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SOUTHERN WATER CUSTOMER CHALLENGE GROUP 
 

 

15 April 2019: 10:30 – 16:00 
 
Boardroom, SWS Head Office, Durrington   
Minutes and actions arising 

 

 

Present:  Anna Bradley (Chair)   

 Ana Christie George Seligman 

Steve Hare  

 

Observers David Howarth (EA)  Graham Horton (by phone) 

 
Apologies  Phil Belden Dan McDonald 

Karen Gibbs Nicci Russell 

 

In Attendance: Ian McAulay  

Simon Oates  

Sally Beck  

Nick Eves Items 5, 6 and 10 

Branwen Rhead Item 5 

Wayne Tomlin Item 7 

Chris Braham Item 7 

Mark Tully Item 7 

Rob Barnett Item 8 

Rachel Ryan-Crisp Item 9 

Clare Rixon Item 10 

  

 

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

interest  
 

Phil Belden, Dan McDonald, Karen Gibbs and Nicci Russell sent their apologies.   
 
No SWS independent Board Member attended the meeting.   
 
No conflicts of interest were declared. 
 
 
2) Approval of the 04 February 2019 meeting minutes  
 
The minutes of the 04 February 2019 meeting were approved.  
 
 
3) IAP and other business updates  

 
Simon Oates, SWS Director of Corporate Strategy and Regulatory Affairs, outlined that 
although the company had found substantial savings in region of £366 million from the 
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costs of the proposed business plan, there was still a funding gap of some £400 million. 
The company was determined that this would not lead to reduced outcomes for customers 
and stakeholders. The reduced costs would be reflected in customers’ bills which could now 
be in the region of a 5% reduction rather than 3% and would be one of the largest in the 
sector.  
 
The company was challenging Ofwat in two areas, one of which, Outcome Delivery 
Incentives (ODIs), was common across the industry as the scope for penalties was greater 
than for rewards. However, this was unlikely to change as Ofwat had set the model to drive 
company performance towards Upper Quartile (UQ). The other challenge was water 
resources. Ofwat is looking for regional collaborations during AMP7 on a range of water 
supply options but these would not meet water demand in Hampshire where there was a 
real risk of a water deficit by 2027. SWS was pushing back hard on this. It was vital to get 
Ofwat’s thinking aligned with Defra and the Environment Agency and agree the funding for 
the planned desalination plant at Fawley. Ofwat’s concern is that it may become a white 
elephant as other options come on line during AMP8 but the EA’s enactment of Section 20 
limiting abstraction from Hampshire’s chalk rivers means Fawley is a key ongoing part of 
the solution.  
 
Ian McAulay, SWS CEO, commented that WRSE (Water Resources South East) had 
modelled every possible scenario and Fawley was a critical component in each of them. 
Fawley needed to be ready for construction in 2023 and this needed support from the EA 
and Defra as well as Ofwat. Meanwhile, other scenarios such as temporary use bans 
(TUBS) and rising block charges were also being considered. It was vital to get the 
messaging right to help change water use behaviours and to work with customers and 
stakeholders to manage any restrictions properly and to develop new ways to manage the 
challenges ahead. 
 
Simon continued that Ofwat would be delivering its draft determination on the business plan 
in mid-July and the outcome would be played back to the CCG at the July meeting. The 
company was continuing to engage Ofwat in frequent liaison over achieving efficiencies and 
the transformation action plans addressing performance issues designed to demonstrate 
that the Company would be able to deliver the new Plan. Based on the draft determination, 
the Company would be making final revisions to the plan during July, August and 
September for the final submission. After September, everything would be in lock down until 
Ofwat’s final determination in December 2019.     
 
The Chair thought it may be appropriate for the CCG to submit a second letter to Ofwat 
depending on the outcome of the draft determination.  
 
Action: Feedback on the draft determination to be provided to the CCG (Simon 

Oates – July 2019 meeting)  
 
 
4) CCG PR19 submissions  

 

a) CCG PR19 ‘how was it for you’ survey 

 

Members agreed the survey represented their views of the PR19 process and thought it 
would be of value to guide the processes during PR24.  
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b) Compare and contrast of CCG WASCs PR19 reports to Ofwat 

 
The Chair suggested it would be helpful to answer the questions associated with each page 
of the report. On sheet 1, headline similarities of CCG views, and whether there were other 
areas that should be a focus, Members proposed linking environment to public goods and 
citizenship interests.  
 

On the content of the reports, sheet 2, Members thought a socio-economic-environmental 
description of the region would be of value if it set the context and complemented the 
content of the report. For example, if the report reflected the challenges facing the region’s 
customers, this may have given more weight to the argument for Fawley. It could establish: 

 the region’s diversity of habitat and that it had internationally important chalk rivers 
which were, at the time, used for abstraction 

 the economic drivers at play and an holistic view of the needs of business and non-
household consumers 

 diversity of the population, demographics and churn.  
 

The Chair thought if an overview of the region  was to be given, it would be important to 
pick out the areas and things that are of particular importance to customers and 
stakeholders and therefore for the CCG as it undertook its work. It was something to return 
to once a new chair is appointed, as there was an obvious appetite for it. 

 
There were no views on question 2, future challenges for SWS, or 3, how company 
responses to CCG challenges were reported.  

 

On question 4, whether a master document on customer priorities should be developed, 
Nick Eves, SWS Head of Strategic Customer Insight, said a customer priorities ‘bible’ was 
already in hand and he would bring this to the September 2019 meeting. Members 
welcomed the approach.  

 

On question 5, whether the CCG could have given a stronger view of the PR19 process to 
Ofwat, Members were not clear if this would have a positive or negative reception or no 
impact either way. Members were clear that the timetabling needed to be reviewed as it 
was highly compressed which made assuring everything in the CCG’s remit challenging. A 
collective view and feedback from all CCGs may be constructive. The Chair commented 
that Ofwat was likely to review the process after the final determination and there was a 
planned discussion about this at a subsequent CCG Chairs’ meeting.  
 

On sheet 3, report structures, Members were surprised that the SWS CCG report was 
shorter than any of the others but thought it provided a good balance between content and 
length. Hyperlinks and flagging devices, such as icons and RAG status, could be made 
more use of although if RAG indicators were included, these would need the associated 
criteria to be meaningful. They didn’t think including reports from the quality regulators 
would add anything and, as the report was to Ofwat, a public facing version which some 
other companies had developed, would be wasteful of time and resources. However, 
gaining a crystal mark for plain English could be pursued for their CCG Annual Report.  

 

On sheet 4, membership and processes, they thought the Membership composition of the 
group should be revisited after a new Chair had been appointed. They thought it better that 
there was a single group of Members with everyone having a ‘helicopter’ overview as 
opposed to having a series of subgroups. However, much would depend on what Ofwat 
wanted for the next PR and it could be valuable to consider different models for the future.  
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It was noted that some companies had a long list of draft PCs to consider as early as 
February whereas they had only just seen SWS’s in July. These should have been crafted 
for consideration and challenge much earlier.  

 
The PR process took place as a five year cycle and the CCG and SWS needed to work out 
the best way to preserve views on what was good or bad about the process in the corporate 
memory, especially as individuals moved on and were replaced and this could easily be 
lost. The Chair thought this should be written up as a record at the end of the process. It 
would also be helpful to have a similar review of the region’s WOCs (water only companies) 
reports.  
 
Actions:  

i. bring the customer priorities bible to the CCG for discussion (Nick Eves – 
September 2019 meeting)             

ii. record CCG views on PR19 as corporate memory aide memoire for use in the next 
PR cycle (Sally Beck – post December 2019)          

iii. conduct a similar review of the regional WOCs assurance reports to Ofwat (Sally 
Beck – September 2019)    

 

 
5) Customer and stakeholder engagement updates 

 
Nick Eves said he would be providing regular updates at each CCG meeting to ensure the 
CCG were fully sighted on the breadth and depth of the company’s work engaging its 
customers and stakeholders and to highlight areas of specific interest. This time he wanted 
to draw attention to the research into customers’ views on SWS operations, the findings of 
which would be used to drive improved performance and minimise complaints.  
 
Nick also provided updates on the T100 incentive research, the developing thinking on a 
social contract, an engagement benchmarking exercise, the annual customer perceptions 
survey covering issues such as value for money, meeting customers’ needs and awareness 
of items such as the causes of blocked drains.  
 
An outline programme for the county stakeholder workshops was provided as well as a 
stakeholder perception audit. He asked Members for their views on the audit which 
included: 
 That column in the table which set out whether stakeholder perceptions were 

improving or diminishing was interesting especially as it appeared to be SWS’s view 
of stakeholders perceptions on how well the company was meeting their expectations:  
o How had the company derived where stakeholder groups sat and which direction 

of travel they were moving in  
o the perceptions of the quality regulators, Ofwat and the government appeared to 

be getting worse than they were before – how had that conclusion been reached?  
 The education sector wasn’t listed and it was a key stakeholder group  
 There seemed to be a preoccupation with local authorities and planners due to the 

predicted growth in the region 
 Other groups that were central to delivery of the company’s plans should be 

incorporated. 
 
Branwen Rhead, SWS Stakeholder Policy Manager, responded that education per se was 
not seen as a stakeholder group. Whilst one-to-one relationships with stakeholders was 
normally good, the overall assessment was subjective based on the company’s experience 
of working with each group and the feedback received. It was based on their view of the 
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company’s performance and public statements and media releases over the last year. 
Planning and growth was high on everyone’s agenda but SWS always tried to link this back 
into key issues such as T100.  
 
Members commented that it was important to give space to these issues but it was also 
important to ensure this didn’t drown out the ability for other issues to be aired by, for 
example, environmental groups and farmers. It may help to have moderators in the room. 
Branwen said that preparations were being made for the county workshops in June and 
July and she would look into the potential for moderators. She would provide the 
agenda and invitations to the CCG nearer to the time.  

 
The Chair asked for a master schedule of events and Branwen agreed to provide this.      
 
Action: provide a master schedule of stakeholder and customer events and meetings 

(Branwen Rhead – July 2019 meeting)    
 

 
6) Potential customer trust index measures and the ICS  

 
Nick Eves provided an overview and recap of the work on trust and confidence. He went on 
to explain that the ICS (Institute of Customer Service) and the UKCSI (UK Customer 
Satisfaction Index) is a simple metric, produced twice per year, which provides a barometer 
of public opinion across all sectors for benchmarking purposes. Recognising the importance 
of trust, the ICS now measures trust components including customer ethos, emotional 
connection and ethics as well as customer experience and complaints. He asked for 
Members’ views which included that:  

 it seemed a good and simple measure to use 

 the components of trust haven’t changed much over the last 50 years 

 utilities all do worse than the UK average and SWS is worse than the sector average 

 customers’ views of executive pay and dividends should be reflected. This is an 
emotive area and would not necessarily improve trust  

 financial dimensions are the most likely to be negatively reported in the media  

 it needed to pick up a sense of the delivery of public goods for public benefit  

 As well as the customer tracking the financial dimensions should also be evaluated by 
expert groups 

 
SWS responded that telecoms was perceived as the least trusted utility followed by water 
and energy. Many trust components depend on customers’ personal experience of SWS in 
the six months preceding a survey. If there has been a bad weather related incident and 
SWS has responded badly then trust will diminish rapidly. The company would be tracking 
the impact of executive pay and dividends on trust although this wasn’t part of the UKCSI 
headline measurements.   

 
The Chair drew attention to the last bullet on page 10 of appendix 2: reputation and trust 
are built on four things: how a company delivers its services; how it looks after its 
customers; the impact of its policies; and the added value it provides. She thought there 
was plenty of material in the new business plan and transformation programmes that SWS 
could use to demonstrate how it was already doing the right things to build trust. Members 
agreed and suggested that the company should also ask customers for testimonials as 
evidence of how SWS is looking after their interests, for example in helping them save 
water or looking after the environment and the positive impact this was having.  
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Members thought it positive that the UKCSI was conducted in January and July. Would the 
next index be available for the 22 July CCG meeting? Nick said it would and he would bring 
it to the next meeting alongside an assurance commentary on whether trust is justified and 
a customer / consumer dashboard.  

 
Action: bring back the July UKCSI index and an independent evaluation, if possible, 

of the dimensions of company finances (Nick Eves – July 2019 meeting)      
 
 
7) End of year performance report  

 
The Chair opened the discussion saying the timing was vital as the CCG would shortly be 
drafting its Annual Report. Members needed to take a view of how well the company was 
delivering against the 30 promises it had made to its customers and stakeholders under the 
six priority areas in its 2015 – 2020 business plan, and the level of confidence that could be 
placed on each being delivered by the end of the AMP.    

 
Wayne Tomlin, SWS Senior Strategy Manager, reported on each priority in turn:  

 
a) Responsive customer service  

 
The SIM (Service Incentive Mechanism) score had continually improved over the last two 
years and the target had been exceeded although it was still lower than the industry 
average. SIM was being discontinued after year 4 of the AMP as the new C-MEX 
(Customer Measure of Experience) and D-MEX (Developer Measure of Experience) had 
been piloted, and C-MEX ad D-MEX would be run in shadow form during year 5. It would 
not be possible to provide an opening figure for the new measures as Ofwat had not yet set 
out the full methodology for the metrics. The remainder of the commitments in this priority 
had not achieved their targets and improvements were needed.  

 
Members’ comments and questions included:  

 Much work had gone into improving the customer experience and this had borne fruit in 
improving the SIM score to 80% but the industry average was 83%. Technically this was 
an improvement but it was below the industry average. Where did the company sit in the 
league table? 

 That ‘first contact resolution’ resolution was closely linked to the SIM score and more 
effort was needed to reach the 80% target. How confident was the company that this 
could be reached?  

 The rest of the commitments in this priority needed a focused effort to ensure the targets 
would be met by the end of the AMP and to meet the needs of customers and their 
communities. 

 
Simon Oates said that the company was still towards the bottom of the SIM league table, 
however, he was confident that the improvements needed on first contact resolution would 
take place. It was partly to do with the way the measurement had been set at the start of 
the AMP over a 28 day period. This would be realigned to be measured over 20 days and 
be consistent with the rest of the industry. Work was underway internally to understand if 
repeat contacts were on the same issue or to resolve new issues.   
 
Members asked about the number of complaints and Simon said the numbers had reduced 
this financial year. The SIM had a number of underlying factors including qualitative 
customer surveys, unwanted contacts, which were down by 18%, although these would not 
be measured in the new C-MEX, complaints and escalated complaints. The company had a 
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robust approach to measuring complaints per 10 thousand customers. Last year it was 31.5 
and this year had reduced to 22.8. He was confident that the number of complaints would 
continue to show improvements.  

 
The Chair summed up by saying that although there had been some improvements in 
complaints and unwanted contacts, progress overall was disappointing and taking too long. 
It was clear there was a significant distance to travel if the promises in this priority were to 
be met by the end of the AMP. This must put delivery against this priority at risk. 

 
b) A constant supply of clean, safe drinking water   

       
Wayne reported that the company had comfortably beaten its target on interruptions to 
supply, and was on target to meet the remaining promises other than leakage. This was 8 
Ml/d above the corresponding year-to-date period last year and 14 Ml/d above the 
performance commitment. This was mainly due to last year’s freeze thaw and dry summer, 
which had caused pipes to fracture. The company was forecasting an ODI penalty for 
leakage of £2.7 million for the AMP. 

 
Members’ comments and questions included: 

 Meeting the leakage target in AMP was now going to be challenging so what work 
programmes were underway to ensure it was met? 

 Appendix 2 of the paper showed that:  
o recovery from the freeze thaw had not been as rapid as expected and the 

majority of the water was lost before the leaks were detected 
o the two tables, AMP6 and AMP6 and 7 combined showed different figures. 

Why was that?  

 The company had a record of being the best in the industry on leakage. What difference 
would the impact of the freeze thaw have on where it sat on the league table?  

 
Ian McAulay, SWS CEO, responded that leakage presented a significant challenge but that 
new technologies, such as acoustic logging and pressure easing, were being deployed 
which would help to detect them faster. The freeze thaw had had a significant impact and 
the company had forecast it would need to spend in the region of £3 million to reach and 
tackle smaller leaks. Mark Tully, SWS Network Infrastructure Manager, confirmed that the 
company would be bringing some AMP7 planned investment into year 5 of AMP6 in an 
effort to reduce leakage faster as part of the glide path into the next AMP. The numbers on 
the two tables were different as the methodology had been changed to reflect the 
requirement to be upper quartile.  

 
The Chair summed up by saying it would be important to reflect how the freeze thaw had 
impacted the company’s leakage record but bringing AMP7 investment forward to tackle 
undiscovered leaks was to be applauded and meant that the AMP target might yet be met.  

 
c) Removing wastewater effectively          

 
Wayne reported that the company would incur a penalty of £1.8 million for odours as one of 
its odour management schemes did not complete in the time agreed and a small number of 
complaints were still being received. Of the remaining promises, blockages and internal and 
external flooding, were all better than forecast and under target although there had been a 
marginal increase in internal flooding since the previous year. Asset health for wastewater 
treatment works was also reported as stable.     
 
Members had no comments and the Chair summed up that it was pleasing the company 
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had performed better than expected in this priority area and that the odours concern was 
being properly managed.  

 
d) Looking after the environment   

 
Wayne reported that five bathing waters had received excellent status ahead of schedule. 
This could result in a reward at the end of the AMP but only if these beaches were 
maintained at excellent and this could be weather-dependent. The company had exceeded 
its target of maintaining 54 beaches at excellent by three to 57.  
 
Members commented that the CCG would be able to report that the company had achieved 
an excellent performance on maintaining the region’s beaches. They noted that: 

 the Distribution Index (DI) was over target but thought this could be due to leakage 
and this should be referenced alongside leakage in the CCG Annual Report 

 it was disappointing that the number of serious pollution incidents had exceeded the 
target  

 there had also been an increase in Category 3 pollution incidents over the year 
although these were still under the target. 

 
Chris Braham, SWS Head of Strategic Planning for Wastewater, said that pollution overall 
was under target. The Environment+ programme was making sure the company focused on 
high risk areas, such as pumping stations, conducting health checks and knowing where 
pollution may get into watercourses.     
 
Members asked whether a high percentage of pollution incidents were caused by 
mechanical failures. Chris replied that the main causes were blockages in the network. The 
company was aiming to bring these down to 79 by the end of the AMP. However, it wasn’t 
just about outages, it was about how the company responded. It needed to get to and 
rectify problems before pollution took place. Awareness was improving as shown by the 
self- reporting of incidents.  
 
David Howarth, Environment Agency (EA), commented that the company was being very 
open and honest with the EA about the causes of pollution and what it was doing to 
address the issues. The EA was expecting to see improvements and it was pleasing to note 
that SWS was aiming to reduce the number of incidents by more than had been requested.    
 
The Chair thought the company was doing more of the right things but she asked Members 
for their views on how pollution should be reported? The response was clear that the 
Annual Report needed to say how disappointed the CCG was that the number of pollution 
incidents had risen with a significant increase in the number of serious incidents.    

 
e) Better information and advice    

      
Wayne said that although the per capita consumption (PCC) figures had yet to be 
confirmed, SWS was confident this would meet the target within the AMP. The company 
was forecasting a maximum reward for this target. 
 
Members thought that PCC was in a good place. Having reviewed this, it could be more 
effective to report as a 12 month rolling average rather than as in-year, otherwise it could 
be hard to explain how the target was being met. Wayne agreed it would be helpful as the 
numbers were often distorted by seasonal variations. Simon thought it important that the 
same time of year was compared.  
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Members also commented that the number of customers who were aware of the causes of 
blocked drains was excellent and testimony to the notable work undertaken by the FOG 
and Unflushables Team.  
 
The Chair asked about the significant numbers of unwanted billing enquiries which had 
vastly exceeded the target? Simon Oates responded that the numbers were so large 
because it was impossible to isolate billing enquiries from unwanted contacts. If it were 
possible, it would radically cut the total quantum of customer contacts. It was an improving 
trend but would always be massively over target. The Chair thought it of concern that I.T. 
meant an accurate figure couldn’t be provided.  

 
f) Affordable bills 

 
Members said it was commendable that support for the number of people in genuine 
hardship had exceeded its target significantly. It was unsurprising that customers 
understanding of what their money is spent on and their views on whether Southern Water 
provides ‘value for money’ were unchanged, given that there had been no specific work to 
bring about changes in understanding and awareness.  
 
The Chair asked if Members had any further questions? There was one asking why not all 
customers’ water use was metered? Simon responded that around 91% of households now 
had meters but there were accessibility issues with the remaining percentage. The 
proportion would reduce through time due to housing growth in the region.  

 
 

8) The pathway to AMP7 overview  
 
Rob Barnett, SWS Director of Transformation and People, reported there were very 
substantial business transformation programmes underway. There was a lot still to do but a 
great deal had already been achieved. The ability to deliver greater cost efficiencies in the 
next AMP would be driven by what was being put in place now. The company was very 
clear on the milestones it needed to meet to realise the benefits of each component of the 
programmes. The programmes were designed to be altered if new or better ways were 
found or if the interventions were not as effective as hoped for.  
 
Members said it was good to see the paper as it provided substance for the huge ambitions 
in the new business plan and gave clarity about who was accountable for the programmes. 
However, an area that was not included was the company culture and putting customer and 
stakeholder interests at the centre of future transformation. It would be valuable to have a 
progress update on each of the programmes at subsequent CCG meetings.       

  
Action:  Have an in-depth progress update on each of the programmes with dashboard 

at subsequent CCG meetings (Sally Beck – all forward meetings)   
 
 
9) Update on reach and support 

 
Rachel Ryan-Crisp, SWS Affordability and Vulnerability Lead, reported that the ‘Reach and 
Support’ programme was one of the major developments for PR19. The company was 
already implementing each of the pillars and there was significant outreach and focused 
partnership working with stakeholders and a Customer Inclusion Panel. However, it was still 
a challenge to find the customers that actually need support.  
 



 

10 

 

Members commented that the company had begun this work from scratch and had made 
strong progress, moving elements, such as data sharing where shared agendas can take 
time to develop and implement, forward in stages. The number of partnerships were 
welcome although East Sussex County Council and Hastings Borough Council seemed to 
be missing. These had significant areas of deprivation linked with jobs, accessibility, social 
mobility, affordability and health.   
 
Rachel agreed but said it was challenging to build relationships and develop partnerships 
with everyone and initially the company had tried to focus on the areas where it could have 
the biggest initial impact. The rest will follow in time.          
 
 
10) Incident planning and management 

 
Clare Rixon, SWS Incident Manager, had joined the company to develop the Incident 
Planning and Management Review. Prior to this, incident management was split between a 
range of teams and there was no single overview to coordinate activities during an incident. 
There had been a comprehensive overhaul of all aspects of planning for, and responding 
to, incidents and the company was now fully structured and equipped to respond. She 
asked Members for their views.  
 
Members commented that a significant shift had taken place which had been very much 
needed and was welcomed. They thought the paper was very positive and contained 
detailed information about the changes that had been implemented. The new ways of 
working could have positive impacts on customer satisfaction scores after any future 
incidents, and the improvements could be measured over time. They asked: 

 If the focus was only freeze thaw type incidents or if the scope included, for example, 
flooding incidents?  

 Did the company monitor the weather forecasts?  

 What the plans were for a no-deal Brexit and whether the company needed to 
stockpile chemicals in case the ports and borders were blockaded? 

 What the biggest changes were if there was another severe weather-related 
incident? 

 Did the planning include improving customer communications? 

 Had the system been tested? 
 

Simon Oates responded that flooding was a multi-agency responsibility and Clare 
confirmed that the local county-based resilience forums enabled the sharing of 
responsibilities, with each party knowing which will do what in any given circumstances. 
Weather forecasting is a continuous process. The forums were also sharing data on people 
in circumstances that made them vulnerable and were aiming to be able to support 10% of 
the population in the region. She said there was a Brexit contingency plan and expected the 
company to be in a good position whichever way the outcome went. The company had 
decided not to stockpile chemicals but was working with others in the sector to ensure 
supplies would be available.  
 
The biggest changes included being able to coordinate and respond to any incident 
immediately, and ensuring there were adequate alternative supplies of water located in 
suitable places around the region to be distributed quickly and appropriately. 
Communications were managed by the customer experience team. This had merged with 
the contact centre and trebled in size and further improvements were being planned.  
 



 

11 

 

A programme of testing the system, based on addressing different risks without fore-notice, 
was conducted four times a year, as well as lower-level testing of ringing people who are on 
call to make sure they are available when they should be.  
The Chair said the progress was welcomed and that the system would be tested during 
future incidents. It would be of great value to gain customer feedback if and when an 
incident took place to measure any improvements in customer satisfaction and to feed into 
continuous improvements.       

 
 
11) CCG private discussion on a ‘social contract’ 

 
The CCG welcomed the fact that this discussion was being had and that they were being 
involved early on in the process.  
 
They felt it was important to get quickly to an agreed definition of what SWS means by ‘the 
social contract’. In arriving at this definition, the CCG encouraged SWS to look at work 
done by others such as: 

 Sustainability First’s ‘Sustainable Licence to Operate’   

 What Bristol Water is doing in the social contract space 

 
The CCG themselves were inclined toward the definition offered by Ofwat of the social 
contract providing the basis on which companies in an effective monopoly position would 
be granted a license to operate by citizens. For the CCG this implies going beyond what 
customers would normally expect, to deliver things of value that a commercial supplier is 
not normally required to deliver. It was clear that the idea might encompass many or all of: 
financial rewards and returns, public goods for public benefit, addressing wider social 
issues such as pollution or vulnerability. 
 
Some suggestions for inclusion were to: 

 Ensure procurement is socially and environmentally responsible 

 Use common cross-sector sustainability metrics  

 Explore, develop and challenge on ‘ethics’ and what this means in practice to SWS 

 Consider using Bonds as a way of literally achieving ’buy-in’, positive loyalty, co-
ownership with partnership development potential 

 
What was also clear to the CCG was that any social contract would need to be much more 
than an agreement around a single programme such as T100, although T100 and a variety 
of other elements in the new Business Plan could well be included as elements of a social 
contract once properly defined. 
 
There was also a concern that the term ‘contract’ might imply something too transactional 
and binding. CCG members were particularly concerned that such an approach to the work 
might result in efforts to tie all consumers, stakeholders and citizens into some sort of 
binding agreement. They suggested therefore that alongside a definition, it would be 
helpful to think carefully about the overarching title and ensure that it is properly 
understood by all parties. There was a thought that alternative terms such as agreement or 
charter, might be better.  
 
But ultimately all of this work lends itself to co-creation with customers, citizens and 
stakeholders to ensure it sits comfortably with everyone. This cannot be put in front of 
people as any kind of fait accompli. And there will then be a need for some wider research 
around understanding and acceptability.  
 

https://www.sustainabilityfirst.org.uk/fair-for-the-future
https://www.bristolwater.co.uk/about-us/social-contract/
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12)   AOBs     
 
There were no AOBs. 

 
The Chair thanked everyone for their time.  
 
 
ENDS 

 
 

 
05 April 2019 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

3 Provide the CCG with feedback on Ofwat’s 
draft determination  

Simon 
Oates 

July 2019  

4bi bring the customer priorities bible to the CCG 
for discussion  

Nick Eves  September 
2019 

 

4bii Record CCG views on PR19 as corporate 
memory aide memoire for use in the next 
cycle  

Sally Beck Post 
December 
2019 

 

4biii conduct a similar review of the regional WOCs 
assurance reports to Ofwat  

Sally Beck September 
2019 

 

5 provide a master schedule of stakeholder and 
customer events and meetings 

Branwen 
Rhead  

July 2019 
meeting 

 

6 bring back the July UKCSI index and an 
independent evaluation, if possible, of the 
dimensions of company finances  

Nick Eves July 2019 
meeting 

 

8 Have an in-depth progress update on each of 
the programmes with a dashboard at 
subsequent CCG meetings 

Sally Beck All forward 
meetings 

 

 
 

 
04 February 2019 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

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

 

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

David 
Howarth 

September  
2019 
meeting 

 



 

13 

 

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

Chris 
Braham 

September 
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 

July 2019 
meeting 

 

11.iii Organise an annual futures workshop and 
discussion 

Sally 
Beck 

2020 TBC  

12 Bring back a catchment management progress 
report 

Lou 
Gumbrell 

September 
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 September
2019 
meeting 

 

 

 
04 December 2018 ACTION LIST 

Agenda 
Item 

Action Who By when status 

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

Ben Earl July 2019 
meeting 

 

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

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

Sally 
Beck 

July 2019  

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

Ian 
McAulay 

July 2019  

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

CCGs / 
WRSE  

Early in 
2019 

 

 


