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PR19 Draft Determinations: Portsmouth Water - Delivering outcomes for customers actions and interventions 

Following our initial assessment of plans (IAP), we categorised two types of actions for slow-track and significant scrutiny companies:  

• required actions for companies which in general were required for draft determinations (or final determinations for some aspects of past delivery); and 
• advised actions for companies to do by a specific date but that are not required for our draft determinations. 

Table 1 below sets out the required company level actions, a summary of the company’s response to the action, our assessment of the company’s response, and any further interventions we are making as part 
of the draft determination.  

Table 2 below sets out the required performance commitment-specific actions, a summary of the company’s response to the action, our assessment of the company’s response, and any further interventions we 
are making as part of the draft determination.  

Each action has a unique reference. The prefix ‘PRT’ denotes the company Portsmouth Water. The central acronym references the test area where the action has been identified, please see the ‘PR19 draft 
determinations: Glossary’ for a key to these acronyms. Actions whose numbers are preceded with an ‘A’ denote required actions and actions whose numbers are preceded with a ‘B’ denote advised actions.  

Table 3 below sets out any further interventions that are not resulting from an action which we are making as part of the draft determination. Table 4 below sets out any company changes to performance 
commitments that do not result in an intervention.  

Each further intervention that is not resulting from an action, and company changes to performance commitments not resulting in an intervention has a unique reference. The prefix ‘PRT’ denotes the company 
Portsmouth Water. The central acronym references the test area where the action has been identified, please see the ‘PR19 draft determinations: Glossary’ for a key to these acronyms. Intervention numbers are 
preceded with a ‘C’. Company changes to performance commitments not resulting in an intervention are proceeded with a ‘D’.  

In Table 3 and Table 4, we also specify the performance commitment reference number provided by the company (the prefix ‘PR19PRT_’ denotes the company Portsmouth Water), the name of the performance 
commitment, and the action type (for example, stretch). 

For all other documents related to the Portsmouth Water draft determination, please see the 44Tdraft determinations webpage.   

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulated-companies/price-review/2019-price-review/draft-determinations/
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Table 1 – Portsmouth Water’s response to required company level actions and interventions for draft determinations 

Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type 

Action Date 
required 

Summary of the company’s 
response to the action 

Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

Delivering 
outcomes for 
customers 

PRT.OC.A1 Performance 
commitment 
(PC) 
definition 

If the company demonstrates that the Havant Thicket 
reservoir should be added to its regulatory capital value 
(RCV) then it should propose at least one PC and 
outcome delivery incentive (ODI) to protect customers if 
the scheme is not delivered, or delivered and not needed. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes the 
performance commitment 'Havant 
Thicket'.  The company states that 
the performance commitment will 
protect its customers from bill 
impacts as a result of Totex 
overspend on the programme.  The 
performance commitment is 
allocated 100% to the water 
resources price control. It states the 
performance commitment is 
underperformance only and end of 
period. 
The company states that if any total 
expenditure overspend occurs in 
respect of the Havant Thicket 
reservoir programme during 2020-25 
then it will undertake a true-up 
calculation at the end of the period. 
The true-up calculation would 
demonstrate the extent to which any 
overspend has been mitigated by 
commercial mechanisms or 
absorbed by the investor during the 
period and then form the basis of a 
penalty. This would be made as a 
legacy adjustment to customer bills 
in the 2025-30 period.  The company 
also states that the calculation would 
be subject to external assurance. 

Intervention required 
 
We are addressing issues relating to 
Havant Thicket through a separate 
price control.  Further detail can be 
found in ‘PR19 draft determinations: 
Havant Thicket policy issues 
appendix.’ 
 

We are intervening to remove this 
performance commitment because we are 
addressing issues relating to Havant Thicket in 
a separate price control. 

 PRT.OC.A2 ODI rates The company should provide further evidence for the 
calculation of its ODI rates, including any input values 
(with particular reference to the triangulation of customer 
valuations and marginal cost estimates), and adjustments 
made.  
For bespoke PCs, the company should provide further 
customer evidence, either from its own customer base or 
wider industry studies, to demonstrate that its marginal 
benefit estimates are representative of the underlying 
preferences of its customer base and that the resulting 
ODI rates provide adequate incentives for the company to 
deliver. The company should consider revising its ODI 
rates to reflect this wider range of evidence, and justify the 
levels proposed.  
The company should provide further evidence to detail the 
estimation of forecast efficient marginal costs within its 

1 April 
2019 

The company confirms that it has 
revised its proposed outcome 
delivery incentive rates and overall 
package following the IAP. The 
company also confirms that it 
undertook further customer research 
with an independent facilitator, ICS 
consulting, in March 2019 to gain 
further insight around incentive rates. 
 
The company proposes setting its 
incentive rates on the lower bound of 
our reasonable range from the IAP 
and makes further adjustments as it 
also considered the fact that its 

No intervention required at a 
company level.  
 
The company complies with the 
action and provides evidence to 
support its proposed changes. 
Where we have particular concerns 
about outcome delivery incentive 
rates these are discussed in our 
response to the relevant 
performance commitment specific 
actions in Table 2 or additional 
intervention in Table 3. 
 

NA  
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type 

Action Date 
required 

Summary of the company’s 
response to the action 

Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

ODI rate calculations, in line with our PR19 Final 
Methodology. In particular, the company should provide 
evidence to demonstrate how these marginal cost 
estimates relate to the cost adjustment claims or 
enhancement expenditure proposed by the company, if 
applicable. 

average bill (£102) is lower than the 
industry value (£186). 
 
The company considers that its 
customer research leads to rates 
which may be lower than other 
companies' due to its lower average 
bill compared to other companies. 

 PRT.OC.A3 ODI 
deadbands, 
caps and 
collars 

The company should provide general and PC-specific 
justification for its usage of deadbands, caps and collars. 
The company should provide ODI-specific evidence to 
support its use of caps and/or collars on individual ODIs, 
whilst also considering how its use of these features 
aligns with its broader approach to customer protection. 
The company should reconsider its widespread 
application of collars to financial PCs and it should 
consider applying these features more selectively. 
The company should provide justification for the levels at 
which all of its caps and collars are set, with the company 
explaining why these levels are appropriate and in 
customers’ interests. 

1 April 
2019 

The company clarifies that it 
originally proposed the use of 
deadbands, caps, and collars for the 
following outcome delivery 
incentives: water supply 
interruptions, mains burst, water 
quality contacts, leakage, and the 
abstraction incentive mechanism.  
 
The company clarifies that caps were 
set at a level it did not envisage 
performance exceeding and that 
collars were set at a level based on 
its historic worst performance. 
 
The company confirms that it has 
revised its outcome delivery 
incentive package and is now 
proposing to include dead-bands, 
caps, and / or collars on the 
Compliance Risk Index, the 
abstraction incentive mechanism, 
and biodiversity. 
 

No intervention required at a 
company level.  
 
The company complies with this 
action and provides additional 
information on deadbands, caps, and 
collars. Additionally, the company 
provides its rationale behind their 
proposed caps and collars.  
 
We have reviewed the individual 
outcome delivery incentives to 
determine whether there is sufficient 
justification for caps, collars, and / or 
deadbands for specific outcome 
delivery incentives and these are 
discussed in our response to the 
relevant performance commitment 
specific actions in Table 2 or 
additional intervention in Table 3. 
 

NA  
 

 PRT.OC.A4 Enhanced 
ODIs  

The company should provide further evidence to justify 
the level of the enhanced ODI outperformance and 
underperformance incentive rates proposed, or consider 
revising the enhanced rates to be based on a lower 
multiple applied to the standard incentive rates. 

1 April 
2019 

NA 
 
The company is no longer proposing 
any enhanced outcome delivery 
incentive rates, and so this action is 
not relevant.  

No intervention required. NA 

 PRT.OC.A5 Overall ODI 
package 

The company should provide clarification of which ODI 
payments it has uplifted and by how much and clarify why 
these adjustments are in the best interests of customers, 
management and stakeholders. 
The company should provide further explanation of how 
its ODI package incentivises it, through better aligning the 
interests of management and shareholders with 
customers, to deliver on its PCs to customers. 

1 April 
2019 

The company acknowledges the 
issues raised in this action and 
proposes a new outcome delivery 
incentive package. The new package 
does not include any outperformance 
payments that are greater than 
underperformance payments in 
absolute terms.  

No intervention required at a 
company level.  
 
The company confirms that it has 
revised its outcome delivery 
incentive package and that there are 
no instances of outperformance 
payments being greater than 

NA  
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type 

Action Date 
required 

Summary of the company’s 
response to the action 

Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

 
Additionally, the company confirms 
that the revised package is based on 
a March 2019 customer research 
that it conducted in response to the 
IAP.  
 

underperformance payments in 
absolute terms. However, the 
company does not provide 
compelling evidence of customer 
support for symmetrical outcome 
delivery incentives. 
 
We have reviewed individual 
outcome delivery incentives and 
highlight any cases of insufficient 
customer support or customer 
benefit for the proposed design in 
our response to performance 
commitment specific actions. 
 

 PRT.OC.A6 ODI timing The company should provide ODI-specific evidence to 
justify the timing of ODIs that have been selected as end-
of-period.  

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes changing the 
timing of its outcome delivery 
incentive from end-of-period to in-
period for all performance 
commitments with the exception of 
Havant Thicket.  
As part of its response to this action, 
the company is also proposing to 
adjust its in-year targets based on 
prior years' underperformance or 
outperformance. 
 
 

No intervention required at a 
company level.  
 
The company proposes changing the 
outcome delivery incentives to in-
period. The only exception is Havant 
Thicket, which we are intervening to 
remove (see PRT.OC.A1). 
 
The company does not provide 
sufficient justification for its proposed 
target adjustment methodology.  
 

NA  
. 
 

 PRT.OC.A7 Asset health 
ODI 
package 

The company should increase its asset health 
underperformance payments in order to protect customers 
from poor performance or provide convincing evidence to 
demonstrate that its current proposals are in the interests 
of its customers and the assets. 
The company should propose a further PC Customer 
contacts about water quality (taste and odour) from the 
asset long list with an appropriate ODI. It should change 
the PC on appearance as set out in Table 2 below. 
The company should provide sufficient evidence that its 
customers support its proposed asset health 
outperformance payments. If it cannot do this, the 
company should remove the outperformance payments. 
The company should provide a clear list of what it 
considers to be its asset health PCs, and state its P10 
underperformance payments and P90 outperformance 
payments for each of its asset health ODIs in £m and as a 
percentage of RoRE. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes removing its 
outperformance payments on asset 
health performance commitments 
and proposes asset health outcome 
delivery incentives that have 
underperformance incentives only. 
The company has increased its 
underperformance payments on 
mains repairs, low pressure and 
water quality contacts. 
 
The company has revised its water 
quality outcome delivery incentive 
from contacts associated with 
black/brown/ orange water to be all 
water quality contacts relating to 
appearance, taste and odour. 
 

Intervention required. 
 
We are accepting the revised 
underperformance outcome delivery 
incentive rates for low pressure. 
However we are intervening to 
increase the underperformance 
payment rate for the Compliance 
Risk Index, mains burst, unplanned 
outage and customer contacts. 
These are discussed in response to 
the specific performance 
commitment actions. 
 

We are intervening on the following asset 
health outcome delivery incentives to increase 
the underperformance payment outcome 
delivery incentive rate: Compliance Risk Index, 
mains burst, water quality contacts and 
unplanned outage.  
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type 

Action Date 
required 

Summary of the company’s 
response to the action 

Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

The company has provided a list of 
what it considers to be its asset 
health performance commitments 
and has provided its P10 payments 
for each performance commitment. 
 

 PRT.OC.A8 Customer 
protection 

The company should provide further clarity regarding its 
bill smoothing mechanism and what would happen in the 
event of continual rollover of outperformance above its 3% 
per annum RORE cap. The company should apply 
additional protections through an appropriate 
outperformance payment sharing mechanism. The 
payment sharing mechanism should be applied in 
accordance with guidance provided in Technical appendix 
1: Delivering outcomes for customers. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes adopting an 
alternative customer protection 
mechanism where any incremental 
outperformance payments in any 
year above 3% return on regulatory 
equity would be rolled forward to be 
taken later in the 2020-25 period 
when the 3% threshold is not 
breeched. If there is still any 
incremental outperformance at the 
end of the period, the company will 
share it 50:50 between customers 
and the shareholder via additional 
expenditure on issues important to 
customers or lower bills for 
customers.  
 

Intervention required.  
 
The company does not comply with 
the action and proposes an 
alternative to the standard 50:50 
sharing mechanism. 
 
Following a review of the company's 
response and argument, we do not 
find that its proposed approach offers 
sufficient customer protection. Our 
proposed mechanism provides a 
greater degree of protection, with 
outperformance sharing through 
lower bills in any year where returns 
exceed 3%, rather than rolling over. 
 
As a consequence, we consider that 
there is a need to appropriately 
protect customers from higher than 
expected bill impacts. As such, we 
are imposing our customer protection 
measures as set out in our 
‘outcomes policy appendix’ to make 
sure that customers are adequately 
protected.  
 

We are intervening to include the standard 
50:50 sharing mechanism and apply caps and 
collars on material outcome delivery 
incentives. 
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Table 2 – Portsmouth Water’s response to required PC specific actions and interventions for draft determinations 

Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

Delivering 
outcomes for 
customers 

PRT.OC.A9 
 
 
 
 

Stretch 
 
 
 
 

Water Quality Compliance PC: The company is required to 
set the performance level to zero, in line with statutory 
requirements.  
 
 
 
 

1 April 
2019 
 
 
 
 

The company proposes to set the 
performance level to zero. 
 

No intervention required.  
 
The company is implementing the 
values we have proposed. 
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
performance commitment levels for 
this common performance 
commitment in 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 
 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ODI rate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Water Quality Compliance PC: The company should 
explain why its proposed rates differ from our assessment 
of the reasonable range around the industry average that 
we set out in ‘Technical appendix 1: Delivering outcomes 
for customers’ and demonstrate that this variation is 
consistent with customers’ underlying preferences and 
priorities for service improvements in water quality. 
The company should also provide the additional 
information set out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering 
outcomes for customers to allow us to better understand 
the causes of variation in ODI rates for Water Quality 
Compliance and assess the appropriateness of the 
company’s customer valuation evidence supporting its ODI. 
The company should explain and evidence how its 
proposed ODI rate for CRI is coherent with the rates 
proposed for other asset health PCs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 April 
2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The company proposes a revised 
underperformance payment rate. 
 
The company states that its 
incentive rate was established from 
its customer engagement activity in 
preparing its plan. 
The company states that it is not 
easily in a position to comment on 
why its rate is lower than other 
companies and indeed is below the 
lower bound of £0.373, but believes 
it may be that customers set their 
marginal benefits / cost 
assessments relative to the level of 
the bill. For its revised plan the 
company has chosen to use 
Technical Appendix 1 as the basis of 
its rates for common outcome 
delivery incentives. The proposed 
rate is scaled for household bills 
based on the lower bound in 
Technical Appendix 1. 
 

Intervention required. 
 
The company is increasing its 
proposed rates to the lower bound of 
the IAP range, scaled downwards by 
the relative size of the company's bill 
compared to industry average. The 
resulting rates are still materially 
lower than the reasonable range that 
we set out in 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix  '. The 
reasonable ranges are normalised 
by household numbers to mitigate 
any adverse impacts that small 
companies may face from 
comparative analysis, there we 
consider that further adjustments are 
not necessary. 
We will therefore intervene to set the 
ODI rate at the lower bound of our 
range as the company has no past 
performance issues in this area.  
  
The company sufficiently explains 
how its rate is coherent with rates 
proposed for other asset health 
performance commitments. 
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 

We are intervening to increase the company's 
underperformance payment rate to -£0.113 
million/index point, based on the lower bound 
of the reasonable range as set out in 'PR19 
draft determinations: Delivering outcomes for 
customers policy appendix'.  
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

commitment in 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 
 
 
 

 PRT.OC.A11 Caps, 
collars, 
deadbands 

Water Quality Compliance PC: We propose to intervene to 
ensure companies perform to the regulatory requirement of 
100% compliance against drinking water standards. As set 
out in the methodology we noted a deadband may be 
appropriate. It is important that the range of 
underperformance to the collar is adequate to provide clear 
incentives for companies to deliver statutory requirements. 
The company should set a deadband at 1.50 and collar at 
9.5 for 2020-25.   

1 April 
2019 

The company has adopted our 
proposed deadband level set at 
1.50. The company has also 
adopted our proposed collar level 
set at 9.50. 
 

Intervention required.  
 
The company has adopted our 
proposed deadband level set at 1.50 
and collar level at 9.50.  
 
As described in the PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix, we 
have further reviewed the deadband 
levels for all companies since the 
IAP. We recognise that this is a fairly 
new measure and there may be a 
need to retain some flexibility for 
new metaldehyde legislation to be 
implemented therefore we have 
increased the deadband for the first 
two years of 2020-25 compared to 
our proposal at IAP. As with the rest 
of the industry we are setting a 
deadband profile at 2.0 for the first 
two years, before tightening it to 1.5. 
 

We are intervening to set a standard 
deadband. The deadband profile for the 
Compliance Risk Index is: 
 
2020-21 – 2.0 
2021-22 – 2.0 
2022-23 – 1.5 
2023-24 – 1.5 
2024-25 – 1.5 
 
Unit = Compliance Risk Index Score 

 PRT.OC.A12 Stretch Interruptions to Supply PC: We expect the company’s 
service levels to reflect the values we have calculated for 
each year of the 2020 to 2025 period. 
 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to 
implement the values we calculated. 
 

Intervention required. 
 
We have revised our view on 
performance commitment levels. We 
consider that 2024-25 levels are 
achievable but that the forecast 
upper quartile levels in earlier years 
do not appear to be achievable for 
this performance commitment. We 
are therefore introducing a glide path 
with a starting point of the upper 
quartile based on 2019-20 forecast 
data. 
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
performance commitment levels for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 

We are intervening to set performance 
commitment levels that are consistent with the 
rest of the industry for supply interruptions. 
These levels are:  
 
2020-21 - 00:05:24 
2021-22 - 00:04:48 
2022-23 - 00:04:12 
2023-24 - 00:03:36 
2024-25 - 00:03:00 
 
Units are: minutes per property for year 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

 PRT.OC.A13 ODI rate Interruptions to Supply PC: The company should explain 
why its proposed rates differ from our assessment of the 
reasonable range around the industry average that we set 
out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering outcomes for 
customers and demonstrate that this variation is consistent 
with customers’ underlying preferences and priorities for 
service improvements in supply interruptions.  
The company should also provide the additional 
information set out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering 
outcomes for customers to allow us to better understand 
the causes of variation in ODI rates for supply interruptions 
and assess the appropriateness of the company’s 
customer valuation evidence supporting its ODI. 
The company should provide a clear line of sight from its 
customer valuation evidence to its ODI rates and provide 
further evidence to demonstrate and justify any 
adjustments. 

1 April 
2019 

The company has increased its 
proposed rates to the lower bound of 
the IAP range, scaled downwards by 
the relative size of its bill compared 
to industry average. The company 
states that its proposed rates are 
based on the results of its customer 
engagement activity in preparing its 
plan. The company argues that its 
customer research implies rates 
which may be lower than other 
companies' due to its lower average 
bill compared to other companies.  
 
 

Intervention required.  
The company has responded to our 
IAP action by increasing its 
proposed rates to the lower bound of 
the IAP range, scaled downwards by 
the relative size of the company's bill 
compared to industry average. The 
resulting rates are still materially 
lower than the reasonable ranges 
that we set out in PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix , and 
provide a materially lower level of 
customer protection than the 
corresponding outcome delivery 
incentive for the 2015-2020 period. 
We have also not been able to 
reconcile the outputs of the 
companies' valuation research with 
the rates proposed by the company. 
We are intervening to address the 
issues identified and increase the 
underperformance payment rate. 
Applying our approach to setting 
ODI rates would result in a 
significant increase in the 
underperformance payment rate. 
However, this performance 
commitment is a material contributor 
to a downside financial risk to the 
return on regulatory equity. When 
combined with the rest of the 
outcome delivery incentive package, 
we consider the financial exposure 
to the company resulting from this 
performance commitment’s 
underperformance payment rate 
would be disproportionate. As such, 
we are moderating our intervention 
on the underperformance payment 
rate to reduce the financial exposure 
from this underperformance 
payment rate.  
We are setting the outperformance 
payment rate at the 
underperformance payment rate with 

We are intervening to set underperformance 
and outperformance payment rates at -£0.094 
million per minutes per property and £0.078 
million/ minutes per property respectively. 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

an adjustment to reflect customer 
preferences and the average ratio of 
underperformance to 
outperformance suggested in 
companies' business plans.  
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

 PRT.OC.A14 Enhanced 
ODI rate 

Interruptions to Supply PC: The company should set out 
the annual thresholds for enhanced outperformance 
payments and underperformance payments, and provide 
evidence demonstrating that these are consistent with 
shifting the frontier and protecting its own customers. 
The company should provide further evidence to justify the 
level of the enhanced ODI outperformance and 
underperformance incentive rates proposed, or consider 
revising the enhanced rates to be based on a lower 
multiple applied to the standard incentive rates. 
The company should clarify the level at which it proposed 
to set its enhanced outperformance payment cap and 
enhanced underperformance collar. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to remove 
the enhanced incentives for this 
performance commitment.  
 

No intervention required.  
The company is no longer proposing 
to apply enhanced incentives to this 
performance commitment.  
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A15 Definition Leakage PC: Where there is a sub-component rated Amber 
or Red in table 3S of the 2018 APR submission, the 
company should provide details on the actions needed to 
comply with the standard definitions of common 
performance metrics and its timetable for completing them.  

1 April 
2019 

The company provides a statement 
that it will be fully compliant by 
March 2020. The company also 
provides a supporting RAG status 
document with all components 
marked 'Green' against the 
'Expected RAG 2019-20' field.  
 

No intervention required. 
 
We consider that the company has 
provided a clear statement that it 
has all the necessary plans in place 
to comply with the standard 
definition for 2019-20. 
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A16 Stretch Leakage PC: The company should reconsider its proposed 
service levels and ensure that they are stretching and meet 
the upper quartile values or provide compelling evidence to 
demonstrate why this level cannot be achieved. Based on 
the forecast data provided by companies in the September 
2018 business plan submission the upper quartile values 
are 75 litres/property/day and 5.42 m3/km of mains/day. 
The company should clearly set out the evidence and 
rationale for the revised targets.  

1 April 
2019 

The company is proposing an 
improved absolute level in 2024-25 
which is lower by 1.7 megalitres/day 
than its business plan. This results in 
a 20% reduction from the initial level 
compared with 15% reduction 
proposed originally on a three-year 
average basis. The company 
provides a large amount of 
supporting evidence for the revised 
proposal, including its review of 
stretch, innovation paper, the 
sustainable economic level of 
leakage assessment, willingness to 

No intervention required.  
The company does not propose to 
meet the normalised upper quartile 
values. The company demonstrates 
consideration of appropriate 
approaches and provides a suitable 
level of detail including the cost of 
meeting different levels and 
comparison with willingness to pay 
values as well as consideration of 
customer support for its proposal. 
The company provides sufficient 
evidence as to why achieving a 
greater reduction is not appropriate. 
 

NA 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

pay values and customer advisory 
panel 2 summary.  
 

We set out our rationale for setting 
performance commitment levels for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

 PRT.OC.A17 ODI rate Leakage PC: The company should provide evidence to 
justify the larger outperformance rates relative to 
underperformance rates, or amend these to ensure that the 
outperformance rate is no higher than the 
underperformance rate. In either case the company should 
set out the evidence and rationale. 
The company should provide further evidence on how it 
has calculated its ODI rates (including marginal benefits 
and marginal costs) and the adjustments applied to 
account for any overlap with severe drought. 
The company should explain why its proposed rates differ 
from our assessment of the reasonable range around the 
industry average that we set out in Technical appendix 1: 
Delivering outcomes for customers and demonstrate that 
this variation is consistent with customers’ underlying 
preferences and priorities for service improvements in 
leakage. 
The company should also provide the additional 
information set out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering 
outcomes for customers to allow us to better understand 
the causes of variation in ODI rates for leakage and assess 
the appropriateness of the company’s customer valuation 
evidence supporting its ODI. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes increasing 
its rates to the lower bound of the 
IAP range, scaled downwards by the 
relative size of its bill compared to 
industry average. The company 
states that its proposed rates are 
based on the results of its customer 
engagement activity in preparing its 
plan. The company speculates that 
its customer research implies rates 
which may be lower than other 
companies' due to its lower average 
bill compared to other companies.  
 
 

Intervention required.  
The company has responded to our 
IAP action by increasing its 
proposed rates to the lower bound of 
the IAP range, scaled downwards by 
the relative size of the company's bill 
compared to industry average. The 
resulting rates are still materially 
lower than the reasonable range that 
we set out in  ''PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'', and 
provide a materially lower level of 
customer protection than the 
corresponding outcome delivery 
incentive for the 2015-2020 period. 
We have also not been able to 
reconcile the outputs of the 
companies' valuation research with 
the rates proposed by the company.  
We are intervening to address the 
issues identified and increase the 
underperformance payment rate. 
Applying our approach to setting 
ODI rates would result in a 
significant increase in the 
underperformance payment rate. 
However, this performance 
commitment is a material contributor 
to a downside financial risk to the 
return on regulatory equity. When 
combined with the rest of the 
outcome delivery incentive package, 
we consider the financial exposure 
to the company resulting from this 
performance commitment’s 
underperformance payment rate 
would be disproportionate.  
As such, we are moderating our 
intervention on the 
underperformance payment rate to 
reduce the financial exposure from 

We are intervening to set underperformance 
and outperformance payment rate at at -
£0.179 million per megalitres a day and £0.149 
million per megalitres a day respectively. 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

this underperformance payment 
rate.  
We are setting the outperformance 
payment rate at the 
underperformance payment rate with 
an adjustment to reflect customer 
preferences and the average ratio of 
underperformance to 
outperformance suggested in 
companies' business plans. 
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix’. 

 PRT.OC.A18 Enhanced 
ODI rate 

Leakage PC: The company should set out the annual 
thresholds for enhanced outperformance payments and 
underperformance payments, and provide evidence 
demonstrating that these are consistent with shifting the 
frontier and protecting their own customers.   
The company should provide further evidence to justify the 
level of the enhanced ODI outperformance and 
underperformance incentive rates proposed, or consider 
revising the enhanced rates to be based on a lower 
multiple applied to the standard incentive rates. 
The company should clarify the level at which it proposes 
to set its enhanced outperformance payment cap and 
enhanced underperformance payment collar. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to remove 
the enhanced incentives for this 
performance commitment.  
 

No intervention required.  
The company is no longer proposing 
to apply enhanced incentives to this 
performance commitment.  
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A19 Definition Per Capita Consumption (PCC) PC: Where there is a sub-
component rated Amber or Red in table 3S of the 2018 
APR submission, the company should provide details on 
the actions needed to comply with the standard definitions 
of common performance metrics and its timetable for 
completing them.  

1 April 
2019 

The company provides a statement 
that it will be fully compliant by 
March 2020. The company provides 
a supporting RAG status document 
with all components marked 'Green' 
against the 'Expected RAG 2019/20' 
field.  
 

No intervention required. 
 
The company provides a clear 
statement that it has all the 
necessary plans in place to comply 
with the standard definition for 2019-
20. 
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A20 Stretch Per Capita Consumption (PCC) PC: The company should 
reconsider its proposed service levels and ensure that they 
are stretching. The company should clearly set out the 
evidence and rationale for the revised targets. 

1 April 
2019 

The company does not propose to 
revise its proposed performance 
commitment levels from its 
September business plan but 
provides further evidence of what it 
considers a stretching target. The 
company provides two key reasons - 
the metering level and low bills. It 
supports these with empirical 
evidence, including: 

Intervention required. 
We do not consider the evidence 
convincing and that the proposed 
levels show a lack of ambition. This 
is because other companies are 
trying innovative ways to engage 
customers and the company does 
not attempt this and is planning large 
investment that is supply-dominant 
with less focus on demand. The 

We are intervening to set the performance 
commitment percentage reduction levels to the 
following values: 
2020-21 = 1.3% 
2021-22 = 2.5% 
2022-23 = 3.8% 
2023-24 = 5.0% 
2024-25 = 6.3% 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

Historical comparison with other 
companies in the region; and 
Bill comparisons showing it has the 
lowest bills in the country. It states 
that as a consequence its customers 
have little incentive to save water 
and switch to a metered tariff, 
instead favouring the stability and 
predictability of unmeasured tariffs. 

current proposal is also higher than 
water resources management plan 
levels. As a consequence, we are 
intervening to increase the level of 
stretch to the industry upper quartile 
level percentage reduction of 6.3%. 
We set out our rationale for setting 
performance commitment levels for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

Units: percentage reduction in per capita 
consumption from initial levels on a three-year 
average basis. 
The values are based on the 2024-25 
percentage reduction of 6.3%.  
 

 PRT.OC.A21 ODI rate Per Capita Consumption (PCC) PC: The company should 
provide an explanation of why its proposed ODI rates differ 
from other companies’ and why this variation is consistent 
with its customers’ underlying preferences. 
The company should provide further evidence on how it 
has calculated its ODI rates (including marginal benefits 
and marginal costs) and the adjustments applied to 
account for any overlap with severe drought. 
The company should explain why its proposed rates differ 
from our assessment of the reasonable range around the 
industry average that we set out in Technical appendix 1: 
Delivering outcomes for customers and demonstrate that 
this variation is consistent with customers’ underlying 
preferences and priorities for service improvements in per 
capita consumption.  
The company should also provide the additional 
information set out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering 
outcomes for customers to allow us to better understand 
the causes of variation in ODI rates for per capita 
consumption and assess the appropriateness of the 
company’s customer valuation evidence supporting its ODI. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes increasing 
its rates to the lower bound of the 
IAP range, scaled downwards by the 
relative size of its bill compared to 
industry average. The company 
states that its proposed rates are 
based on the results of its customer 
engagement activity in preparing its 
plan. The company speculates that 
its customer research implies rates 
which may be lower than other 
companies' due to its lower average 
bill compared to other companies.  
 

Intervention required.  
The company is increasing its 
proposed rates to the lower bound of 
the IAP range, scaled downwards by 
the relative size of the company's bill 
compared to industry average. The 
resulting rates are still materially 
lower than the reasonable range that 
we set out in ''PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix  '', 
and provide a materially lower level 
of customer protection than the 
corresponding outcome delivery 
incentive for the 2015-2020 period. 
We have also not been able to 
reconcile the outputs of the 
companies' valuation research with 
the rates proposed by the company.  
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

We are intervening to re-triangulate the 
underperformance payment rate across (i) the 
company’s September Business Plan rates; (ii) 
the company’s April business plan rates; and 
(ii) the rates that apply to the companies 2015-
2020 water consumption outcome delivery 
incentives We are intervening to set the 
outperformance payment rate at the 
underperformance payment rate with an 
adjustment to reflect customer preferences and 
the average ratio of underperformance to 
outperformance suggested in companies' 
September business plans (as explained in 
PR19 draft determinations: Delivering 
outcomes for customers policy appendix). 
 
This results in underperformance and 
outperformance payment rates at -£0.0333 
million/ litres per person per day and £0.0277 
million/ per person per day respectively.  
 

 PRT.OC.A22 Enhanced 
ODI rate 

Per Capita Consumption (PCC) PC: The company should 
set out the annual thresholds for enhanced outperformance 
payments and underperformance payments, and provide 
evidence demonstrating that these are consistent with 
shifting the frontier and protecting their own customers.   
The company should provide further evidence to justify the 
level of the enhanced ODI outperformance and 
underperformance incentive rates proposed, or consider 
revising the enhanced rates to be based on a lower 
multiple applied to the standard incentive rates. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to remove 
the enhanced incentives for this 
performance commitment.  
 

No intervention required.  
The company is no longer proposing 
to apply enhanced incentives to this 
performance commitment.  
 

NA 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

The company should clarify the level at which it proposes 
to set its enhanced outperformance payment cap and 
enhanced underperformance collar, and provide evidence 
to support them. 

 PRT.OC.A23 Timing Per Capita Consumption (PCC) PC: The company should 
revert the design of this ODI to an in-period, or alternatively 
provide convincing and well-justified evidence of why an 
end-of period ODI is appropriate.  

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes changing 
the timing of its outcome delivery 
incentive for this performance 
commitment to in-period.  
 
The company states that it initially 
proposed the end-of-period outcome 
delivery incentive to reflect the fact 
that per capita consumption is highly 
variable within the period as a result 
of weather fluctuations and that it 
had a desire to deliver against a long 
term target. The company notes the 
proposal to adopt a three year rolling 
average for per capita consumption 
and therefore has changed its 
outcome delivery incentive to in 
period.  
 

No intervention required. 
 
The company is complying with the 
action, proposing an in-period 
outcome delivery incentive. 
 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A24 Definition Risk of Severe Restrictions in Drought PC: The company 
should explain its level of stretch and submit the 
intermediate calculation outputs as shown in the common 
definition guidance published on our website for the 
drought resilience metric. The company should provide 
further evidence to demonstrate that the risk presented is 
reflective of the WRMP position particularly with reference 
to the trading scenario.  

1 April 
2019 

The company provides all of the 
required intermediate calculations 
including the supply-demand 
balance, and resultant risks for 
baseline and performance 
commitment levels.  

Intervention required. 
We would like companies to confirm 
which programmes of work will 
impact their risk profile forecasts. 
We would also like the company to 
confirm the planning scenario used 
for the performance commitment 
levels, as we note that several are 
presented depending on the phasing 
of any bulk supply agreement with 
Southern Water. 

This is a sector wide action. 
The company should confirm which 
programmes of work will impact their risk 
profile forecasts.  
The company should confirm the planning 
scenario used for the performance 
commitment levels, which should be reflective 
of its latest water resources management plan 
position. 
 
 

 PRT.OC.A25 ODI type Mains repairs per 1,000km PC: The company should 
provide further evidence to justify the use of an 
outperformance payment for this PC, including evidence of 
customer support. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes removing 
the outperformance payment for the 
mains burst performance 
commitment. It states that it has 
made a policy decision that asset 
health measures should not attract 
outperformance incentives and as 
such it has not tested this issue 
further with customers.  

No intervention required.  
 
The company has removed the 
outperformance payment, which 
sufficiently addresses the action. 
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A26 ODI rate Mains repairs per 1,000km PC: The company should 
explain and evidence how its proposed ODI rates for mains 
repairs are coherent with the rates proposed for PCs 
relating to the associated customer facing-impacts of the 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to increase 
its rate to the lower bound of the IAP 
range, scaled downwards by the 

Intervention required. 
 

We are intervening to increase the company's 
underperformance payment rate to -£0.0238 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

asset failure (including leakage, supply interruptions and 
low pressure) and demonstrate how the package of ODIs 
across the relevant group of PCs appropriately incentivises 
performance in the long and short-term. 
 
The company should also provide the additional 
information set out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering 
outcomes for customers to allow us to better understand 
the causes of variation in ODI rates for mains repairs and 
assess the appropriateness of the company’s customer 
valuation evidence supporting its ODI. 

relative size of its bill compared to 
industry average.  

The company is increasing its 
proposed rates to the lower bound of 
the IAP range, scaled downwards by 
the relative size of the company's bill 
compared to industry average. The 
resulting rates are still materially 
lower than the reasonable range that 
we set out in  ''PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix  ''. 
The  ranges are normalised by 
household numbers to mitigate any 
adverse impacts that small 
companies may face from 
comparative analysis, there we 
consider that further adjustments are 
not necessary 
.  
The company is a comparatively 
good performer on mains repairs. 
Therefore we are only increasing the 
rate to the industry average level. 
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 
 

million per 1000km, based on the average of 
the reasonable range.  
 

 PRT.OC.A27 Enhanced 
ODI rate 

Mains repairs per 1,000km PC: The company should set 
out the annual thresholds for enhanced outperformance 
payments and underperformance payments, and provide 
evidence demonstrating that these are consistent with 
shifting the frontier and protecting their own customers.   
The company should provide further evidence to justify the 
level of the enhanced ODI outperformance and 
underperformance incentive rates proposed, or consider 
revising the enhanced rates to be based on a lower 
multiple applied to the standard incentive rates. 
The company should clarify the level at which it proposes 
to set its enhanced outperformance payment cap and 
enhanced underperformance payment collar, and provide 
evidence supporting them. 

1 April 
2019 

As the company proposes removing 
enhanced outcome delivery 
incentive rates for this performance 
commitment, therefore this action is 
no longer relevant. 

No intervention required. NA 

 PRT.OC.A28 Stretch Unplanned outage PC: The company is required to provide 
fully audited 2018-19 performance data by 15 May 2019. 
This should take the form of an early APR submission, but 
only for Unplanned Outages. Board assured data can be 

15 May 
2019 

The company states that it has 
reviewed its assessment and applied 
the guidance published by us on 4 
April 2019. Its response has been 

Intervention required. 
 

We are intervening to set performance 
commitment levels. These levels are 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

provided with the main APR in July 2019, any changes will 
be taken into account for the Final Determination. Based on 
the latest performance and updated methodologies, the 
company should resubmit its 2019-20 to 2024-25 forecast 
data in the May submission. The company should also 
report its current and forecast company level PWPC (Ml/d), 
the unplanned outage (Ml/d) and planned outage (Ml/d) in 
its commentary for the May submission. 

reviewed and assured by a third 
party (Atkins). The company 
explains that it revised its estimates 
from 3% in the business plan to 
2.38% and that 2018-19 was not a 
typical year for Portsmouth Water 
due to two sources not being 
available for the whole year due to a 
domestic oil spill. The company does 
not propose to revise its unplanned 
outage target for the period 2019-20 
– 2024-25 from 3%. It believes the 
inherent “headroom” it has planned 
into the system increases its ability 
to accommodate any outage and 
reducing the value below 3% will 
increase its operating costs with no 
real benefit to customers. It states 
2018/19 was an atypical year and so 
it does not believe it should be used 
as the basis of the longer term 
target.  

The company does not provide 
sufficient evidence that the proposed 
performance commitment levels are 
stretching. 
 
The company states that two 
sources were not available, this 
means that peak week production 
capacity should be lower in total for 
the company which would result in 
worse unplanned outage 
performance if the number of 
outages remained the same. As it 
has improved performance in 2018-
19, it should not be considered as 
atypical year.  
 
The company’s proposed 
performance commitment level is 
higher than median industry 
performance commitment level and 
worse than its 2018-19 result of 
2.4%. Therefore, we recommend we 
intervene to set a more stretching 
performance commitment level for 
each year at the median level of 
2.34%.  
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
performance commitment levels for 
this common performance 
commitment in the ' PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 
 

2020-21 = 2.34% 
2021-22 = 2.34% 
2022-23 = 2.34% 
2023-24 = 2.34% 
2024-25 = 2.34% 
 
The values are based on the median level of 
2.34% for 2024-25. 
 
Units: percentage of peak week production 
capacity. 
 

 PRT.OC.A29 ODI type Unplanned outage PC: The company should propose a 
financial underperformance incentive for this PC supported 
by evidence to justify the customer valuations and forecast 
efficient marginal cost inputs that it proposes. 

1 April 
2019 

The company states that it has 
reviewed the data published in 
Technical Appendix 1 of the IAP and 
now proposes an underperformance 
payment only outcome delivery 
incentive for the Unplanned outage 
performance commitment.  
 

No intervention required. 
 
The company proposes an 
underperformance only outcome 
delivery incentive for this 
performance commitment.  
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A30 ODI rate Unplanned outage PC: The company should propose a 
financial underperformance incentive for this PC and 
evidence how its proposed rate is coherent with the rates 
proposed for PCs relating to the associated customer 

1 April 
2019 

The company states that the data 
presented in Technical Appendix 1 
shows a very wide range for this rate 
and it is not comfortable using the 

Intervention required. 
 
 

We are intervening to increase the company's 
underperformance payment rate to -£0.191 
million per percentage, based on the average 
of the reasonable range.  
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

facing-impacts of the asset failure and demonstrate how 
the package of ODIs across the relevant group of PCs 
appropriately incentivises performance in the long and 
short-term. 
 
The company should also provide the additional 
information set out in Technical appendix 1: Delivering 
outcomes for customers to allow us to better understand 
the causes of variation in ODI rates for unplanned outages 
and assess the appropriateness of the company’s 
customer valuation evidence supporting its ODI.  

upper quartile value of £0.897 as 
this would be the highest incentive 
rate it proposes. 
 
The company proposes setting its 
unplanned outage rate proportional 
to its supply interruptions 
underperformance payment rate of 
£0.129 / minute / household. It 
proposes that, from a customer point 
of view, unplanned outage may 
result in an interruption to supply 
and therefore the incentive rate for 
interruptions is a good proxy for 
unplanned outage. The company 
has divided the interruptions 
underperformance payment rate by 
3, giving an incentive rate of £0.04 
per percentage above the 
performance commitment level. The 
company states that this results in 
“sensible” underperformance 
payments relative to mains burst, 
low pressure and water quality 
contacts.  

The company's underperformance 
payment rate is significantly below 
the lower bound of the reasonable 
range that we set out in' 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix  ' '. 
The derivation of the rate is also 
does not appear to be based on any 
specific assessment of costs or 
customer preferences for this 
performance commitment. The 
company has good comparative 
performance. Therefore we are 
intervening to set the 
underperformance payment rate at 
the average of our range. 
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 
commitment in the ‘PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 
 

 

 PRT.OC.A31 Definition Customer contacts relating to the colour of the water 
(black, brown, orange) PC: The company should choose 
the more comprehensive measure Customer contacts 
about water quality (appearance) from the asset health 
long list in our final methodology.  

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to revise its 
definition in alignment with the 
Drinking Water Inspectorate and the 
‘PR19 final methodology’. 

No intervention required 
 
The company has adopted our 
specified approach, making this 
measure more comprehensive on 
customer contacts regarding 
appearance of water in alignment 
with the standard definition. 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A32 Stretch Customer contacts relating to the colour of the water 
(black, brown, orange) PC: The company should provide 
numeric target information, including levels of stretch, so 
that stakeholders can understand the levels of performance 
they can expect for the revised PC definition.  

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to revise its 
measure to include all contacts 
associated with acceptability of 
water to customers, as reported to 
the Drinking Water Inspectorate on a 
calendar year basis. It has now set 
its performance commitment levels 
relative to its performance in 2018 
which saw a significant reduction in 
the number of contacts.   

No intervention required 
 
The company has included its 
performance data after revising its 
performance commitment definition 
to include all contacts on 
appearance and taste and odour. 
The new proposed performance 
commitment levels are suitably 
stretching - the combined (colour, 
taste and odour) customer contacts 
performance is better than upper 
quartile. 
 

NA 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

We set out our rationale for setting 
performance commitment levels for 
this common performance 
commitment in the ' PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

 PRT.OC.A33 ODI type Customer contacts relating to the colour of the water 
(black, brown, orange) PC: The company should provide 
further evidence to justify the use of an outperformance 
payment for the revised PC, including evidence of 
customer support. If it cannot do this, the company should 
remove the outperformance payment. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes removing 
the outperformance payment, 
following a review of its asset health 
outcome delivery incentive package 
and now proposes that all its asset 
health outcome delivery incentives 
be underperformance payment only. 
 

No intervention required. 
 
The company proposes an 
underperformance only outcome 
delivery incentive for this 
performance commitment.  
 
 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A34 ODI rate Customer contacts relating to the colour of the water 
(black, brown, orange) PC: The company should provide 
further evidence to justify the trigger mechanism applied to 
this ODI for the revised definition, or propose an alternative 
payment mechanism that is contingent on performance 
increments. In either case the company should provide its 
evidence and rationale. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes redefining 
the performance commitment 
definition and outcome delivery 
incentive mechanism such that 
payments apply to its actual 
performance relative to its 
performance commitment level (in 
terms of contacts per 1,000 
population) in each year of the 2020-
25 period.  
 

Intervention required.  
 
While the company is no longer 
proposing a trigger mechanism for 
the outcome delivery incentive, it 
has not been possible to reconcile 
the output of the company’s 
valuation research with its revised 
rate. As such we are intervening to 
amend the outcome delivery rate, 
based on the company’s proposed 
rate and the (normalised) industry 
average, as defined by the 
reasonable range set out in our ' 
'PR19 draft determinations: 
Delivering outcomes for customers 
policy appendix  ' '. 
 
We set out our rationale for setting 
outcome delivery incentive rates for 
this common performance 
commitment in the 'PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes 
for customers policy appendix'. 

We are intervening to set the 
underperformance payment rate by re-
triangulating across the company’s 2020-25 
proposed rate and industry average (on a 
normalised basis). The resulting 
underperformance payment rate is -£0.0727 
million/contact per 1,000 population.  
 

 PRT.OC.A35 Stretch Affordability PC: The company should consider a target of 
reaching 10,000 customers by 2024/25 as customers have 
indicated that they may be prepared to support social tariffs 
up to this level. The company should confirm the target by 
undertaking customer engagement on the social tariff 
cross-subsidy across a representative customer base and 
demonstrate customer support for the social tariff cross-
subsidy. 

1 April 
2019 

The company states that it is 
increasing its social tariff target from 
8,000 to 10,000 customers by the 
end of 2024-25.  The company 
states that its initial research 
indicates customer support for an 
increased cross-subsidy to fund the 
increase in the social tariff numbers.  

No intervention required. 
 
The company is complying with the 
action, implementing the values we 
proposed in the action. 
 

NA 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

The company also proposes to 
undertake further research before it 
commits to exceeding 8,000 
customers.  If customers do not, at 
that point, support a cross-subsidy to 
10,000 customers the company 
states it will provide the funding from 
its own resources.  

 PRT.OC.A36 Stretch Void and gap sites PC: The company should reconsider its 
target and clearly set out the evidence and rationale for the 
revised targets.  

1 April 
2019 

The company is now proposing a 
target of 2% each year throughout 
2020-25.  This compares to 0.25% in 
the September submission.   

No intervention required 
 
The company now forecasts a 
household void level close to that 
derived from the Ministry of housing, 
communities, and local government 
data for empty properties and total 
properties in the relevant counties. 
From this proxy information we 
assess that the company proposes 
an efficient level and so consider it 
to be suitably stretching. 
 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A37 ODI rate Void and gap sites PC: the company should outline the 
calculation of its ODI underperformance rate and 
demonstrate that it is reflective of the foregone reduction in 
bills that customers would experience from the 
identification of occupied void sites. 

1 April 
2019 

The company provides a clarification 
around its outcome delivery 
incentive rate calculation, which is 
based on the customer benefit from 
bill reductions. The company also 
provides the values that were used 
in their calculation such as average 
bill amount, and the percentage of 
voids.  

Intervention required.  
The company complies with the 
action and provides its calculation 
methodology. However, the 
company did not exclude the retail 
element of the bill (10%) in their 
calculations. This has led to a higher 
outcome delivery incentive rate that 
overstates the customer benefit. We 
are intervening to recalculate the 
outcome delivery incentive rate 
based on the wholesale element of 
the bill.   
 

We are intervening to amend the 
underperformance payment rate to -£0.244 
million. 
 

 PRT.OC.A38 Definition Catchment Management PC: The company should provide 
further evidence that its customers support the PC.  
The company should consider if an outcomes focused 
definition is more appropriate and would provide greater 
sustained benefit to the environment and stakeholders.  

1 April 
2019 

The company provides additional 
evidence of customer support for 
this performance commitment from 
its March 2019 engagement 
programme although this is at a 
package level rather than being 
specific to the performance 
commitment.   
 
The company provides limited 
further engagement on what 
constitutes meaningful engagement 

Intervention required 
 
The company has not updated the 
definition of the performance 
commitment so it remains a 
volumetric assessment of 'the 
number of farmers engaged'.  We 
are concerned that the quality of 
engagement is not reflected in the 
definition and that no commitments 
or promises are obtained from 
farmers to change land practices.   

We are intervening to update the definition for 
this performance commitment. The updated 
performance commitment definition is 'The 
number of farmers engaged with that have 
committed, following engagement, to 
implement changes to current practices'. We 
are specifying that the company should also 
obtain commitment from landowners to 
implement a change in land use practice. 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

with farmers and the definition of the 
performance commitment has not 
been updated to reflect a more 
outcomes based approach or to 
reflect that quality of engagement is 
also important in order to achieve 
the ultimate outcome.  The company 
still proposes to use a volumetric 
assessment of the number of 
farmers engaged with. The company 
states that the performance 
commitment has support from 
external stakeholders (Environment 
Agency and Natural England) and 
there is some evidence of the types 
of activities involved and the trialling 
of new techniques and catchment 
interventions.  
 

 
 

 PRT.OC.A39 Stretch Catchment Management PC: The company should provide 
further evidence that its customers support the proposed 
targets and levels of stretch for this PC or the alternative as 
referred to above. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to maintain 
the targets set out in the September 
submission (50 farmers engaged).  
However, the company is re-profiling 
the target so that the engagement is 
brought forward. The company 
states that since the performance 
commitment targets 66% of farmers 
(there are a maximum of 75) it is 
inherently stretching.  The company 
provides some evidence from wider 
stakeholders and expert opinion to 
support this.   
 

No intervention required. 
 
The stretch level is appropriate when 
considered alongside our updated 
performance commitment definition 
which requires a commitment from 
farmers to change land management 
practices, and the further evidence 
provided by the company. 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A40 ODI type Catchment Management PC: The company should provide 
further evidence to justify the use of an outperformance-
only payment for this PC, or the alternative referred to 
above, including evidence of customer support. The 
company should demonstrate how this ODI will benefit 
customers.  

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes changing 
this outcome delivery incentive to 
out and underperformance. The 
company provides the results of its 
March 2019 engagement 
programme as evidence of customer 
support for its proposal.  
 

No intervention required. 
 
The company proposes adding 
underperformance payments to this 
outcome delivery incentive and 
provides evidence of customer 
support for its overall outcome 
delivery incentive package.   
 

NA 

 PRT.OC.A41 Caps, 
collars, 
deadbands  

Catchment Management PC: The company should clarify 
whether its proposed ODI allows multiple outperformance 
payments to be claimed for the same farmer engagement 
activity. If this is the case, the company should remove this 
element of its ODI, thereby ensuring that each instance of 

1 April 
2019 

The company confirms that this 
proposed outcome delivery incentive 
does not allow multiple 
outperformance payments to be 

No intervention required. 
 
The company provides sufficient 
clarification around outperformance 
payments and how they are claimed. 

NA 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

farmer engagement contributes to any outperformance 
payment once. 

claimed for the same farmer 
engagement activity.  
 
 

In particular, there is no way for the 
company to receive multiple 
outperformance payments for 
engagement with a single farmer. 
 

 PRT.OC.A42 Timing Catchment Management PC: The company should provide 
further evidence to justify the proposed application of this 
ODI at the end of the 2020-25 period. Alternatively, the 
company should propose to apply this ODI in-period. In 
either case the company should provide its evidence and 
rationale. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes changing 
this outcome delivery incentive to in-
period. The company also proposes 
structuring the outcome delivery 
incentive to allow it to carry over any 
under or outperformance from prior 
years.  
 

Intervention required. 
The company proposes changing 
this outcome delivery incentive to in-
period. However, the company's 
proposed outcome delivery incentive 
design would allow it to carry over 
any under or outperformance from 
prior years. The company does not 
provide sufficient evidence to justify 
their proposed design and approach.  
 

We are intervening to change the definition of 
the target to set in-year targets, without the 
flexibility of carrying forward any out or 
underperformance.  
 

 PRT.OC.A43 Definition Biodiversity (reward) PC: The company should consider 
revising the definition of the measure to include elements of 
value delivered or project outcomes achieved rather than 
being reliant on the awarding of grants.  
The company should provide further evidence that its 
customers support the inclusion of this measure. 

1 April 
2019 

The company does not propose to 
revise the definition. The company 
provides some additional evidence 
from its March 2019 customer 
research, although this was focused 
on the outcome delivery incentive 
package rather than being 
performance commitment specific.   
 
The performance commitment 
continues to measure the value of 
grants awarded but the company 
provides some further detail on the 
types of project the scheme will 
fund.  
 
The company clarifies the total funds 
available for 2020-25 (£50,000 per 
annum) and states that this level is 
the same as the current period.  
 
The company confirms that this 
performance commitment is still 
under development and that some of 
the process elements in terms of the 
awarding of grants and the 
assessment of benefits delivered are 
yet to be finalised.  
 

Intervention required. 
 
The company has not complied with 
the action. We are concerned that 
this performance commitment 
attaches outperformance payments 
to a grants programme still under 
development.   
 
 

We are intervening to remove the 
outperformance payments from this 
performance commitment.   
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

 PRT.OC.A44 Timing Biodiversity (reward) PC: Given the performance targets 
proposed, the company should propose an in-period ODI, 
or provide further evidence to justify why this is not 
appropriate. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes changing 
the timing of this outcome delivery 
incentive to in-period.  The company 
also proposes structuring the 
outcome delivery incentive to allow it 
to carry over any under or 
outperformance from prior years. 

The company complies with the 
action to propose an in-period ODI. 
However, the company's proposed 
performance commitment level 
design would allow it to carry over 
any under or over delivery from prior 
years. The company does not 
provide sufficient evidence to justify 
their proposed design and approach. 
.  

We are intervening to change the definition of 
the target to set in-year targets, without the 
flexibility of carrying forward any out or 
underperformance. These are as follows: 
2020-21 = 0.05 
2021-22 = 0.05 
2022-23 = 0.05 
2023-24 = 0.05 
2024-25 = 0.05 
  
Units: Value of grants awarded (£m) 
 

 PRT.OC.A45 Definition Carbon PC: The company should provide numeric target 
information, including levels of stretch, so that stakeholders 
can understand the levels of performance they can expect 
and to ensure effective measurement and reporting.  

1 April 
2019 

The company provides an updated 
definition including numeric 
performance commitment level 
based on a 3-year average of 
performance in the current period 
from 2015-18.  

Intervention required.  
 
We have concerns that there is 
significant variation in the 3-year 
average data used to set the 
company's proposed target. This 
includes a 24% reduction in 
emissions between 2016-17 and 
2017-18. We believe the target 
based on the 3-year average 
approach does not set an 
appropriately stretching performance 
commitment level given the 
downward trajectory of grid 
emissions intensity. 
 
We consider that setting 
performance commitment levels 
based on a percentage reduction 
from a 2019-20 base year provides a 
more appropriate approach to set 
performance levels from. The 
company should report performance 
using a baseline year emissions 
factor for grid emissions as well as 
actual emissions, to highlight the 
impact of their own activities rather 
than just grid decarbonisation. 

We are intervening to set the performance of 
this measure as a percentage reduction 
against the 2019-20 base year performance 
(See PRT.OC.A46).   
 

 PRT.OC.A46 Stretch Carbon PC: The company should provide numeric targets, 
including levels of stretch, and provide sufficient evidence 
to support them. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to set a 
steady performance commitment 
level of 164kgCO2e per megalitre 
per day supplied, this is based on 3-
year average performance from 
2015-18. The company reports a 

Intervention required. 
 
We are setting the performance 
commitment level based on a 
percentage reduction from the base 
year (see PRT.OC.A45). We are 

We are intervening to set the performance 
level as a 5% reduction (by 2024-25) from the 
2019-20 base year level. This results in the 
following performance commitment levels: 
2020-21 = 1 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

significant improvement in 
performance in 2017-18 (24% 
reduction from 179 to 136kgCO2e 
per megalitre per day), which is 
explained by a large reduction in the 
grid emissions factor. The company 
states emissions would have risen 
by 1% if the 2016-17 emissions 
factor had been used. The company 
forecast an increase in emissions 
per megalitre per day for the final 
two years of the period, though no 
justification for this has been 
provided.  
 

also setting a 5% reduction in 
kgCO2e per megalitre per day 
performance level by 2025. The 5% 
target takes into account the 3-5% 
energy efficiency measures the 
company has already identified, 
whilst also expecting it to identify 
further reductions in light of new 
schemes being developed. 
 

2021-22 = 2 
2022-23 = 3 
2023-24 = 4 
2024-25 = 5 
 
Units: % reduction in operational carbon 
emissions from a 2019-20 baseline 
 

 PRT.OC.A47 Stretch The Abstraction Incentive Mechanism (AIM) PC: The 
company should reconsider its proposed commitment and 
provide compelling evidence that it has considered 
additional sites and justify why the inclusion of additional 
sites is not proposed.  

1 April 
2019 

The company states that they have 
considered additional abstraction 
incentive mechanism sites but each 
have been filtered out due to: 
- limited environmental benefit; 
- Incomplete investigations; and 
- alternative amelioration/ 
augmentation/ licence changes 
already carried out 
 

No intervention required.  
 
The company has provided sufficient 
evidence that it has considered 
additional sites appropriately. 
 
 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A48 Caps, 
collars, 
deadbands 

The Abstraction Incentive Mechanism (AIM) PC: The 
company should provide further ODI-specific evidence to 
support its use of a cap and a collar, whilst also considering 
how its use of these features aligns with its broader 
approach to customer protection. The company’s evidence 
should include justification for the levels at which the cap 
and collar are set, with the company explaining why these 
levels are appropriate and in customers’ interests. The 
company should consider changing the level of the cap and 
collar, thereby extending the performance range over which 
incentive payments apply. 

1 April 
2019 

The company proposes to include 
the original caps and collars from its 
September submission. 
 
The company provides additional 
outcome delivery incentive specific 
evidence to justify the use of a cap 
and collar, and the levels at which 
they were  
set. The company confirms that it 
has applied the standard abstraction 
incentive mechanism methodology 
set by us in order to determine their 
95th percentile level at which a collar 
has been set. The company argue 
collars should be applied 
symmetrically to caps and that 
customers are supportive of the 
levels it proposes. 
 
The company argues that setting the 
levels any higher would compromise 

Intervention required. 
The company has not provided 
adequate rationale for the collar. 
There is a likelihood that the 
customer valuation of the benefit 
beyond the cap would is likely to be 
lower, but we do not consider that 
the valuation of the environmental 
impact would decrease below the 
level the company suggests. We 
therefore do not consider symmetry 
sufficient. 
 
Additionally the company has 
incorrectly assigned positive values 
in the outperformance cap and 
negative numbers in the 
underperformance collar. 
 

We are intervening to remove the collar. 
 
We have corrected so that the cap is a positive 
value and the collar is a negative value. 
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Test area Action 
reference 

Action 
type Required action Date 

required 
Summary of the company’s 
response to the action Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

its ability to supply both its 
customers and the bulk of supplies 
for Southern Water. 
 

 PRT.OC.A49 Definition The company should provide evidence of the sample size 
used in the annual survey to determine the PC target for 
'addressing vulnerability'. In addition, The Company should 
confirm that survey will be externally assured and 
conducted in line with social research best practice. 

1 April 
2019 

The company confirms the sample 
size of 50 local support 
organisations. 
 
It also confirms that the survey will 
be externally assured and conducted 
in line with social research best 
practice. 
 

No intervention required. 
 
The company provides sufficient 
evidence and assurances.  
 

NA 
 

 PRT.OC.A50 Definition Biodiversity (penalty) PC: The company should consider 
revising the definition of the measure to include elements of 
value delivered or project outcomes achieved rather than 
being reliant on the awarding of grants.  
 

1 April 
2019 

The company states that they will 
maintain their sites in accordance 
with the legal requirement to 
promote biodiversity.  The company 
commits to ensuring that 90% of 
their sites are in favourable 
management each year.  The 
company clarifies that the target and 
performance commitment definition 
are not related to the similar 
performance commitment 
Biodiversity (reward). 

No intervention required. 
 
The company has complied with the 
action and clarifies how the 
performance for this performance 
commitment will be measured 
 

NA 
 

Addressing 
affordability and 
vulnerability 

PRT.AV.A1 
 

Affordability 
and 
vulnerability 

Portsmouth Water has not proposed a performance 
commitment on Priority Services Register (PSR) growth. It 
is proposing to increase its PSR reach from 0.1% in 
2019/20 to 0.2% of households in 2024/25.  We consider 
this to be an insufficiently ambitious target. In addition, the 
company has checked no PSR data over the past two 
years. 
We propose to introduce a Common Performance 
Commitment on the Priority Services Register (PSR): 
Portsmouth Water should include a Performance 
Commitment to increase its PSR reach to at least 7% of its 
customer base (measured by households) by 2024/25. It 
should also commit to checking at least 90% of PSR data 
every 2 years via its Performance Commitment. 
For further information on the performance commitment 
definition, and reporting guidelines, please refer to 
'Common performance commitment outline for the Priority 
Service Register (“PSR”)', published on the initial 
assessment of plans webpage.  

1 April 
2019 

Portsmouth Water adopts all three 
features of our common 
performance commitment by 
submitting a new reputational 
performance commitment which 
commits it to reach of 9% of 
households and data checking for 
90% of customers. 

Intervention required. 
 
The company adopts all three 
elements of our common 
performance commitment. We 
consider that it has met the proposal 
we set out. However we are 
amending the performance 
commitment levels for all 
companies, and so intervention is 
required. 
 

We are intervening to amend the performance 
commitment levels for this common 
performance commitment for all companies 
and will split the current data checking target 
into two, splitting out attempted and actual 
contacts.  
More information on this common performance 
commitment can be found in our guidance 
document titled ‘Common performance 
commitment outline for the Priority Service 
Register (“PSR”)’. 
(https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/common-
performance-commitment-outline-for-the-
priority-service-register/). 

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/common-performance-commitment-outline-for-the-priority-service-register/
https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/common-performance-commitment-outline-for-the-priority-service-register/
https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/common-performance-commitment-outline-for-the-priority-service-register/
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Table 3 – Interventions not directly related to IAP actions 

Intervention reference   Our assessment and rationale  Interventions 

PRT.OC.C1 
PR19PRT_PRT-Retail-02 
Voids 
Outcome delivery incentive rates 

Intervention required. 
The company’s proposed outcome delivery incentive rate does not accurately reflect the 
expected decrease in customer bills as a result of identifying voids. As such we have adjusted 
both underperformance and outperformance payment rates, based on the benefit of wholesale 
bill reduction to customers from void identification, customer numbers, and the efficient marginal 
cost of identifying voids. 
We set out our rationale for setting outcome delivery incentive rates for this performance 
commitment in the ' PR19 draft determinations: Delivering outcomes for customers policy 
appendix  ' 

We are intervening to adjust the outcome delivery incentive rate based on an average wholesale bill of 
£95, marginal costs of £30, a cost sharing factor of 50%, and property numbers as provided by the 
company. The new rates are:   
Underperformance: £0.244 million per 1%  
Outperformance: £0.145 million per 1% 
 

PRT.OC.C2 
PR19PRT_NEP01 
Delivery of water industry national 
environment programme requirements 
Performance commitment addition 

Intervention required. 
We are intervening to add a reputational performance commitment that measures whether the 
company has met all of its water industry national programme requirements in each reporting 
year. The performance commitment will use the latest water industry national programme from 
the Environment Agency at the end of the reporting year. This will allow the inclusion of any 
changes to the water industry national programme between now and the end of 2025. 

We are intervening to add an additional reputational performance commitment that measures whether 
the company has met all of its water industry national programme requirements in each reporting year. 

PRT.OC.C3 
PR19PRT_NEP02 
Water Industry National Environment 
Programme 
Performance commitment addition 

Intervention required. 
 
The company does not propose a performance commitment to protect customers against the late 
delivery of its Water Industry National Environment Programme (WINEP) requirements. We 
understand there is still uncertainty in scope for WINEP with a significant number of schemes 
uncertain and classified as “Amber” by the Environment Agency. We are intervening to introduce 
a performance commitment which covers the delivery of schemes which have been classified as 
“Green” by the Environment Agency on 1st April 2019.  
 
The performance commitment will include an underperformance outcome delivery incentive 
calculated based on an annual delay rate.  
 
The approach to calculate under performance rates where we have no other reliable evidence of 
customer benefits from delivery of a performance commitment is set out in ‘PR19 draft 
determinations: Delivering outcomes for customers policy appendix’. 
 
The underperformance outcome delivery incentive reflects the foregone benefits from annual 
delays. As set out in the policy appendix we calculate this through multiplying the programme 
total expenditure in scope of the performance commitment by the weighted average cost of 
capital plus the run-off rate, and then dividing this by the total number of schemes in scope. 

We are intervening to introduce a performance commitment to cover schemes that have been classified 
as “Green” by the Environment Agency by the 1st April 2019.  
We are setting the performance commitment levels as follows: 
2020-21: 2 
2021-22: 7 
2022-23: 7 
2023-24: 18 
2024-25: 18 
Units: water industry national environment programme schemes in scope of the performance 
commitment. 
 
We are also intervening to include an underperformance rate of -£0.023 million. 

PRT.OC.C4 
PR19PRT_PRT-Network Plus-07 
Leakage 
Caps and collars 

Intervention required. 
We consider that the performance commitment is financially material as outperformance could 
lead to unexpectedly high bill impacts without a cap. How we assess financially material and our 
standard approach to setting caps and collars is set out in our ‘PR19 draft determinations: 
Delivering outcomes for customers policy appendix ’. 

We are intervening to set collars at the following levels 
2020-21 = -5.0% 
2021-22 = -5.0% 
2022-23 = -5.0% 
2023-24 = -5.0% 
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Intervention reference   Our assessment and rationale  Interventions 

2024-25 = -5.0% 
 
Units: percentage reduction in leakage from initial levels on a three-year average basis. 
We are intervening to set caps at the following levels 
2020-21 = 14.0% 
2021-22 = 18.8% 
2022-23 = 22.5% 
2023-24 = 25.9% 
2024-25 = 31.3% 
 
Units: percentage reduction in leakage from initial levels on a three-year average basis. 

PRT.OC.C5 
PR19PRT_PRT-Water Resources 03 
Per capita consumption (PCC) 
Caps and collars 

Intervention required. 
We consider that the performance commitment is financially material as outperformance could 
lead to unexpectedly high bill impacts without a cap. How we assess financially material and our 
standard approach to setting caps and collars is set out in our ‘PR19 draft determinations: 
Delivering outcomes for customers policy appendix ’. 

We are intervening to set collars at the following levels 
2020-21 = -8.6% 
2021-22 = -8.6% 
2022-23 = -8.6% 
2023-24 = -8.6% 
2024-25 = -8.6% 
 
Units: percentage reduction in per capita consumption from initial levels on a three-year average basis. 
 
We are intervening to set caps at the following levels 
2020-21 = 4.7% 
2021-22 = 5.9% 
2022-23 = 7.0% 
2023-24 = 8.2% 
2024-25 = 9.3% 
 
Units: percentage reduction in per capita consumption from initial levels on a three-year average basis. 

PRT.OC.C6 
PR19PRT_PRT-Network Plus-02 
Interruptions to supply 
Caps and collars 

Intervention required. 
We consider that caps and collars are appropriate as the performance commitment is financially 
material. The performance commitment is a material contributor to downside financial risk. When 
combined with the rest of the outcomes delivery incentive package, we consider the financial 
exposure to the company resulting from this performance commitment’s underperformance 
would be disproportionate. As such, we are intervening to reduce the financial underperformance 
exposure by adjusting the underperformance collar, compared to our standard approach. We are 
doing this by revising the collar to 50% higher than the performance commitment level in 2020-
21 and increasing the collar linearly to a level in 2024-25 which is one standard deviation above 
the mean of all adjusted company estimates of the p10 as a multiple of the committed 
performance level for this year. This is 4.7 times the committed performance level for 2024-25.  
 
We have set caps based on our standard approach, setting them equal to the company estimate 
of the p90 performance level. 

We are intervening to set collars at the following levels 
2020-21 = 00:08:06 
2021-22 = 00:09:36 
2022-23 = 00:11:06 
2023-24 = 00:12:36 
2024-25 = 00:14:06 
 
Units: minutes : seconds 
 
We are intervening to set caps at the following levels 
2020-21 = 00:02:47 
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Intervention reference   Our assessment and rationale  Interventions 

 
How we assess financially material and our standard approach to setting caps and collars is set 
out in PR19 draft determinations: Delivering outcomes for customers policy appendix. 
 

2021-22 = 00:02:28 
2022-23 = 00:02:10 
2023-24 = 00:01:52 
2024-25 = 00:01:30 
 
Units: minutes : seconds 

PRT.OC.C7 
PR19PRT_PRT-Water Resources-02 
Abstraction incentive mechanism 
Caps and collars 

The company has incorrectly assigned positive values in the outperformance cap and negative 
numbers in the underperformance collar. 

We have corrected so that the cap is a positive value and the collar is a negative value. 

PRT.OC.C8 
PR19PRT_PRT-Water resources-05 
Requirement to Introduce TUBs as per our 
approved WRMP 2019 
Other (multiple) 

We consider that a more appropriate name for the performance commitment is, “Avoidance of 
water supply restrictions”.  
We also consider that the performance commitment measures the number of water supply 
restrictions in each year, and therefore should be measured in “number” rather than category.  

We are intervening to rename the performance commitment to, “Avoidance of water supply restrictions”. 
 
We are intervening to update the measurement units of this performance commitment to be “number” of 
water supply restrictions per year, rather than category. In line with this intervention we have also update 
the performance commitment levels to be 0 rather than “none” in each year. 

 

 

Table 4 – Company changes to performance commitments since IAP not resulting in interventions 

Performance commitment reference Company’s response  Our assessment and rationale Interventions 

NA NA NA NA 
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