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Customer Challenge Group (CCG) Chairs meeting

Jon Ashley, Chair

Ofwat, 21 Bloomsbury Street, London

12 April 2017
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Agenda

Time Agenda item Presenter

10.00 Welcome and introductions Jon Ashley

10.05 DWI – drinking water quality: PR19
Milo Purcell

Sue Pennison

10.35

[with a break 

at 11.45]

Water 2020 update 

- w2020 programme update

- approach to vulnerability 

- customer participation 

- update on SIM 

- update on outcomes

- update on bad debt 

David Black

Jon Ashley

Alison Cullen

Gurpreet Sahota

Jasminder Oberoi

Elly Watson

12.30 Summary of meeting with Cathryn Ross

12.55 Actions, next meeting, AOB and close Jon Ashley

13.00 Lunch

Unlocking the value in customer data Additional Slides – for 

information only
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Drinking Water Quality and PR19

Milo Purcell

Sue Pennison
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CCG Chairs meeting: 

PR19 and DWI advice to companies

Content:

• Principles of approach

• Context

• Some specific issues

• Tentative timetable 

12 April 2017
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Principles of approach

• Source to tap protection of consumers using  

drinking water safety plans

• Long-term planning that is transparent about 

needs

12 April 2017
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Context for planning (1/2) 

• Plan to meet all existing statutory obligations; take 

account of recent and imminent legislative changes, 

although these are not significant to overall funding 

provisions

• Consider drinking water quality implications in all aspects 

of planning

• Plan for short-term and long-term resilience of water 

supply systems

12 April 2017
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Context for planning (2/2) 

• Establish needs, then discuss affordability, for this and 

future generations

• Reflect the stability and consistency of strategic 

objectives for water supply 

• For Wales, take account of the Water Strategy for Wales 

(August 2015)

• For Wales, take account of the Well-being of Future 

Generations (Wales) Act 2015 

12 April 2017
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Some specific issues (1/2) 

• Address localised changes in risk profiles

• Demonstrate a clear focus on containment and recovery 

to proactively protect consumers

• Water Resource Management Plans and Emergency 

Plans need to plan to meet drinking water quality 

obligations

12 April 2017
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Some specific issues (2/2) 

• Pesticides: plan to meet existing obligations 

• Lead: provide a long-term strategy

• Discolouration: plan to minimise consumer complaints

• Catchment management: a fundamental part of all source 

to tap management

12 April 2017



Trust in water 10

Tentative timetable

Assuming draft business plan submissions by 

September 2018, and Ofwat/CCG/company 

consultations during 2019:

• Submissions to DWI requested by November 

2017

• Final decision letters completed by May 2018

• All necessary legal instruments completed by 

December 2018

12 April 2017
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Contact details

Contacts for all PR19 issues:

Caroline Knight

caroline.knight@defra.gsi.gov.uk

Tel: 0799 062 3355

Sue Pennison

sue.pennison@defra.gsi.gov.uk

Tel: 0208 026 4598

Milo Purcell

milo.purcell@defra.gsi.gov.uk

Tel: 0208 026 4504

12 April 2017

mailto:caroline.knight@defra.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:Sue.pennison@defra.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:Milo.purcell@defra.gsi.gov.uk
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Water 2020
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Water 2020 programme update

David Black
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Reminder: how customers’ views feed into the review

Company Business Plan 

submission to Ofwat
(September 2018)

Company 

engagement with 

its customers

Ofwat’s

Initial Assessment of Plans 

pf Plans (IAP)
(September 2018 - January 2019)

CCG independent review

CCG governance and 

assurance
(September 2018)

Ofwat guidance
(May 2016)

Ofwat Methodology Statement 
(December 2017)

Consultation with companies, CCGs and 

other stakeholders (July – Sept 2017)
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Reminder: role of CCG Chairs

In our customer engagement policy statement, 

we set out our expectation of the role of CCGs 

in the price review:

“CCGs will provide independent challenge to 

companies and provide independent assurance to 

us on: the quality of a company's customer 

engagement; and the degree to which this is 

reflected in its business plan”
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Impact of our PR19 methodology: strategic importance

The PR19 methodology will set out how we will use the different elements of the price to set expectations for 

company business plans and how we will intervene to protect customers if good plans are not delivered. A 

combination of regulatory tools will incentivise companies to deliver the four PR19 themes: affordability, 

resilience, customer service and innovation.

Our duties
UK and Welsh 

Gov SPSs
Our strategy

Strategic 

importance

Our PR19 

themes

PR19 

method-

ology

In PR19 we want companies to show more 

ambition than ever to deliver:

 Great customer service

 Long-term resilience. And that means 

resilience in the round, building on our 

resilience framework 

 Affordable bills that offer value for 

money – looking at scope for reducing 

bills

 Innovation and new ways of doing 

things

All underpinned by 'enhanced' being the 

‘new normal’
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Introduction to: the Initial Assessment of Plans (formerly known as the Risk Based 

Review)

…the Initial Assessment of Plans of water companies’ business plans

…a tool to incentivise companies to produce high quality, stretching business plans

…a combination of procedural, financial and reputational incentives

The story so far – PR14 The plan for PR19 Next steps for PR19

First used at PR14

Companies categorised as enhanced

(South West Water and Affinity Water) 

or standard

Overall RBR well received and 

significant impact on how companies 

prepared business plans

We have committed to having a Initial 

Assessment of Plans (IAP) in PR19

IAP to incentivise companies to reveal 

accurate information and to submit 

high quality and ambitious business 

plans

Ambitious plans shift outcome and 

cost frontier to benefit of customers

Critical role in customer engagement 

and CCGs in developing company 

business plans

IAP will consist of a series of tests that 

we test company business plans 

against

Approach to IAP will be set out in the 

PR19 draft methodology (July 17) and 

final methodology (Dec 17)

The IAP will take place between 

September 2018 (when we receive 

company business plans) and January 

2019 (when we publish the findings of 

the IAP)

The Initial Assessment of Plans is…
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Approach to vulnerability for the PR19 

methodology consultation

Alison Cullen
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Vulnerability 

All customers should be able to access the services they need from their 

providers. Customers who find themselves in circumstances that make them 

vulnerable are more likely to experience difficulty in accessing an inclusive 

service. 

What is the difference between vulnerability and affordability?

Affordability for those customers struggling to pay and vulnerability can overlap 

considerably because often, but not always, customers in vulnerable 

circumstances have low incomes which affect their ability to pay their water bill. 

For PR19 we are drawing the following distinction:

• Affordability for those struggling to pay relates to not being able to pay bills or 

being in water debt

• Vulnerability relates to a lack of access to an inclusive service. 
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What are we proposing and why

We are proposing to include vulnerability as an explicit part of the price 

review for the first time in PR19. Our approach reflects:

Our Vulnerability Focus Report 
(2016)   

We stated that we will encourage Customer Challenge 
Groups to use the report to challenge companies’ 

approaches to vulnerability.

Our Section 2 duties 

Under section 2(2C) of the Water Industry Act 1991, 
we must, when furthering the consumer objective have 

regard to the interests of certain groups such as the 
“disabled or chronically sick” or those “of pensionable 
age”, although we can still have regard to the interests 

of other groups.

The Welsh and UK Governments’ 
draft Strategic Policy Statements

focus on vulnerability and NAO report on vulnerable 

customers in regulated markets.

Our Customer Engagement Policy 
Statement for PR19, May 2016 

One of the seven areas we said we would be looking 
for in business plans at PR19 was “Understanding the 

needs and requirements of different customers, 
including customers in circumstances that might make 

them vulnerable”. 

Our work on 
vulnerability
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Our preferred option on vulnerability for the methodology consultation

We will require that all companies have the same 

common performance commitment on vulnerability 

with a common definition. We will develop the 

common PC with the sector ahead of the 

methodology statement.

We will set the same level (normalised for company 

size) for the companies’ common performance 

commitment on vulnerability, based on a form of 

comparative assessment between companies’ past 

and projected performance.

We will require companies to propose bespoke 

performance commitments related to vulnerability in 

their business plans after engagement with 

customers and challenge from their CCGs.

We will require companies to report against common 

metrics of vulnerability (e.g. proportion of eligible 

customers on vulnerability assistance schemes, 

proportion of customers contacted about needs, 

satisfaction of customers receiving assistance). We 

will work with the sector to develop common metrics 

of vulnerability which could evolve into common PCs 

in future price reviews

Option 1 
(in addition to the base case)

Our customer engagement tests will assess how well companies have engaged with all customers, including customers in 

circumstances which make them vulnerable, and how well they have reflected their views in their plans. We will take 

CCGs’ views into account.

We will apply qualitative vulnerability tests at PR19 on: 

i) how well companies have made use of data to understand their customers and identify those in situations of 

vulnerability;

ii) how well companies have engaged with other utilities and third party organisations on vulnerability issues; and

iii) how targeted, efficient and effective companies’ measures to address vulnerability have been. We will take CCGs’ 

views into account.

These areas come from our February 2016 Vulnerability Focus Report.

Preferred option

Base case that we will definitely apply at PR19

Option 2 
(in addition to the base case)

Official - sensitive (policy)
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Customer participation / Tapped-in

Gurpreet Sahota
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Our work on customer participation

In our Customer Engagement Policy Statement (see figure 1) we set out that involving 

customer in service delivery is an example of good customer engagement.

Building on that, we have commissioned work by Corporate Culture to develop a model for 

customer participation for the sector and highlight examples of how it is being adopted in 

other sectors. The report is available here.

We hosted an event on March 23 that some of you were able to attend. We had speakers:

• from top high street brands (Sainsbury, Marks & Spencer and RBS)

• Harry Shier – who developed a ‘pathway to participation’ highlight how he has involved 

children in delivering solutions to water scarcity issues in Nicaragua

• Peter Davies – speaking in his capacity as Former Commissioner for Sustainable Futures, 

Wales

• Jo Causon – CEO, Institute of Customer Service, giving her perspective on lessons from 

outside the sector.

We had a very positive response both at and following the event, this has struck a chord with 

some companies and we are designing our approach on how to build on this positive 

response. 

The following slides are from John Drummond’s (Chairman, Corporate Culture) presentation 

at the event.

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/1941_OFWAT_Cust_Participation_Report_final.pdf
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what is CUSTOMER PARTICIPATION?

The active involvement 
by customers in the 
design, production, 
delivery, consumption,
disposal and 
enjoyment of water,  
water services and 
the water environment 
in the home, at work 
and in the community 
now and in the future
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LISTENING AND 
UNDERSTANDING

LISTENING AND
ACTING

ENGAGING AND 
INVOLVING

CUSTOMER 
PARTICIPATION

Understanding what is 
important about water 
in the lives of different 
customer groups

Listening to different 
customer groups and 
acting on what is heard 
in order to achieve 
business objectives

Involvement of 
customers or their 
representatives. 
Making it easy for them 
to propose specific 
ideas or solutions to 
achieve change

Active customer 
participation 
to achieve a 
shared future

CUSTOMER PARTICIPATION IS PART OF A CONTINUUM

The active involvement by customers in the design, production, 
delivery, consumption, disposal and enjoyment of water,  water 
services and the water environment in the home, at work and in the 
community now and in the future



Trust in water 26

Our report has highlighted four main types of 

participation

ACTION

Action: customer 
behaviour change, for 
example actions to save 
water, or programmes 
to protect sewers by 
putting the right things 
down sinks and loos

EXPERIENCE
Experience: increasing 
customer control of water 
in their home or of the 
customer service experience

COMMUNITY

Community: community 
ownership of particular 

aspects of water as 
an essential resource

FUTURES

Futures: customer 
participation to improve 

the current and future 
sustainability of water in 

the lives of customers
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Customer participation journey
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The Future Service Incentive Mechanism 

(SIM)

Jasminder Oberoi
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November 2016 consultation asked eight key questions about future the measure
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Broad agreement that SIM must change in order to be fit for the future

Key Questions Agree Disagree

1. Ultimate 

outcome

Broad agreement for maintaining a 

satisfaction measure, but 

applying it to the full service 

experience

A few want to maintain narrow customer 

service measure for ease of comparison and 

greater business controllability

2. Wholesale to 

retail

Wide agreement that current 

50:50 retail: wholesale split

works

Some concerns over customers’ ability to 

differentiate between wholesale and retail

3. Beyond water
Wide support for comparisons 

beyond water

Some cautioned against using only UKCSI

due to methodology, suggesting NPS instead

4. Contacts & 

complaints

Mixed. Most think all customers should be included; others think only contacts 

should be surveyed

5. Multi-channel

Wide agreement that channels 

should be widened to reflect 

trends

Difficulties around consistency of 

definitions/channels is a concern for some

6. Role of 

complaints

Most suggest maintaining a 

quantitative complaints element. 

Some acknowledge quant measure is 

becoming less useful over time but do not 

suggest complete removal for PR19

7. Incorporating 

vulnerability
Agreement that vulnerability is important, but does not belong in the future SIM

8. Beyond end 

users

Mixed. Some are against incentivising developer customers; some suggest a 

separate incentive; some suggest adding developers to current measure.
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Current thinking on direction of travel for a new customer experience incentive 

The new mechanism… Why?

…should incentivise 

improvements in the overall 

customer service experience

Should incentivise a focus on customer service within the wider context 

of customers’ overall service experience, as in competitive markets. 

BUT this could encourage more promotional activity as satisfaction can 

be influenced by customer perception, not just service improvements.

…should include non-

contacts 

Should capture the ‘silent majority’ who do not contact their water 

company (e.g. because they are happy and do not need to, or because 

they want to contact but the company makes it onerous to do so)

…could remove complaints & 

unwanted contacts from the 

financial incentive but boost 

status as a reputational and 

monitoring incentive 

Some positive company initiatives, e.g. water efficiency schemes, can 

generate complaints but the SIM disincentive can discourage companies.

BUT removing current quantitative element from the financial incentive 

and relying on reputational effects might reduce the pressure on 

companies to keep their complaints numbers down

…should compare water with 

the performance of other 

sectors 

Customer service is arguably comparable regardless of the industry. To 

incentivise water sector improvements, we could use a baseline linked to 

the all-sector UKCSI to challenge water companies. 

BUT UKCSI primarily relates to customer service, so a measure based 

on overall satisfaction would be harder to compare across sectors.

Do you have any comments on the proposed approach?
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Outcomes Consultation

Jon Ashley
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The 10 questions in the November 2016 outcomes consultation

No. Question

Q1 What is your view on the use of improved information, including comparative

performance information, to make performance commitments more stretching?

Q2 What is your view on the common performance commitments we are

suggesting for PR19?

Q3 What is your view on how we might apply comparative assessments at PR19?

Q4 To what extent do you agree with our proposed approach to leakage

performance commitments for PR19?

Q5 What factors should we take into account in our guidance on setting

performance levels for bespoke performance commitments at PR19?

Q6 What is your view on our development of a new customer experience measure

for PR19?

Q7 What is your view on the options for increasing the power of reputational and

financial ODIs at PR19?

Q8 What is your view on our proposals for better reflecting resilience within the

outcomes framework?

Q9 What is your view on the options and our preferred approach to asset health

outcomes?

Q10 To what extent do you agree with our proposals for making performance

commitments more transparent for customers?
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• There was strong support for making better use of comparative information.

• There was general support for a group of common PCs, but no-one 

supported all 10 without any reservations

• General agreement on the leakage proposals, but differing views about the 

the SELL

• There was majority agreement for using a wider range of information in 

bespoke PCs and enhancing reputational ODIs

• General support for our approach to resilience, including partial 

standardisation of asset health

• Strong support for our transparency proposals

Brief summary of responses

• There were mixed views on comparative assessment and common PC levels 

• There were mixed views on bespoke PCs in particular the level of detailed 

guidance required and the level of coverage of specific areas that could / 

should be mandated

• There were mixed views on more powerful ODIs including the use of in-

period ODIs, common ODIs and a wider RORE range for ODIs
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Intervention to make PCs more stretching
M
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ti
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n

Making comparative 

performance 

information widely 

available

A number of common 

PCs with standard 

definitions

We set common 

service levels for a 

subset of the 

common PCs

We set common ODIs 

for the common PCs

Option 1 

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Making comparative 

performance 

information widely 

available

Making comparative 

performance 

information widely 

available

Making comparative 

performance 

information widely 

available

A number of common 

PCs with standard 

definitions

A number of common 

PCs with standard 

definitions

We set common 

service levels for a 

subset of the 

common PCs.

We set expectations 

about stretching 

performance levels 

for common PCs

We are considering different levels of intervention to encourage or ensure companies to set stretching 

performance commitments at PR19.
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ODIs for frontier-shifting performance

At the January CCGs chairs meeting we discussed ODI rewards being linked to frontier-shifting performance. 

Is there a case for significant rewards where companies are shifting the frontier of performance for the sector?

Is there a case for significant penalties when companies perform very poorly?

Service level

R
e
w

a
rd

s
P

e
n

a
lt
ie

s

Higher reward rate for frontier-

shifting performance

Stretching 

performance 

commitment level

X

Frontier of 

performance

Higher penalty rate for 

very poor performance

Current poorest 

performance
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Bad Debt

Ynon Gablinger and Elly Watson
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39%

5%27%

8%

21%

Bad debt

Meter reading

Customer Services

Capital maintenance

Other

The cost of bad debt is material – it represents 39% of retail costs

provision for bad debt (30%)

monitoring of outstanding debt, 

debt recovery (9%)

cyclical reading, transport, ad 

hoc requests, metering data 

management
billing, payment handling, 

vulnerable customer schemes, 

network and non-network enquiries 

and complaints handling

depreciation, 

amortisation and 

recharges from/to 

other business units

provision of offices, 

insurance premiums, 

local authority rates

Retail cost represents 9% of total cost
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Assessing bad debt in PR19

• There is increased focus on bad debt. We think the sector can do more to reduce levels of bad debt.

• The government’s recent consultation on the strategic priorities and objectives for Ofwat stated:  

Our approach to bad debt in PR19

Setting strong expectations

 We expect companies to demonstrate that they have self challenged the level of bad debt included in their 

business plans eg clear justification of bad debt levels, evidence that companies have benchmarked their 

own levels against other companies and also against other retail sectors where feasible.

Setting efficient levels of bad debt

 We will set a stretching target for companies in relation to bad debt. 

 At PR19, we are testing whether we can develop a benchmark model which will allow us to use high 

performing companies in the sector to challenge low performing companies. 

 We will review relevant evidence from the wider economy to challenge bad debt levels.

Incentivising self challenge of bad debt

Our Initial Assessment of Plans of company business plans will include a focus on bad debt, this will provide a 

further incentivise for companies to look closely at this issue. 

We expect that companies will share best practice and take steps to significantly 

reduce bad debt and that Ofwat’s regulatory framework will incentivise this. 
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Bad debt expenditure by company, 2015-16

£0
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£
/H

H

Debt management Doubtful debt

This splits represents the cost of debt management and amount of doubtful debt (level of write-off) for 

each company divided by its customer base number. This assessments is undertaken purely on the cost 

to companies and does not include the retail margins included in customer bills. This assessment allows 

for cost comparison across each company but does not represent the actual costs to household (and is 

therefore this is not equivalent to the £21 in the affordability and bad debt report published in December 

2015).
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Summary of meeting

Cathryn Ross
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Actions, next meeting, AOB and close

Jon Ashley
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[update]

Date Meeting Action Owner Status Actioned by

11th

January 

2017

CCG Chairs 

meeting 

Action: Ofwat to send information to 

the Chairs in response to their 

queries about the numbers on 

support for customers used in the 

slides

Ofwat Complete Gurpreet sent email 28.02.17

Action: Ofwat to investigate whether 

we can provide Chairs with a 

breakdown of the bad debt 

hypothetical bill impact numbers by 

company.

Ofwat In progress
Gurpreet to update at the 

meeting
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Any other business?Next Meeting – 9 August 2017

Ofwat London Office
Main agenda item will be the Methodology 

Consultation

Are there any other agenda items Chairs 

would like to include for the meeting?
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Unlocking the value in customer data

(for information only)
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Unlocking the value in customer data will help the sector meet upcoming strategic challenges

Customer 
data is key 
for markets 

to work 
effectively

Companies have had a huge challenge 
to get data ready for business market 
opening, particularly on improving data 
quality. Data will continue to be a key 
driver of success once the market opens 
and for any potential for residential 
market opening in the future.

Helping to 
address bad 

debt

Support 
customers in 
situations of 
vulnerability

Understand 
and reveal 
customer 

preferences

Product & 
service 

innovation 
that benefit 
customers 
and drive 

efficiencies

Maintain the 
sector journey 
to build trust 

and 
confidence in 

the sector

The new General Data 
Protection Regulations will 

come into effect in 2018, 
giving customers more 

control over their data and 
higher fines for companies 
that do not comply with the 

regulations 

Our vulnerability focus report and 

work on residential retail review, 

noted that the effective use and sharing 

of data can help companies address 

bad debt and support customers in 

situations of vulnerability. 

Our May 2016 Water 2020 decision 

document encouraged companies to 

develop strong relationships with their 

customers - the effective use of 

customer data will play a key role in 

companies developing their 

understanding and revealing 

customer preferences. 
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We have identified seven interlinking themes to unlock the potential held in customer data 

Customer empowerment

In order for customers to have trust and confidence, 

they demand transparency and good quality 

information on how their data is managed; access to 

and a sense of control over how their data is used. 

But customers also recognise the ‘value’ of their data 

and they want a share of that value.

Data security

If misused, data about customers may lead to 

substantial harm and a breakdown in trust. 

Data systems, and the way they are protected, 

are a key enabler to maintain customers trust. 

Data quality

Assurance of high quality data is the foundation for more 

effective use of data, better service for customers and an 

enabler of effective development of markets. Quality is an 

issue the sector has struggled with, as identified during the 

preparation for business market opening.

Data strategy

Data is an asset and the value of it as an asset is increasing. 

It can provide intelligence and insight to reveal customers 

behaviours and preferences. There are more stringent 

regulations on the horizon from Europe and greater risk for 

companies from movement of data between companies 

through retail competition. Companies need to think 

strategically and have a longer term ambition and vision on 

how to obtain best value from the data it holds and it can 

obtain 

Data innovation

Customer data should not be viewed as a billing 

tool only. Being smarter and braver in how data is 

used or the insight obtained from it can lead to 

companies offering its customers a better overall 

service whilst also identifying opportunities for 

efficiencies to be achieved

Collaborative working

Collaborative work with third parties, sharing and 

supporting other organisations can lead to better 

outcomes for customer, particularly those who may be in 

a circumstance of vulnerability or have affordability 

concerns

Data knowledge

In order to get the best value from data, good 

intelligence on the type of data held, and the 

systems that hold it is the precursor to 

understanding what insight can be achieved 

through the use of it. 

Customer Benefit

Customer benefit is the spine connecting all of 

these themes and is what good data 

management and unlocking the value in data 

will achieve. Customer benefit should be 

measured.

Good data 

management

Unlocking the 

value in customer 

data
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We have stressed tested our thinking with a range of stakeholders and made an initial 

assessment of data practices in the sector 

The Digital Economy 

Bill now includes 

water companies –

more opportunities to 

set up effective 

partnerships

Treat customers 

appropriately: 

if they verify data, 

companies get a 

richer data set

Public acceptability and trust is built when safeguards 

relating to data assurance, security and privacy are in 

place and communicated effectively to customers.

Board ownership is 

needed to ensure 

good data 

governance

Clear focus on what the data is being collected 

for, data minimisation

Initial assessment of companies data 

practices

• Whilst some companies on the cusp of 

making innovative use out of data, 

examples of innovation limited to 

supporting vulnerable customers but not 

sure it goes beyond what we stated in the 

affordability, bad debt and vulnerability 

focus report

• Most companies provide the minimum 

required legal information on how data is 

held and managed, but not in a 

transparent and customer friendly way

• Companies have a very limited view of 

what constitutes customer data and as a 

result get little value out of it (intelligence 

from social media limited)

• Some companies have been through 

substantial data cleanses as a pre-

requisite to data sharing with credit 

reference agencies but many provided us 

with very little information on how they 

assure data

A snapshot of our engagement
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Unlocking the value in customer data report

Unlocking the Value in Customer Data – June 2017

We will set out our expectations for the sector in our Unlocking the 

Value in Customer Data report. The report will:

• Explain how unlocking the value in data is key to building trust and 

confidence in our sector and how it will help companies address 

upcoming strategic challenges

• Explain how we derived each data theme and how it plays a role in 

good data management and unlocking the value in customer data in 

the water sector.

• Encourage companies with examples of good practice from within 

the sector

• Inspire companies with examples of good practice from outside the 

sector to help make the step change in how they view and use data

• Explain what progress we expect to see from companies through an 

on-going feedback loop, the quality of company business plans and 

how companies responds to challenges once the business retail 

market has opened.

We will support our report publication with a launch event with the 

objective of securing high profile and challenging speakers to push 

companies out of their comfort zone and identifying potential 

opportunities for the water sector.

We would like to invite CCG 

Chairs to our unlocking value 

in customer data event:

20th June 2017

10.30am – 4pm

Central Hall Westminster

Further details of the event 

will be distributed in due 

course
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Vulnerability data sharing: comparison of position between energy and water

Privacy impact 

assessment to ensure 

data flows are data 

protection compliant

Standardised set of 

‘needs’ code align how 

the energy sector 

records information 

about different 

vulnerability categories 

on a consistent basis

Safeguarding 

consumers working 

group (SCWG) owns 

the delivery of PSR data 

sharing in energy

Energy

Some nervousness in 
pursuing data sharing 
so only exploring small 

scale sign-posting 
initiatives. 

No standard approach 

on recording 

vulnerability data. 

Some companies 

moving adopting 

same terminology as 

energy (priority 

service register)

Currently no industry 

leader driving this work 

forward

Water

If a customer obtains non-financial support with 

respect to their energy service (e.g. large print 

bills), they are likely to need it in their water 

service.

Non-financial support offered is very similar 

across the two sectors but substantially more 

people receive support through the energy

priority service register (PSR) than the water 

sector Special Assistance register (SAR) – there 

is a huge untapped amount of information that 

could lead to more customers being identified to 

receive support in the water sector.

The energy sector has more developed data 

sharing arrangements – there are a lessons to 

learn and effort that does not have to be 

replicated by water companies if they 

collaborate with the energy companies.

We are working with Water UK to set up a 

working group to drive some momentum behind 

work to get water companies to identify how to 

share data with the energy sector.

We are also providing CCG Chairs with the insight we have obtained through our work with Ofgem (through 
UKRN) on data sharing between the two sectors to support customers in situations of vulnerability. 


