the 
July 2018 CCG meeting in Brighton.   
 
She asked David Howarth if the regulators viewed this programme positively? David 
confirmed it was pleasing to see steady improvement and welcomed the Compliance 
and Reporting Directorate. It would be disappointing if the Company dropped to a 2-star 
rating. However, the results of the endeavours would be critical to this assessment. Ian 
said the Company was focused on sustaining and protecting the environment. No further 
pollution, better use of technology, maintaining and improving its assets, anticipating 
problems before they arose and using a more prescriptive set of process to address any 
issues that did arise were now being implemented.   
 
Ian thought an annual long-term look at the 25 - 30 year future scenarios would be 
valuable to Members, especially as research, development, innovation, understanding 
and thinking were rapidly moving the boundaries of what is possible. An annual 
workshop would be outside of the usual meeting schedule. He would value the views of 
the CCG as to whether the Company was engaged in radical thinking and worthwhile 
innovations for the future. This is important as some work programmes, such as 
catchment planning, would take a long time to show the true benefits. Members agreed 
this would be constructive.  
 

 
Actions:  
i. Bring back a high level plan showing the Environment+ milestones from now, 

through AMP7, to AMP8 (Chris Braham – August 2019 meeting) 
ii. Bring back an updated 25 - 30 year tabular plan based on the table presented at 

the July 2018 CCG meeting in Brighton (Sally Beck – June 2019 meeting) 
iii. Organise an annual futures workshop and discussion (Sally Beck – July tbc)  

 
 

12) Catchment First  

 
Lou Gumbrell, SWS Catchment Manager, said the paper gave an extensive update on 
the catchment programme to provide the CCG with a comprehensive overview. 
Important aspects were how the Company had built up the catchment team with a 
diverse mixture of skills and expertise, was working closely alongside Natural England 
(NE), and was building relationships with stakeholders, including farmers, the DWI and 
EA, to ensure the long-term strategy would be delivered.   
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The AMP7 programme would be demanding. Currently, the business was trialling a 
range of different approaches, all of which were having positive results and which 
worked well for different reasons. The paper gave a flavour of the variety of schemes 
and how each was progressing. Meanwhile, the Company was still working on 
developing cost effective structures and an approach to joining up across the agencies, 
for example, on sharing monitoring data. Customer and stakeholder engagement 
generally was very high. She asked Members for their views and questions. These 
included: 
 

 That the programme was impressive when brought together in one place 

 As many issues were intractable and long term, it would be helpful to know 
when results could be expected and what the practicalities of delivery were, 
what has worked and why, and whether there were any early success stories 

 That implementing WINEP (Water Industry National Environment Programme) 
and the Agriculture Bill would also contribute to addressing the issues, and 
specifically regarding the chalk aquifers in the region 

 Why there were not more targets and whether the targets identified were 
stretching enough 

 There looked to be considerable co-creation taking place and planned, and 
this is to be welcomed 

 That much of the programme as described was driven by water resources but 
it is also important to understand more about wastewater management and 
how this will impact on the programme 

 That accounting for planning and development and the links to urban 
environments is missing. These could have major negative impacts on 
nitrogen levels and algal blooms, particularly at the coast and in harbours      

 
Lou responded that, of the examples provided, the Brighton ChaMP (Chalk Management 
Partnership) was a slow process with many stakeholders involved but it was highly 
influential. The farmer-led cluster approach was much quicker and was making 
significant headway. The direct approach to delivering regulatory requirements was also 
effective and the Company had decided to use this approach across the whole of Kent 
rather than at three specific sites.   
 
The Chair commented that it was apparent that the Company was making a significant 
investment in catchment management and the activity had stepped up accordingly. It 
was valuable to see programme measures in place as a precursor to outcome 
measures. She asked for a six month update report and Members suggested this could 
helpfully include information on the Agriculture Bill and any national farming guidance, 
how much hectorage was included in the schemes, the number of measures 
implemented and data on nitrate.    

 
Action: bring back a catchment management progress report (Lou Gumbrell – 

August 2019 meeting)          
 

 

13) Natural Capital  

 

Kate Rice, SWS Catchment Strategy Manager, introduced Louise Bardsley from Natural 
England (NE), who would describe the Defra and NE expectations on Natural Capital 
(NC). Louise took Members through a slide set that explained how, faced with an 
escalating decrease in natural assets, NC was a way of costing the benefits, value and 
services provided by the natural environment, ecosystems and biodiversity. Historically, 
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land, water and ecosystems had not been given a value in decision-making process. NC 
accounting sought to address this through the National Planning Policy Framework, and 
to protect and enhance the assets for future generations.        

 

Kate set out how SWS was planning to develop its own NC accounts. The Company had 
included a commitment to develop an NC account in its PR19 Business Plan but it now 
needed to explore what this meant for the region. It needed to focus on the areas that 
were relevant for the region. Louise supported this, citing Pevensey Levels, which was 
an old swamp with drainage channels, which had been shown to provide an existence 
value of upwards of £11 million per year on preventing flooding providing biodiversity 
habitats.   

 

Kate continued that it was still early days but the Company was undertaking a 
participatory approach with experts in this field and as many partners as possible, 
including other water companies, to learn from them. For example, Anglian Water had 
received a blue star from the Blueprint for Water Coalition for its NC approach.  

 

Initially, SWS is intending to establish baseline NC accounts in at least three catchments 
– the Test and Itchen, Arun and Western Streams, and the Medway. It is also working 
with the University of Kent to develop catchment future scenarios and modelling the 
potential impacts of climate change. In turn, this approach should impact investment 
decisions towards natural solutions. All this work would be supported by the ‘value of 
water’ conversations with customers throughout AMP7 to be in place for PR24.  

 

The Chair commented that some of the other water companies, for example, Anglian and 
Yorkshire, had already started having a conversation with customers and stakeholders 
on relative values. There was strong customer and stakeholder interest in these issues. 
The absence of a valuation of the services provided by water and sewerage systems in 
the region could be construed as meaning they did not have a value. Members agreed 
but thought it was important this work was starting now. Another paper was requested 
showing what fundamental aspects of the region would form part of the capital accounts 
and how the Company was intending to conduct the valuations, alongside a forward plan 
with milestones mapped out.  

 

Action: Bring an update paper to the CCG, setting out the aspects of the region that 
will form the capital accounts, alongside a forward plan with the milestones 
mapped out (Kate Rice – August 2019 meting)          

 
14) AOBs 

 
There was one AOB: CC Water would shortly announce its overview of water company 
bill profiles for the next five years.    

 
The Chair said it had been a very positive meeting and thanked everyone for their time. 
 

 
ENDS 
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04 February 2019 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

7.a.i Present the ‘insight bible’ to the CCG  Nick Eves August 
2019 
meeting 

 

7.a.ii Have a dedicated session on developing a ‘social 
contract’ at a future CCG Meeting 

Sally Beck April 2019 
meeting – 
tbc 

 

 

7.b.i 

 

Provide an update on the work of Customer 
Inclusion Panel 

Mark Field April 2019 
meeting 

 

7.b.ii Provide an outline of the early plans for the 
stakeholder County Panels for CCG input and 
advice 

Tom 
Gallagher 

April 2019 
meeting 

 

10 Bring back a report on the findings of the 2018 – 
2019 EPA   

David 
Howarth 

August 
2019 
meeting 

 

11.i Bring back a high level plan showing the 
milestones from now, through AMP7 to AMP8 

Chris 
Braham 

August 
2019 
meeting 

 

11.ii Bring back an updated 25 – 30 year tabular plan 

based on the table presented at the July 2018 
CCG meeting in Brighton 

Sally Beck June 2019 
meeting 

 

11.iii Organise an annual futures workshop and 
discussion 

Sally Beck July 2019 
TBC 

 

12 Bring back a catchment management progress 
report 

Lou 
Gumbrell 

August 
2019 
meeting 

 

13 Bring an update paper to the CCG, setting out the 
aspects of the region that will form the capital 
accounts, alongside a forward plan with the 
milestones mapped out 

Kate Rice August 
2019 
meeting 

 

 

 
04 December 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4 Bring back a refined view of what the trust index 
measures could be 

Chris Esslin-
Peard 

April 2019 
meeting 
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7 i) Follow through on advice regarding catchment 
management partnerships education officers and 
report back  
 

Ben Earl June 2019 
meeting 

 

8 Bring a progress report on T100 to the CCG Ben Earl June 2019  

9 i) Have an agenda item at a suitable CCG meeting 
devoted to potential tariff setting and a retailer 
league table  

Sally Beck June 2019  

9 ii) Return with proposals for the best way to 
influence future policies on retailers and their 
responsibilities 

Ian McAulay June 2019  

10 Find a suitable way to engage WRSE CCG early 
in the New Year 

CCGs / 
WRSE  

Early in 
2019 

 

 

 
01 October 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4 ii) Provide an update on customer experience 
initiatives 

Mark Field April 2019  

8 ii) Provide a regular six-monthly update on 
compliance with quality regulations  

Alison 
Hoyle 

April 2019  

 

 
06 August 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

4 Include an agenda item in early 2019 on the key 
risks to delivering the PR14 business promises 

Kevin 
Wightman 

April 2019 
meeting  

 

 

 

02 July 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

5.e 

 

Share with the CCG the five-year milestone plan, 
set within the context of a 25 year plan, with 
stepping stones, costs and efforts mapped out for 
each major work programme. (These will be 
presented as part of each relevant paper for the 
major programmes and initiatives as BAU)  

Workstream 
leads 

As per 04 
December 
meeting 
Action 5 
above  

  

  

 


