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Background 

Since the 2014 price review (PR14), Ofwat, the economic regulator of the water 
sector in England and Wales, has focused on the increased ambition to ensure 
customers are at the heart of water companies' decision making. This ambition has 
remains in place for PR24, and Ofwat's key priorities include: 

 wanting a transformation in water companies’ performance (so that 
customers and communities have more confidence that companies are 
responding to their needs) 

 wanting companies to do more to meet the long-term challenges ahead (to 
ensure that action is taken to deliver for future generations as well as current 
ones) 

 expecting companies to provide greater public value (as people increasingly 
expect companies in all sectors to behave ethically and to consider their 
broader impacts) 

 

Customer engagement is a key area of focus across all these.   

“In our view, it is essential for customer engagement to remain a key area of focus in 
future price reviews”.1 

 
Building our approach to gathering customer insight 

At PR19 a number of concerns were raised in the initial assessment of our plans 
regarding the evidence of customer engagement submitted - this included lack of 
primary willingness to pay research; lack of evidence of insight gained from analysis 
of customer data; limited evidence of engagement with future customers or those 
that have experienced resilience issues and lack of evidence of the acceptability 
and affordability of the submitted version of the business plan. 

Although we did improve our evidence base for the revised business plan, we have 
been keen to learn from previous performance and continued to develop our 
approach, methods, and team. 

We have developed a customer research and engagement strategy to provide a 
clear step by step guide on how to evidence the line of sight between research, 
insight, and decisions. We started by mapping out some key principals for our 
engagement to ensure that each piece of insight was meaningful. 

These engagement principals were: 

 All research would start with the customer and what matters to them and 
their world – framing all research as local, caring, relevant and inclusive 

 The design and programming of customer engagement/ research would 
be targeted to support business decision-making 

 
1 Ofwat (Dec 2020): ‘PR24 and beyond: Reflecting customer preferences in future price reviews’ 
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 Research would be meaningful and generate robust conclusions 
 We would use the insight from everyday interactions 
 The programme of customer engagement for PR24 would be proportionate 

and efficient and complement the wider engagement being conducted 
regionally and nationally 

 We would create a repository to store all insight (on an ongoing basis) and 
create a mechanism to assess the robustness of each piece to help inform 
its validity and usefulness. 

 We would share and collaborate.  
 We would also include stakeholder views in any triangulation 

The Affinity team has aligned itself to ensure that customer research and insight is 
delivered through a dedicated department within the business. This has enabled us 
to build a centre of excellence which not only collects and commissions insight but 
also analyses and synthesises that insight and ensures it is clearly communicated 
across the business to help with business planning and ongoing day to day 
operations. Fundamentally we have aligned our approach the high-quality research 
principles as set out by Ofwat (Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Producing high-quality research. 
 
Over the course of the last 3 years, we have engaged 113,426 customers (13,543 
directly on the business plan) and thousands of stakeholders through a wide variety 
of engagement to help shape our business plan – from wider priorities and valuations 
work, analysis of day-to day insight, deep dives on enhancement cases to wide 
reaching consultations. We have shared our approach, materials, and progress across 
the business and with our Independent Challenge Group (ICG). 
 
To ensure that the research commissioned and conducted is meaningful and could 
be used by the business we developed four categories, set out in the diagram 
below. These helped to articulate the purpose of each piece of engagement to 
both the Independent Challenge Group (ICG) and the wider business. 
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Figure 2: Four categories of targeted customer research to inform PR24 (in addition to 
ongoing insight gathered) 

 

About this report 

We have set out an overall process for reporting and were keen that the business as 
the business plan, Long Term Delivery Strategy (LTDS) and Water Resources 
Management Plan (WRMP) were developed could easily access good quality 
insight to help drive decision making. 

To enable this, the key report developed for the business technical teams was ‘What 
Customers and Stakeholder Want’ (WCSW) – this document is updated quarterly 
with the latest insight added and is provided in the separate Appendix AFW04.  

We also have a synthesis report which is held electronically on our Sharepoint 
system. We have weighted and scored each piece of insight to enable the 
triangulating of findings for the WCSW report – for ease the latest download of this is 
included later in this appendix.  

In this appendix we explain the processes we have used to weight and triangulate 
the evidence. We also summarise how the insight gathered has influenced our plans 
in the section on the line of sight – more details can be found also throughout the 
business plan, LTDS and WRMP documents. 

Customer valuations have also been used to populate the Service Measures 
Framework, full details can be found in the separate Appendix AFW08 and the full 
report ‘PR24 Service Measure and Valuation Support’ is published on our 
engagement website (https://affinitywater.uk.engagementhq.com/hearing-from-
our-customers). 
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Figure 3: Documenting what we have heard 

Meet our customers 

We currently serve 1.5m households, rising at just under 1% every year since 2017, an 
average of 14,200 properties, a trend that could see another 100,000 households 
added by 2030.  67.6% of our customers had a meter by the end of March 2023, a 
rise 4.4% on 2022.   

Customer awareness fluctuates a little but is largely stable at ≈63% unprompted 
awareness each year whilst campaign activity can create a temporary uplift, often 

this uplift still isn’t a significant increase.  This is slightly below national figures 
suggesting 7 in 10 know who their suppliers are.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Customers per community across our area 
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The Affinity area covers a broad mix of areas, from the very urban to the very rural, 
and extreme deprivation.  The Affinity area includes both the single most deprived 
area in England (Jaywick near Clacton) and the 10th least deprived 
(Chorleywood).   Customers are not evenly spread, with 1 in 4 customers located in 
Pinn, the smallest geographical area and one of the most populated. 

The coastal area of Brett & Dour have a generally more vulnerable profile than the 
central area north and west of London.  In these communities the average age is 
older, (27.0% over 65 in Brett, 22% in Dour, vs 16.4% in Central) and more likely to 
have a disability or life-limiting condition (30.4% in Brett, 28.5% in Dour, 19.9% in 
Central).  

Ethnicity is another demographic that is highly concentrated.  The percentage of 
population that is ‘white British’ is very high outside of the west London suburbs, with 
small enclaves in Staines and Luton.  Outside the M25, the proportion of the 
population from an ethnic minority falls sharply. 56.4% of the population identified as 
‘white British’ in Central, compared to 92.1% in Brett and 88.8% in Dour.  
We have also used Experian data to segment our customers into seven categories 
which we use in our analysis of insight. 

 

 

Figure 5: Meet our customers 

 

Meet our stakeholders 

In addition to customer insight, we have engaged widely with our stakeholders 
either through more formal consultations, wider engagement events, local events, or 
one-to-ones where we have gathered feedback on their views regarding both our 
shorter and long-term plans.  

As well as official regulators, we work with all levels of government, from district 
councils to MPs, across all the major parties on everything from co-ordinating 
roadworks to planning for large projects such as reservoirs and transfers.  
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Figure 6: Meet our stakeholders 

 

On the environmental side we have a number of river protection groups, such as 
Friends of the River Chess, RevIvel, Friends of the Minram, River Beane Restoration 
Association, Misbourne River Action Group, Herts &Middlesex Wildlife Trust and the 
Chilterns Society as well as local branches of the NFU, who are involved in our efforts 
to reduce water pollution and abstraction from chalk streams and we work very 
closely with organisations such as Chalk Streams First. 

We also collaborate across the water industry, with the wider regional challenge of 
future water resources we are active members of both Water Resources South East 
and Water Resources East often co-ordinating events with other water companies to 
maximise engagement and look at effective and innovative solutions. 

On the customer side we work with debt charities, foodbanks, and housing 
associations to help support vulnerable customers and increase awareness of our 
social tariffs. 

We also work with developers and house builders to look at ways of making 
properties increasingly water efficient, to reduce consumption with both behavioural 
and technological means. 
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Figure 7: Case study on the River Beane restoration scheme working in collaboration with 
stakeholders 

 

Approach to synthesis and triangulation 

Since June 2020 we have examined 253 sources of insight. Some research has been 
fully focused on informing our business plan, long-term delivery strategy and WRMP 
while other pieces have had a wider objective – informing our business and 
interactions day to day. We have also looked to use wider insight from multiple 
sources to help build a range of evidence to triangulate.  
 

Step one 
Each individual research report has been reviewed in full to determine the: 

 Supplier 
 Method used 
 Purpose – the clear objectives 
 Sample size 
 Segments analysed 
 Conclusions reached 
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The reports have been stored on a shared database, which is available for access 
on our SharePoint site2 with the original research reports and materials available via 
a hyperlink. We have also published the summary materials and reports on our 
engagement hub – allowing any interested parties to see the work we have 
conducted so far (https://affinitywater.uk.engagementhq.com/hearing-from-our-
customers).  

Step two 
The reports have been scored using a framework derived from the CCW 
triangulation approach and initially developed on the advice of Sia Partners (who 
originally designed the CCW approach).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Scoring framework 

The summation of scores gives an overall indication regarding the validity and 
reliability of the insight and the ‘weight’ that can be applied to it when comparing 
with other insight.  It should be noted that in summarising in this way, some of the 
detail regarding each piece of insight can be lost, but the aim of the scoring is to 
help the overall synthesis process.  

Each piece of insight has been given a ‘RAG’ status based on its average score, to 
help interpretations. 

 

 

 

 

 
2 Any reports not found on our engagement site can be requested at PR24@affinitywater.co.uk 
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Average 
score 

RAG status 

Below 2 RED – less reliable but can help to validate other findings 

2 to 3 AMBER – reliable but some gaps in robustness 

3 GREEN – very reliable and robust 

 

Figure 9: RAG status 

 

 

Step three 
The sources were reviewed for a second time, and relevant sections of text were 
extracted and summarised into an easy-to-read format, by our insight team. This was 
then collated into the WCSW document (Appendix AFW04) on a quarterly basis 
under topics and sub-topics to inform the investment decisions in the plans. 
 
The WCSW report was regularly reviewed and challenged by our Independent 
Challenge Group (ICG) and formed part of the evidence assured by our external 
assurer Sia Partners who have produced and independent assurance report. 

In addition to WCSW a higher-level summary providing a concise over-arching 
digestible synopsis of the key triangulated findings is available for our customers and 
stakeholders on our engagement site. 

 

Synthesis 

Set out in the tables below are the current reports and scoring used for the synthesis 
of insight that is found in WCSW (Appendix AFW04) – the insight reports are stored on 
our internal SharePoint system with the tables below linking out to them in the live 
version. The tables also demonstrate the method of engagement such as in-person 
focus group or qualitative on-line survey etc. All insight reports are also available of 
our engagement site to provide transparent source for any external engagement.



 

 

Figure 10: Customer insight used to inform PR24 with scoring for triangulation (static version) 
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What Customers and Stakeholders Want – high level 
summary 

The full details of the synthesis of our customer and stakeholder insight can be found 
in Appendix AFW04 but below is an abstract from the summary document that we 
have published on our engagement platform which shows at a high level what we 
have heard. 

The consensus across our customers and stakeholders is fairly consistent with the 
biggest differences seen regarding pace of delivery. Our future customers generally 
want to see environmental ambitions delivered more quickly along with our 
environmentally focused stakeholders, non-household customers are more positive 
regarding investment in areas such as customer service, net zero and low pressure.  

Our more financially vulnerable customers are more hesitant over bill increases but 
we are also seeing a more ‘citizen’ view across all segments wanting to ensure bills 
are affordable and there are protections in place for those that need financial 
support.  

Stakeholders are more aware of the impacts of climate change, population growth 
and aging infrastructure but customers are also raising concerns with recent media 
interest probably helping to raise awareness more regarding the industry. 

 

Figure 11: High-level themes we hear from our customers and stakeholders 
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Consulting on our plans 

As part of the overall ‘test, iterate, define’ stage of developing our business plan we 
have conducted several formal consultations. These have included the statutory 14-
week consultation on the Water Resources Management Plan, the consultation on 
our Drought Management Plan and the regional consultations on the water 
resources plans for both Water Resources South East (WRSE) and Water Resources 
East (WRE). 

However, alongside these we felt it was really important to give our customers and 
stakeholders an early view of our business plan and the associated bill impact and 
provide the opportunity to get early feedback. 

On 26 April 2023 we ran a 6-week consultation, we produced a customer facing 
consultation document, engagement hub to gather feedback and a series of short 
videos explaining our plan and asking for our customers views. We promoted the 
consultation through a range of media including social media, internal channels, 
direct emails, newspaper adverts and electronic billboards at Tesco supermarkets 
across our region. 

We received 1873 responses to the consultation. Full results can be found in the main 
report on our engagement site but at a high level 59% of customers thought we 
were focusing on the right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right 
targets in place, 39% thought the bill increases were reasonable given the 
improvements suggested and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. 

Of the four key areas of focus, respondents were asked to rank what was ‘most 
important’ and what ‘urgently needed most improvement’. Environment was 
consistently ranked as far more important than any of the other three (resilience, 
customer, and community). Those who said it was the most important were 
significantly more likely to be satisfied with the plan than those whose highest priority 
was ‘customer’ . ‘Community’ was ranked lowest in both questions. 

When asked what was ‘the most important part of the plan’ - reducing leaks was 
very frequently mentioned. Protecting the environment/chalk streams, resilience of 
water supplies and building infrastructure were also areas of focus in some of the 
responses we received. 

We also received many comments where respondents highlighted issues over the 
proposed bill impacts – often responding with more of a ‘citizen view’ highlighting 
affordability issues for those more financially vulnerable. 

In addition to the more formal consultation, we were conscious that such exercise 
often excludes future customers and those in vulnerable circumstances, so we also 
commissioned 5 focus groups with future customers and those financially vulnerable 
and six one-to-one interviews with customers on our priority services register. The full 
report (available on our engagement site)provides more detail but at a summary 
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level, our proposals on safeguarding supply, environment and vulnerable customers 
were found acceptable and the proposed bill increase was felt to be broadly 
justifiable by most participants. Whilst justifiable, it remained nevertheless 
unpalatable to many, given the broader context and pressures being faced – in 
particular those ‘just about managing’. There were calls for the increase to be 
smoothed over the five years, with no ‘big jumps,’ to make the increases easier to 
manage.There were also key concerns about whether the increase would feed into 
shareholder dividends and big profits for the company, which was not seen as 
acceptable. 

Your water your say 

On the 6 May we also tested our plans with customers and stakeholders during our 
‘Your water, your say’ event. We promoted the event alongside our public 
consultation through a range of media including social media, internal channels, 
direct emails, newspaper adverts and electronic billboards at Tesco supermarkets 
across our region. 

During this independently chaired session, co-ordinated jointly with Ofwat and CCW 
our Executive team were on hand to share our plans and answer any questions raise 
by attendees or those who had pre-registered questions with CCW. We sent out pre-
read materials in advance (our consultation document and a short video explaining 
our plan) and then our CEO Keith Haslett presented for ten minutes at the beginning 
of the session. 

We had 62 attendees on the day with most registering as customers although a 
number of those were also affiliated with chalk stream and environmental local 
groups. We received a wide range of questions and discussions about our plans that 
are summarised in Figure 12. 

 

Figure 12: Key themes raised at first YWYS event 

The transcript of the session has been published on our engagement site and we 
have our second session booked for the 18 October where we will update 
attendees on how we have addressed their questions and reflected in our business 
plan. We have included a table ‘your question – our answers’ in the Annex to this 
document.
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Affordability and acceptability testing 

Approach 
All water and wastewater companies were required to test the acceptability and 
affordability of their Business Plans with their customers before submitting their plans 
for the Price Review (PR24) in October 2023 

To ensure a standardised approach is used across the industry, Ofwat and CCW 
produced guidance on how this research should be undertaken – the guidance was 
designed to facilitate consistency and comparability between companies (e.g. 
question language, methodologies, approach taken to inflation, the degree to 
which participants are informed, clarity on least cost vs. proposed options, inclusion 
of vulnerabilities, different futures) and included the recommendation to include as 
minimum a qualitative and quantitative phase. 

We undertook both qualitative and quantitative surveys and in addition ran an 
additional quantitative survey with our online customer panel. The full research 
reports are all available on our engagement site (Report 251). 

Methodology 
The Guidance was followed in all respects when selecting household participants. 
Participants were randomly approached across the supply area by both post and 
email (calling to online but offered a paper version). Lower Indices of Multiple 
Deprivation (IMD) deciles were over-sampled and higher IMD deciles under-
sampled, to compensate for lower response rates. An incentive of £10 was offered 
to encourage participation and future customers were not included. Non-Household 
participants were approached through a mix of specialist panel and CATI. 

The Affinity Water area was treated as two locations, both of which are supplied 
water services only by Affinity Water – the first location was the area supplied waste 
services by Thames Water (Affinity Thames), and the second by Anglian Water 
(Affinity Anglian). These are the only supply areas that meet the criteria for selection 
under Ofwat/CCW’s guidance (namely that they make up over 10% of Affinity 
Water’s customer base). 

There was only one exception in survey materials from that produced by Ofwat/ 
CCW this was on the bill chart graph, where following cognitive feedback it was 
decided that it would benefit comprehension if a total (of bill impact plus inflation) 
were added above each bar on the graph showing the impact of the plan on bills. 
This was added with the approval of Affinity Water’s Independent Challenge Group. 

The bill amounts tested were £214.89 (by 29/30) water bill (this has increased by a 
small amount to £216.96 in the final business plan but due to timescales we were not 
able to re-run the quantitative testing. However, we did test this bill amount with our 
online water community). The waste bill amounts were those provided by Thames 
Water (£252.47) and Anglian Water (£302.73) at the time of the research. 
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Demographics 
787 Household participants were interviewed - 269 in the Affinity Anglian area and 
518 in the Affinity Thames area. Participants from higher socio-economic 
backgrounds were over-represented in the data. This is despite under-sampling 
higher IMD decile addresses. This is in line with the expectations of the methodology.  
IMD decile weighting has been applied according to guidance to ensure that these 
groups are not over-represented in the results. 

 

 

Figure 13: Demographics of household customers in survey (n787) 

 

Participants with a range of vulnerabilities were well represented, with just over half 
of households reporting none present and although the ethnicity bandings used do 
not correlate directly with census data, the spread found (c80% white, 5% Asian, 0-
2% for other groupings) was representative. 

Businesses with a range of dependencies on water were interviewed, in total 150 
Non-Household participants were interviewed (51 In the Affinity Anglian area and 99 
in the Affinity Thames area).133 of these were via a NHH online panel; 46 in Affinity 
Anglian are and 87 in the Affinity Thames area and 17 via Computer Assisted 
Telephone Interview (CATI) (5 in Affinity Anglian are and 12 in the Affinity Thames 
area).CATI participants were recruited by phone and interviewed at a time 
convenient to them.  

Results 
The acceptability scores below demonstrate we’ve built a plan for PR24 that reflects 
customer needs and principles.  However, we did see that acceptability was most 
negatively impacted by affordability, and affordability had been significantly 
impacted by the cost of living. 
 
Amongst those who said the PR24 business plan was ‘unacceptable’, or ‘completely 
unacceptable’, the main reasons were objections to profits (the fact that Affinity 
Water has not made a profit or paid a dividend in several years was not mentioned 
to respondents).  

SEG IMD Age 
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However, it is notable that for a good proportion of those saying it was 
‘unacceptable’ this was due to the cost to them directly, implying that the plan 
may have more support than the topline figures show, and that only personal 
circumstances are holding some customers back from supporting it.   

Respondents were also asked about affordability after they had seen the business 
plan.  Whilst it didn’t change the proportion of respondents saying it was easy to 
afford, it did have an impact on those saying it was ‘difficult to afford’, with a 
significant increase in those saying they now felt it was ‘neither/nor’, rather than 
‘difficult’ (36% said it would be ‘difficult to afford’ before seeing the plan, dropping 
to 26% after).  

2 in 5 household customers surveyed said they struggled to pay household bills at 
least sometimes, and as expected they were much more likely to find the plan 
difficult to afford, 83% vs 43% of all households. Only 1% of those struggling financially 
said it would be easy to afford.  Approximately half the sample experienced some 
form of vulnerability – 1 in 10 were new parents, 1 in 8 had a disability or life-limiting 
condition.  52% of vulnerable customers said it would be difficult to afford, and 12% 
said it would be easy.  

Affordability 
 

 

Figure 14: Affordability testing results for household customers from online water community, 
qualitative and quantitative testing 

Acceptability 

 

Figure 15: Affordability testing results for household customers from online water community, 
qualitative and quantitative testing 
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Testing acceptability and affordability with our online 
water community 

Approach 
Due to timing of the main affordability and acceptability testing there was a very 
small shift upwards in bill impact as the business plan was finalised compared to 
what had been tested (an additional £2.07 by 2029/30). Although timing prevented 
us re-testing this bill amount through the full survey, we utilised the main elements of 
the survey (question order, structure, and stimulus) and ran an exercise with our 
online water community so see if we saw any differences. 

Demographics 
Our water community consists of 500 customers who are representative of our 
customer segments – we regularly engage with them on a number of pieces of 
research and activities. For this activity 138 customers fully completed all elements 
with 153 partially completing some of the questions with a good spread amongst our 
customer segments and geographical communities. 

 

Figure 16: Response rates  

 

Results 
The results seen although differ from the main survey (acceptability slightly lower and 
affordability slightly higher) they are of a similar proportion to the main survey. We 
were also able to gather some additional insight on the reasons behind our 
customers choices – with the key concerns raised regarding the financial climate 
being: 

 Uncertainty: The majority express they cannot guarantee their income will 
sufficiently match bill increases; a particular concern for those who are on 
fixed low-income or retired in particular (Feeling the Strain and Comfortable 
Retirement). 

 Confusion: Participants are hesitant toward how the bill increases will benefit 
them as a customer in the future i.e., what changes will happen as a result of 
bill increases? 

 Pessimism: Participants a sceptical the improvements will be achieved and 
wonder if they will see the benefits of increased bills. 
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Q1: “How easy or difficult do you think it would be for you to afford these water/sewerage bills? What makes you say this?" N=153 / 
Q2: “Based on everything you have seen and read about  Affinity Water’s proposed business plan, how acceptable or 
unacceptable is it to you and why?" N=153 
Figure 17: Results for testing with Water Community 

The full report and results can be found on our engagement website (Report 253). 
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Line of sight  

The insight and testing of our business plan with customers has been integral to its 
development. The voice of the customer is used throughout the process to shape 
and challenge the plan across its development and at each stage.  
The triangulated customer insight has shaped and informed the overall strategy, 
informing each business case and the solution options within them.  
 
The triangulated customer valuations (see Appendix AFW04) have populated the 
Service Measures Framework used to prioritise investments.  
 
The consultation and testing phases of engagement allowed us to ‘check-back’ 
with customers and stakeholders to ensure we had the right mix and balance and 
test overall acceptability and affordability of the business plan.  
 
There are, however, other constraints on the business plan including regulation 
which sets requirements, overall deliverability of the elements of the plan and 
financeability.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 18: Balancing the plan 
 
 
The sections below set out how the plan has been shaped by customer views for 
each investment area and also illustrate where other factors such as regulation, 
deliverability and financeability have influenced each business case. We have set 
out four key questions under each investment area: 
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Figure 19: Key questions 
 

The Environment 

Unsustainable abstraction 
Background 
Chalk streams are a globally rare habitat with 85% of those found in southern and 
eastern England. They provide water and sustain endangered habitats. Through our 
Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) and our Water Industry National 
Environmental Programme (WINEP) we set out our plans to reduce abstraction from 
these precious chalk aquifers in co-ordination with the Environment Agency. These 
abstraction reductions are particularly significant for us, because historically, the 
majority of water used for supply in our company area is from ground water sources. 
We do not have any of the large open storage reservoirs in our area and rely on 
ground sources or imports from our neighbouring companies.  
 
To meet these abstraction reductions, we need to reduce the demand for water 
from our customers, ensure we are using the water we have in the most efficient way 
and replace the water supply with alternative sources. Water resources planning is 
covered under the Water Resources Planning Guideline (WRPG) and every five 
years water companies set out their plans for the next 50 years to ensure a safe and 
secure supply of water for customers. We produced our WRMP as a draft document 
in November 2022 for public consultation. 
 
In a step change for the industry, the water companies have worked together as 
regions, to look more strategically at water resources driving both efficiency and 
innovation. We work primarily with Water Resources South East (WRSE) but one of our 
communities, Brett, is in the Water Resources East (WRE) area. In planning for the 
future, we have worked collaboratively with other companies in the WRSE and WRE 
regions to identify a number of potential supply options that supply not only our 
customers but potentially other water company customers as well.  
 
We have also promoted a bespoke performance commitment for this area – known 
as the Abstraction Incentive Mechanism (AIM). Whilst the WINEP and WRMP support 
the core environmental objectives, we believe there is benefit in going above and 
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beyond for the chalk stream environment and adapt the way we operate during 
low flow conditions. AIM allows us to reduce our environmental impact during times 
when the environment would be under stress. AIM contributes to leaving more water 
in the environment at the onset of a low flow period and reduces recovery time of 
the aquifer. When AIM is active in the summer months, it is more likely to discourage 
peak use of sources which would otherwise have been maximised.  
 
What have we heard? 
There is good level of support from our customers for reducing river 
abstraction near chalk streams, even though reducing abstraction appears 
to be a low-ranking priority at a national level. Our customers appear to be aware of 
the local significance of chalk streams, with recent priorities work showing ‘leaving 
the environment in a sustainable and measurable improved state’, ranked as 4th out 
of 11 options shared, with a majority of customers choosing to take the maximum 
investment option towards reducing abstraction and river restoration. There appears 
to be a desire to go beyond government minimum standards, especially with our 
future customers. There is also strong support for the cost of going above and 
beyond minimum standards but there is a limit to that cost, especially with non-
household customers (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
There was a good level of overall support for Affinity Water’s WRMP; key 
areas to note on the abstraction reduction side: 
 

 Overall good level of support for planned approach – customers and 
stakeholders were positive about the adaptable plan to allow for more 
investigation and altering of plans as we understand more regarding the 
impacts of reducing abstraction 

 Challenges from local river groups regarding pace, selection, and ordering of 
proposed locations 

 Technical challenges regarding the benefits realised by abstraction reduction 
 

During our PR24 consultation (April 2023) 59% of customers thought we were focusing 
on the right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 
39% thought the bill increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested 
and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. There were a significant 
number of comments regarding the pace of delivery of abstraction reduction 
wanting further reductions included in the plan. Also, this was an area of focus 
during our ‘Your Water Your Say’ sessions where attendees showed a keen interest in 
our plans and an urgency for us to work as quickly as we can on reducing 
abstraction from the chalk aquifers. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
This plan is primarily driven by the Environment Agency (EA); our AIM 
performance commitment goes beyond the statutory minimum which is 
supported by our customers. Some community groups would like to see plans that 
delivers more reductions at a greater pace than is set out but the plans have 
balanced deliverability with this ambition as additional infrastructure is required to 
replace the chalk stream sources. 
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Our plans 
We have continued to work with and have taken feedback from the 
Environment Agency, Natural England, and stakeholders such as Chalk 
Streams First (who are primarily focused on the Colne and Lee catchments in our 
area) and RevIvel (who are focused on the Ivel and Hiz) to:  
 

 Define what is meant by ‘unsustainable’ abstraction.  
 Find ways to use other resources through water capture and transfers to allow 

us to address deficits as early as we can.   
 Build an agreed, deliverable programme that can be adapted as 

understanding grows. 
 Introduce a bespoke performance commitment, Abstraction Incentive 

Mechanism (AIM). This additional measure will drive us to leave more water in 
the aquifer during low flows, which can under certain conditions provide 
additional baseflow to the nearby rivers. 
 

A summary of the lower scenario cumulative abstraction reductions in the 
tributaries and Upper Reaches of the Colne, Lee and Ivel  

  
Catchment  Cumulative Abstraction Reduction by Period (Ml/d)  

2023-2025 2025-2030 2030-2035 2035-2040 2040-2045 2045-2050 

Cumulative Colne  17.4 41.7 41.7 43.2 43.2 44.2 

Cumulative Lee  15.9 21.2 46.2 50.1 60.8 75.8 

Cumulative Ivel (&Hiz)  0.0 0.0 8.0 11.6 17.4 17.4 

 
Our planned performance for 2025-30 

Figure 20: AIM planned performance 

Natural capital- catchment management & river restoration 
Background 
Defra’s ‘Plan for Water’ is based on taking a systematic, local, catchment-based 
approach, in a coordinated and collaborative way, using both nature-based 
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solutions and investment in infrastructure involving communities, water companies, 
and businesses. Our plans have been developed around this vision and define a 
multi-AMP programme of measures delivered through the WINEP. This is to meet the 
ambition of the Plan for Water and our Strategic Direction Statement to “leave the 
environment in a sustainable and measurably improved state” along with our 
aspiration to end unsustainable abstraction from our chalk groundwater sources.   

 
What have we heard? 
When talking to customers about our environmental ambitions they feel 
meeting the statutory minimum is not enough, and most believe we should 
be going beyond this, although no individual plan is considered more of a priority 
than others. Customers, once informed of WINEP, strongly approved of its existence, 
however, it is felt to be the bare minimum and they want us to exceed government 
guidelines (AFW04). Support for environmentally led projects is, however, tempered 
by concerns over costs and the need for ‘proof’ of investment (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas for 
improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. There were a significant number of 
comments regarding support for environmental improvement and protecting rivers 
for the future.  
 
Do our plans diverge? 
The programme is limited by deliverability and cost. To ensure we deliver the 
most value from the programme the WINEP investigations, options appraisals 
and associated monitoring will provide the information to derive evidence-based 
decision-making to inform the adaptive plan proposed. 
 
Our plans 

 Deliver a flagship chalk stream catchment restoration project - a pilot 
project delivered through AMP8 and AMP9 which will seek to realise 
the ambition of Defra’s Catchment Based Approach (CaBA), Chalk Stream 
Restoration Strategy and Implementation Plan. The project will be delivered 
on the river Beane in partnership with key stakeholders.   

 Deliver a programme of river restoration, river improvement works and habitat 
enhancements – these will be in chalk stream catchments to improve flow, 
create and enhance habitats to support chalk stream ecology and resilience 
to climate change and other anthropogenic factors. These measures, 
delivered alongside sustainability reductions, will help protect and enhance 
chalk streams and contribute to achieving Good Ecological Status (GES) or 
Good Ecological Potential (GEP).  

 Deliver a programme of catchment and nature-based solutions (C&NBS). This 
is a multi- AMP programme of C&NBS measures developed and delivered in 
our catchments, alongside sustainability reductions and river restoration 
schemes through the development of an integrated approach to creating 
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more sustainable and resilient catchments for water and the wider 
environment. C&NBS measures will mitigate and diffuse rural and urban 
pollution to improve water quality, increase drought and flood resilience, 
enhance biodiversity, capture carbon, and enhance water resources in chalk 
stream catchments.  

 Work in partnership to develop and deliver C&NBS, including river restoration 
projects to enable investments to be co-funded, both through government 
funding and through catchment trading of ecosystem services. We will use 
wider private sector finance to reduce future costs to our customers and 
maximise opportunities for environmental improvements through a 
catchment-based approach. 
 

Natural capital – biodiversity and INNS 
Background 
This is part of a longer-term goal to improve the environment in the communities in 
which we operate. This investment area will deliver statutory and non-statutory 
drivers and will build the foundations for additional future biodiversity improvements. 
The best value option will be delivered following the principles of our environmental 
strategy. The prioritisation and delivery of the programme will be developed with the 
relevant stakeholders, alongside our sustainability reduction, and catchment and 
nature-based solutions programmes to maximise wider environmental benefits.  
 
Along with biodiversity we have a duty under Schedule 9 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act (1981) to manage Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) which have 
been brought into the UK and can spread rapidly at the expense of native species. 
In doing so, they can have potentially negative impacts on the environment, 
economic activities and, in some circumstances, on human health. Plants such as 
Japanese Knotweed, Himalayan Balsam and Giant Hogweed as well as animals 
such as signal crayfish, the oak processionary moth, demon shrimp and zebra 
mussels must be managed across our sites. This is a new common performance 
commitment area for the industry. 
 
What have we heard? 
Increasing biodiversity is supported by customers, but they are split on how 
far to go – and a significant majority do not want to go beyond current 
levels. During our preferences research with household customers, they chose an 
environmental option that not only achieved the statutory minimum in terms of 
reducing abstraction reduction but had the additional benefits of additional 
catchments undergoing ecological and biodiversity improvements.  Non-household 
customers were more reticent, with the largest preference being to maintain the 
status quo. 
   
There is also support from customers in increasing biodiversity and improving the 
environment when building large infrastructure schemes – we saw the highest 
valuations (willingness to pay) for schemes that would create ‘specialist habitats 
created for wildlife’ (£3.87 annually); ‘new wetland area’ (£3.24 annually) and 
‘space provided for sustainable agriculture’ (£2.61 annually) as project additions. In 
the study, the households’ average valuation of any project addition was 
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considerably higher in the environmental area (£3.05), compared to the economic 
area (£1.19) and the social area (£1.16) (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, customers found our proposed plan to be 
73% acceptable and 44% affordable. They supported the need for 
infrastructure investment to mitigate population growth and climate change. During 
our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas 
for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. There were a significant number of 
comments regarding support for environmental improvements although customers 
did not specifically highlight the detailed areas of biodiversity and INNS in their 
comments.  
 
Do our plans diverge? 
The programme is limited by deliverability and cost – which aligns with the 
balance of views across our engagment where we see this is an improtant 
area for our customers but they take a pragmatic view of the cost implications of 
the programme 
 
Our plans 

 Continue monitoring of existing projects. 
 Implement pollinator management plans across 50 sites. 
 Implement habitat management plans across 55 sites. 
 Investigate and implement methods to maintain Springwell reedbed. 
 Plant and maintain 100,000 trees in line with Water UK tree planting 

commitment. 
 Work with regional partnerships to manage 15 strategic sites; utilising 

branding, joint messaging and linking to the wider landscape.  
 
Our planned performance for 2025-30 

Figure 21: Biodiversity planned performance 
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Our ambition – planned industry position 
 

 
 

Net zero 
Background 
In 2019, the UK government committed to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by 
100% from 1990 levels by 2050. If met, this would mean the amount of greenhouse 
gas emissions produced by the UK would be equal to or less than the emissions 
removed by the UK from the environment. All water companies have a part to play 
in reaching this commitment. As a stretching interim target, every water company in 
England and Wales has agreed on a ‘Public Interest Commitment’, pledging to 
reach net zero for a defined set of operational emissions by 2030.    
 
We are aiming to reach Net Zero emissions (operational and embedded) by 2045 as 
part of our Strategic Direction Statement (SDS) goals. Our commitment to reduce 
operational emissions will also require us to reduce the emissions associated with 
water treatment, often referred to as process emissions. Cross industry working is 
required to better understand process emissions and develop opportunities to 
mitigate them.  
 
As the largest water only company, we expect to play a significant role in improving 
the knowledge of water treatment process emissions specifically. With research 
being undertaken in AMP8, we can put in place plans to manage any residual 
process emissions. We are also aiming to reduce our embedded emissions through 
working with our supply chain and taking a PAS 2080 (a standard for managing 
carbon in building and infrastructure that looks at the whole value chain).  We have 
a common performance commitment for this area that looks at green house gas 
emissions. 
 
What have we heard? 
The link between water and net zero is not clear or direct in consumers’ 
minds.  Concern over carbon emissions is however increasing, although 
customers do balance it with other environmental drivers and there is a price limit for 
some.  Transparency over cost and effectiveness of our solutions will help customers 
support our approach. Support for green policies and carbon reduction is 
contingent on cost - in 2016, 12% of customers surveyed, considered it the number 
one priority, but since then, with the rise of groups such as Extinction Rebellion, the 
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prominence of events like COP 26 and, post covid, environmental issues now rate 
much higher but, there are however indications that this importance is falling again 
in the face of the cost of living crisis.  
 
Carbon reduction is ranked higher by non-household customers than household 
customers, probably due to needing to meeting net-zero targets in their own 
operations. Engagement amongst customers across multiple water companies 
suggested that customers are in favour of companies reducing their carbon 
footprint and using more green energy – but that support was contingent on the 
impact it had on their bills.  They also wanted the impact on the vulnerable to be 
considered as part of this.  
 
There are some conflicting messages regarding speed of change with early 
qualitative research showing that customers were reluctant to spend more to 
increase the speed of change, while quantitative research in winter 2022/23 showed 
that the vast majority of customers, both household and non-household favoured 
going beyond the minimum.  For those more reluctant, carbon emissions are seen as 
a wider societal problem that everyone needs to work on, rather than something we 
should prioritise.  Future customers are more likely to want to see this prioritised.  
 
Customers on our  water communityl are largely positive about our Carbon Net Zero 
policy and three quarters them felt positively towards it (AFW04).  
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. They supported 
the need for infrastructure investment to mitigate population growth and climate 
change. During our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing 
on the right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 
39% thought the bill increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested 
and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. There were some 
comments regarding net zero from respondents, but this was not a topic of high 
focus in the consultation responses. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
Our plan is limited by deliverability, cost, and technology – aiming to 
maximise benefit while not putting technologies in place that are due to be 
updated – this aligns with what we have heard from our customers who seem to 
pragmatically balance the impact on bills with the wider ‘good’ of achieving net 
zero. 

 
Our plans 

 Implement energy efficiency activities across the operation. 
 Installing  solar panels across our land base to enable export of 

energy to the grid. 
 Move our fleet to electric vehicles and install charging points at our sites.   
 Install more energy efficient standby generators to use less energy. 
 Glean carbon benefits from nature-based solutions – such as tree planting, 

seagrass beds etc. 
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Our planned performance for 2025-30 
 

 
Figure 22: GHG planned performance 

Our ambition – planned industry position 

 

 
 

 

Resilience 

Resilient water supplies  
Background 
Population increase, changing raw water quality (PFAS/Nitrates) and 
unprecedented climate change events directly impact the risk exposure of our 
business. We need investment to be resilient to these rapidly growing stresses, 
enhancing our capability to react to low probability, high consequence events. 
 
We are covered in these areas by the Security and Emergency Measures Direction 
(SEMD) which is monitored and enforced by the Drinking Water Inspectorate (DWI). 
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We are currently compliant for regulatory requirements for physical security and we 
are also an Operator of Essential Service (OES) under the Network and Information 
System (NIS) Regulations 2018. The information systems which support or have a 
direct effect on the production and delivery of wholesome water, known as the 
essential service, are in-scope for annual regulatory inspection and fines of up to 
£17million if we do not meet requirements.  
 
We also need to have robust security controls to prevent fines under the General 
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). The DWI assesses how we manage cyber 
security risks in relation to the network and IT systems that support the essential 
services.  
 
What have we heard? 
Our customers don’t automatically identify resilience as an area of high 
concern, especially relating external factors to the impact of delivering a 
secure supply of water; they naturally think of bursts or leakage when they think 
about resilient supplies. The link between climate change and increased resilience 
risk is also not a top priority for customers, however, when we dig deeper, there is an 
assumption that we would plan ahead – with operational and asset type risks being 
seen as the most logical to plan for with a level of mitigation against more 
environmental risks. (AFW04) 
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing,  73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. They supported 
the need for infrastructure investment to mitigate population growth and climate 
change. During our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing 
on the right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 
39% thought the bill increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested 
and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. There were some 
comments regarding investment in infrastructure from respondents, but the specifics 
regarding resilience are not particulary highlighted. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
We are guided by regulation in this area and that aligns with what our 
customers expect. 
 
Our plans 

 Provide flood alleviation at 19 identified sites with the aim of 
providing a carbon and biodiversity conscious approach to 
enhancing sites on or near flood plains and at risk of exposure.   

 Implement a programme of physical asset improvements to remain 
compliant, including access, keyless entry, alarm Installation and CCTV hatch 
covers. 

 Implement a programme of IT investments to maintain compliance. 
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Resilient water supplies – mains repairs  
Background 
This is a common performance commitment area, and it is measured by the number 
of bursts per thousand kilometres of total length. It includes all physical repair work to 
mains from which water is lost. As mains repair is heavily impacted by weather 
conditions the reported measure is normalised for weather. In the period 2020-21, we 
saw significant challenge in this area due to sub-zero temperatures. We delivered 
our best ever performance in 2021-22.  
 
What have we heard? 
Providing a safe, secure supply of water is a top priority across all our 
customer segments and particularly noted by non-household customers. 
(AFW04). Bursts are one of the areas our customers do identify when they think about 
resilience. However the link between climate change and increased resilience risk is 
not one that customers directly identify. When we dig deeper, they do support 
investment to reduce bursts(AFW04).  
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. They supported 
the need for infrastructure investment to mitigate population growth and 
climate change. During our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were 
focusing on the right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in 
place, 39% thought the bill increases were reasonable given the improvements 
suggested and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. There were 
some comments regarding infrasturcture investment from respondents, but this was 
not a topic of high focus in the consultation responses. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
We balance our plans in this area with affordability and deliverability, while 
understanding the link between our performance and extreme weather. We 
believe this aligns with customers views overall. 
 
Our plans 

 Focus on understanding the root cause of every burst main and 
implementing actions to avoid recurrence. 

 Invest in technology and software to deliver a calmer network and asset 
optimisation. 

 Work with our teams to improve technical and operational competency. 
 Increase our proactive maintenance of our below ground assets. 
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Our planned performance for 2025-30 
 

 
Figure 23: Mains repair planned performance 

 

Our ambition – planned industry position 

 

 
Resilient water supplies – unplanned outage 
Background 
This is a common performance commitment area, and it is a way of measuring the 
asset health of water abstraction and water treatment activities. It is measured as 
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the percentage of peak week production capacity. We moved from 12th position 
across the industry for performance in this area in 2019-20 to 6th in 2021-22.  
 
What have we heard? 
Providing a safe, secure supply of water is a top priority across all our 
customer segments and particularly noted by non-household customers. 
(AFW04).  Customers do not instinctively link wider resilience to that top priority but 
when we dig deeper with them there is an overarching assumption that we plan 
ahead (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas 
for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. There were detailed comments regarding 
unplanned outage from respondents. 

 
Do our plans diverge? 
We balance our plans in this area with affordability and deliverability, while 
understanding the link between our performance and extreme weather. We 
believe this reflects our customers priorities in this area. 
 
Our plans 

 Change our approach to response to failure. 
 Implement an asset remote reset and condition assessment. 
 Improve our capacity testing schedule. 

 
Our planned performance for 2025-30 
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Figure 24: Unplanned outage planned performance 
 
 

  
 
            
       
 

Our ambition – planned industry position 
 

 
 
Water resource options - supply 
Background 
Water resources planning is covered under the Water Resources Planning Guidelines 
(WRPG) and every five years water companies set out their plans for the next 50 
years to ensure a safe and secure supply of water for customers. We produced our 
Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP) as a draft document in November 2022 
for public consultation. In a step change for the industry the water companies have 
worked together as regions,to look more strategically at water resources driving both 
efficiency and innovation.  
 
We work primarily with Water Resources South East (WRSE) but our Brett community 
sits in the Water Resources East (WRE) area. In planning for the future, we have 
worked collaboratively with other companies in the WRSE and WRE regions to 
identify a number of potential supply options that can supply our customers and 
potentially, customers of other water companies as well. The need for future water 
supply sources is driven primarily by the requirement from the Environment Agency 
(EA) for us to reduce unstainable abstraction from chalk aquifers as well as other 
factors such as increasing population growth and climate change.  
 
The WRMP covers a wide range of areas including abstraction reduction, supply , 
water transfers, demand management, metering, and leakage. 
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What have we heard? 
Providing a safe, secure supply of water is a top priority across all our 
customer segments and particularly noted by non-household customers 
(AFW04).  Customers do not instinctively link wider resilience to that top priority but 
when we dig deeper, there is an overarching assumption that we plan ahead. 
(AFW04). Respondents generally have low awareness of the long-term challenges to 
supply. 
 
Reducing leakage is often seen as the first solution, with pushing back against any 
restrictions on customers not uncommon. Making the most of what we have is also a 
common theme, and suggestions such as demand management and moving water 
around within the company deemed preferable.  
 
In terms of supply options, more reservoirs are largely positively received due to 
familiarity with them. Other sources do raise some concerns. People rarely think 
about the source of their water, beyond ‘underground’ or ‘reservoir’ - knowledge of 
different sources is low, particularly those not currently in common use, such as 
desalination and water transfers.   
 
‘Britain Thinks’ research in late spring 2022 found that people seem comfortable with 
reservoirs, as these are familiar and common. Water recycling has so far received a 
largely negative reaction, due to safety concerns provoking an instinctive ‘yuck’ 
reaction. Desalination and water transfer are seen as complex, and there is feeling 
that such large infrastructure water projects should be a last resort. Desalination has 
environmental concerns over the perceived intensity of processing and impact on 
coastal biomes.  Water Community members found recycling had a more positive 
appeal, especially if their fears around quality and contamination could be allayed 
with information, or even plant tours. 
 
Customers also raise concerns regarding changes in possible water sources in the 
future (regardless of what source) – they have told us that communication regarding 
taste changes or differences in the hardness of water should be communicated 
clearly and concisely. (AFW04) 
 
 
What did testing tell us?  
There was a good level of overall support for Affinity Water’s WRMP. Key 
areas to note on the supply-side were: 

 Good level of support for mix of supply-side solutions – preference for more 
intra-regional that inter-regional 

 Some objections from local stakeholders regarding the South East Strategic 
Reservoir Option (SESRO) 

 Good level of support for the Grand Union Canal strategic option (GUC) 
 Request to support Cambridge Water through reduction of Grafham reservoir 

use and bringing forward Phase 2 of GUC scheme 
 Concern regarding options in Dour community from 2040 onwards 
 Concerns raised regarding the use of Brent reservoir and a scheme in Epping 

 
During our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the 
right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% 
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thought the bill increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 
41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. There were some supportive 
comments regarding the GUC scheme. 

 
Do our plans diverge? 
The regional model approach produces a best value plan. Through this 
process it balances resilience with cost, customer preference and 
environmental benefit. The plan has then been tested through a wide-reaching 
consultation both on the regional and company plans. 
 
Our plans 

 Full GUC scheme to be delivered in 2032. 
 Connect 2050 programme – delivering new pipes and pumping 

stations to ensure connectivity across the communities.  
 Thames to Affinity Transfer strategic option (T2AT) and SESRO in plan for 2042. 
 Worked with Natural England and Environment Agency to look at Dour and 

reduced environmental destination requirements which removes schemes 
that were of concern. 

 Removed Brent reservoir and Epping schemes. 
 
 

Demand management – Per Capita Consumption (PCC) 
Background 
PCC is a measure of customer consumption in the home or workplace. It is 
measured in litres/person/day or (l/p/d). We have set our objective in the long term, 
as part of our WRMP, to reduce PCC to 110 l/p/d by 2050 (dry year) along with the 
rest of the industry. Reducing the demand for water is a key element of ensuring we 
have secure supplies of water for our customers in the future. Our current plans 
target a reduction of PCC down to 152.3 l/p/d by 2025 (note this misses our original 
performance commitment of 135.7 l/p/d.) By 2025, we plan to have installed meters 
in 90% of the properties in our region. 
 
What have we heard? 
Some of our customers use a lot of water, and although many are lower 
users the  current average is 169 l/h/d and they have no real understanding 
of how much they use, and no conviction that they really need to use less (AFW04). 
When exploring options to reduce demand, customers are generally positive when it 
comes to increased metering as they believe it’s fair to pay for what you use 
(AFW04).  Changing behaviours appears to be difficult and current views from 
customers on leakage excuse poor behaviour from those who don’t want to 
change, and disheartens those who do (AFW04). Hygiene takes priority over water-
saving in customers’ eyes so the importance of communicating the best habits is key 
(AFW04).  
 
What did testing tell us?  
There was a good level of overall support for Affinity Water’s WRMP. Key 
areas to note from the consultation on the demand side were: 
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 Request from regulators to meet a 110 PCC target by 2050 for a dry year 
(WRMP previously reflected an average year target) – this increases the 
actual amount of savings required 

 Concerns regarding the non-household strategy and whether plans such as 
water efficiency checks and smart metering included non-households 

 Support for the need of government-led strategies around white goods 
labelling, minimum standards and building regulations 

 Support for the smart metering strategy 
 During our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on 

the right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in 
place, 39% thought the bill increases were reasonable given the 
improvements suggested and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the 
increases. There were supportive comments regarding demand reduction. 

Do our plans diverge? 
The regional model approach produces a best value plan. Through this 
process, it balances resilience with cost, customer preference and 
environmental benefit. The plan has then been tested through a far-reaching 
consultation, both on the regional and company plans. 

 
Our plans 

 Deliver 397,000 new smart meters for 2025-30 for household and non-
household customers. This is the first phase of a 15-year programme 
to replace the 90% coverage of meters across the region with smart meters. 
This balances a practical rate of delivery (up to 100,000 smart meters per 
annum – more than we currently achieve to date) with the need for water 
under the WRMP - whilst allowing us to take advantage of emerging 
technology to reduce the cost to customers. 

 Continue with our behavioural change campaign; refresh with new strategies 
to continue to target change. 

 Tariff trial to look at ways to incentivise water saving. 
 Continue our programme of water efficiency checks for households and non-

households. 
 Continue to promote and influence government-led strategies on white 

goods, minimum standards and building regulations. 
 

Our planned performance for 2025-30 
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Figure 25: PCC planned performance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our ambition – planned industry position 

 
Demand management – leakage reduction 
Background 
We are committed to delivering 50% leakage reduction by 2050 from 2019/20 levels, 
in line with the National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) recommendations. By the 
end of AMP7, we will have delivered a 19% leakage reduction from the 2019/20. In 
line with our commitment to reduce leakage by 50% by 2050, our ambition is to 
reduce leakage by a further 16% by the end of AMP8 from the end of AMP7 
(2024/25). Overall, we will have delivered 32% of the 50% by the end of AMP8. We 
have a common performance commitment for leakage reduction. 
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What have we heard? 
Customers are concerned about leaks and expect us to be dealing with 
those before handing any increased costs onto them for additional supplies 
of water. It is an area that is regularly mentioned in the research or engagement we 
carry out and, in our priorities engagement across all the insight, we see leakage 
consistently featuring in the top quartile of priorities (AFW04). 
 
There is an expectation that we will protect our customers from the cost of internal 
leaks and protect the environment from the impact of the wasted water.  Those who 
care strongly about the environment are most likely to be concerned with external 
leaks. Leaks are also a popular reason for contact from customers and there is 
evidence that those who do contact us about a leak are generally more dissatisfied 
with our service in comparison to other areas (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
There was a good level of overall support for Affinity Water’s WRMP. Key 
areas to note from the consultation on the demand side regarding leakage 
were: 

 Customers thought there was a lack of ambition regarding the leakage 
programme. 

 Customers thought there was lack of pace regarding the leakage 
programme. 
 

During our PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the 
right areas for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% 
thought the bill increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested 
and 41% felt they could comfortably afford the increases. There were many 
comments regarding the plans for leakage with the majority of respondents 
feeling the plans were not ambitious enough. 
 

Do our plans diverge? 
The programme for leakage is limited by both cost and deliverability, with 
the current programme going beyond the cost-benefit ratio. This does not 
align with customer insight which looks for us to deliver both a quicker and more 
ambitious programme. 
 
Our plans 
The leakage base investments will deliver an 8% leakage reduction by the 
end of AMP8. The Smart Metering and Network Calming investment AMP8 
programmes will deliver the remaining 8% leakage reduction. This includes: 

o Increased active leakage control. 
o Increased daily alarms. 
o Customer-side leakage support. 
o Increased coverage of pressure management. 
o Network calming. 

 
 
Our planned performance for 2025-30 
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Figure 26: Leakage planned performance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Our ambition – planned industry position 

 
 
Low pressure 
Background 
We have proposed this area as a bespoke performance commitment. This 
performance commitment is designed to incentivise us to improve water pressure for 
properties in areas below 15m head (in the distribution network) and reduce the 
time that those properties experience low pressure.  Low pressure is currently an area 
we measure as a performance commitment across the industry (it is currently 
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measured as properties at risk of receiving low pressure, per 10,000 connections) and 
it is recognised we do not perform very well. We have suggested a bespoke 
performance commitment which provides a new way of measuring that is more 
reflective of the service our customers actually receive and will drive real benefit to 
those who receive a poor service in this area. 
 
What have we heard? 
Most customers are generally happy with their pressure, and it often rates 
fairly low when we test priorities with customers, where it is overshadowed 
by areas such as maintaining water supply and quality. Even when customers 
receive low pressure it is not an area that drives many complaints. However, when 
we prompt customers, they are frustrated by low pressure as they see it impacting 
their daily lives and routines and they want us to do more proactively and 
communicate what we are doing (AFW04). 

 
What did testing tell us?  

Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our 
PR24 consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas 
for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the 
bill increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt 
they could comfortably afford the increases. There were no specific comments 
regarding low pressure. 

 
Do our plans diverge? 
No – our plans aim to focus on the areas we believe will drive real 
improvements for customers and the move to a new way of measuring 
performance which we believe will help us to focus on those key areas. 

 
Our plans 

 Resolve persistent localised low pressure through network changes. 
 Our Connect 2050 programme, as part of the WRMP, will provide 

greater water resilience across known areas of low pressure. 
 Our programme of network calming to reduce emergency intervention, 

causing low pressure incidents.  
 Plans to resolve single points of failure, reduce low pressure incidents, and 

initiate a Competent Operator training programme. 
 
 
Our planned performance for 2025-30 
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Figure 27: Low pressure planned performance 

 

Customer 

Water quality – raw water deterioration 
Background 
We are committed to meeting and exceeding our customers’ expectations for 
wholesome drinking water. Our customers have told us that they trust us to maintain 
the highest standards of water quality, and we take that responsibility seriously. We 
will continue to meet our forecasted Compliance Risk Index (CRI) performance 
commitment targets which are industry leading. 
 
Deterioration of our raw water sources can impact the level of service we provide to 
our customers. We are committed to actively managing deterioration in raw water 
quality to ensure that our customers always have a reliable supply of high-quality 
water. Our ambition is to safeguard the level of service we provide and maintain our 
reputation for excellence in water quality. 
 
Our overarching strategy for raw water deterioration is to maximise opportunities to 
leverage proactive measures to prevent the deterioration of raw water quality 
whenever possible. This will be delivered through multiple workstreams within the 
WINEP programme, including catchment management and positive engagement 
with land users in our catchment areas.   
  
We will continue our regular and comprehensive programme of compliance and 
operational water quality sampling and land use assessments to gain oversight of 
the status of our raw water sources. This will enable us to identify any increase in risk 
and enable us to make a corrective intervention at the earliest opportunity. We will 
then carefully identify the best option balancing cost, risk, and benefit, to maintain 
our asset performance and prevent deterioration of customer service levels within 
our supply zones.  
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Following an assessment of future risks to raw water quality, we have identified eight 
potential causes of deterioration which may materialise over the next 25 years, listed 
below: 
 
Specific Enhancement Expenditure Activities  

Upgrade the treatment processes at surfaceௗwater treatment works to increase resilience toௗclimate 
change driven WQ changes on the River Thames  
Safeguarding sources from increasingௗconcentrations of nitrate  

Safeguarding sources from increasingௗconcentration of contaminants due to plumeௗmigration following 
SRs  
Safeguarding sources from deteriorationௗresulting from 3rdௗparty development activities inௗSource 
Protection Zone (SPZ)1  
Safeguarding sources from deteriorationௗresulting from 3rdௗparty pollution events  

Safeguarding sources from deteriorationௗresulting from drought  

Safeguarding sources from deteriorationௗresulting from flooding – pluvial, fluvial andௗgroundwater  

Protection of gravel wells and otherௗgroundwater sources from saline intrusion  

 
What have we heard? 
Clean, pleasant tasting water is the number one customer priority, but 
customer perceptions are variable and few customers reach out to 
complain.  
 
Customers are largely unaware of the process behind water treatment; they know 
that somehow the water is cleaned but are unsure how. July 2022 research showed 
that some were aware of chemicals like chlorine being added, but beyond that, 
knowledge was sparse, and some even chose not to know (this group preferred to 
drink bottled water). 
 
We do see a mix of views; high quality water does appear to be taken for granted 
(really viewed as a hygiene factor) but when asked how satisfied they are with the 
quality of their water, although perceptions seem to be improving, we still only see 
33% of customers who are satisfied. By digging deeper, this does seem to link to the 
wider experience customers have, such as hardness rather than water quality per se. 
When we have explored deeper in focus groups (Summer 2022), the general feeling 
was this was Affinity Water’s job (to provide safe and clean water), and respondents 
trusted us to make the right decisions (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas for 
improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. There were no comments  comments 
regarding water quality. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
The plans in this area are driven by many external, exogenous factors on the 
raw water quality itself and the changing requirements governing the quality 
of the treated water often influenced by guidance from the DWI. This seems to 
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reflect the sentiment we hear from customers - that they trust us to make the right 
decisions in this area. 
 
Our plans 

 The concentration of nitrate is increasing in the raw water abstracted 
at Kingsdown and Broome Water Treatment Works (WTWs) (both in 
the Dour community), and modelling indicates it will not start to decrease for 
many years to come. We carefully manage this risk, through continuous 
monitoring and turning off sources when necessary, and there is provision in 
the WINEP for some catchment management (CM) schemes in this area for 
AMP8; the benefit from the CM schemes will be realised in the long term and 
will not reduce the amount of nitrate already present in the soil layers from 
historic agricultural use. The water is required to meet the supply-demand 
balance in the area and to maintain resilience of the network. Therefore, we 
plan for new ion-exchange treatment processes at Broome and Kingsdown 
WTW.  

 PFAS (Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances) are compounds found in 
fire-fighting foams and anti-staining coatings for carpets and textiles, among 
other uses. There are multiple PFAS compounds present in some of the 
groundwater aquifers from which we abstract water for supply to customers. 
This is usually the result of diffuse or point-source pollution events which took 
place in the past, although may also be related to ongoing activities. We 
have a monitoring programme in place to understand levels against the new 
advice from the DWI. We are planning to install new treatment at two water 
treatment works in the next AMP to remove PFAS compounds, and we are 
planning to carry out research into treatment opportunities at two further 
sites. 

 
 
Our planned performance for 2025-2030 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 28: CRI planned performance 
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Our ambition – planned industry position 
 

 

Water quality – lead 
Background 
Lead pipe was commonly used in the UK for water supply systems until the 1970s; it is 
an excellent plumbing material and rarely needs to be removed and replaced due 
to leakage. Thus, much of the original lead pipe is still in place in properties built 
before this time. The water quality risk associated with lead pipes is that lead can 
leach into the water supply and contaminate it when water stands in the lead pipes 
for prolonged periods of time (e.g., overnight). Lead is a toxic metal which can 
cause a range of health problems and for which there is no ‘safe’ limit, although 
there is a regulatory limit in place of 10μg/l and the DWI would like to see this 
reduced to 5ug/l in the future. 
 
We currently manage this risk by dosing orthophosphoric acid into water supplied to 
high-risk zones, which limits the plumbo-solvency of the water and thereby the 
concentration of lead in the water at customers' taps. In the future, it is likely that 
these types of chemicals will become increasingly expensive and difficult to source. 
The long-term, sustainable solution is a carefully planned programme of lead pipe 
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removal so that the orthophosphoric acid dosing is no longer required and the risk 
from lead pipes is removed permanently. 
 
Whilst we have started to remove lead from our network, significant numbers of lead 
pipes still remain. The largest proportion of lead material is present as supply pipes 
(pipes that run from the boundary to the internal stop valve) and communication 
pipes (the pipes that run from our water mains to the property boundary). We 
estimate there are approximately 312,000 lead communication and supply pipes in 
our region; at the current unit costs it would cost around £1.3bn to replace all of 
them. 
 
Our ambition is to go beyond the regulatory requirement, supporting the DWI’s 
ambition of achieving a lead-free society.  
 
Our lead ambition for the next 25 years will be a critical stepping stone to support 
this journey to a lead-free society, whilst taking account of customer views and 
balancing the costs, benefits and significant deliverability challenge associated with 
removing all lead pipes. Our ambition is to remove all lead supply and 
communication pipes from customer properties in our 11 highest risk water supply 
zones by 2050. This is estimated to be approximately 76,000 pipes, which is 25% of the 
remaining lead within our network. 

 
What have we heard? 
Lead replacement was ranked as the highest priority when customers 
explored enhancement areas of the plan and this reflects the highest 
overall priority we see more widely for clean, safe, drinking water. Just over half of 
respondents are aware that there are lead pipes in the Affinity area and most had 
either checked for them or had them removed. 48% of participants in the study 
opted for the highest possible level of investment when allocating spend to the 
different investment areas. This does conflict with previous research, which showed a 
much lower level of awareness and concern, but this earlier insight was less robust. 
(AFW04). 

 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas for 
improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. There were no comments regarding lead 
specifically. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
Our programme will not progresss as quickly as our customers would like 
because we will need to balance cost with deliverability constraints (lead 
pipe replacement is a disruptive activity) as well as affordability.  
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Our plans 
Our proactive strategy to remove lead from properties in our 11 high-risk 
zones will be delivered as a programme of work across a 20-year period 
from 2030-2050. We will remove the communication pipe and offer to remove the 
customers’ supply pipe at the same time. This will be delivered alongside two 
programmes of reactive work which will begin in AMP8: 
 

• Replace communication pipes when sample results exceed 10μg/l, and offer 
to  replace the supply pipe. This base expenditure activity is expected to 
average around 50 properties per year (250 per AMP) based on the historic 
rate of samples measured over 10μg/l. 

• Replace communication pipes when sample results are 5-10μg/l, and offer to 
replace the supply pipe. This enhancement expenditure activity is expected 
to average circa 100 properties per year (500 per AMP). 

 

Water quality – aesthetics (including hardness) 
Background 
We recognise the significant challenges to maintain strong performance for 
customer contacts about water quality. We have failed to meet the current 
performance commitment in the first two years of AMP7. We believe this was due to 
the Covid-19 pandemic and period of lockdown and the subsequent increasing 
demand. Water contacts increased during this period, and we think this was due to 
greater numbers of people being at home and an increase in the overall awareness 
and concern over all aspects of health and wellbeing. The baseline contact 
however, has not reduced to pre-Covid-19 levels and this is likely to be the result of 
more people remaining at home.  
 
In looking forward, we are conscious that to fulfil our Water Resources Management 
Plan (WRMP) we will be moving water further bytransferring river water north into 
areas historically served by ground water. Additionally, we will be using our new 
Sundon conditioning plant which will enable the transfer of water to a wider part of 
our supply network. Whilst the water quality will continue to achieve the required 
standards set out in the CRI, these changes result in a change in taste and feel to 
customers. Therefore, our target is to maintain the existing level of contact and 
mitigate the impact of the widescale changes we are making to our operations.  

 
What have we heard? 
Customer opinion appears to be highly variable and the delivery of high 
quality water is taken as a given. We have very few water quality contacts 
at our call centre (only 0.2% of calls are about water quality) however although we 
have recently seen customer satisfaction with water quality at its highest point in 
three years (from our annual surveys) still only just over a third of respondents, (37.3%) 
say they are satisfied with their water quality. The Sundon water taste-testing survey 
(February 2020) found that the customers interviewed were generally happy with 
their water taste and smell; their only complaint being the hardness.  
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Hardness does seem to be the possible reason for the variablity we see in customer 
opinions on water quality. Even though hardness is not technically a safety issue, the 
two are often intrinsically linked by respondents. To further support this when water 
quality was discussed on the Water Community, participants identified five 
components to water quality: safety, clarity, reliability, softness, and taste.  Softness 
was the only area they told us we did not deliver on and most did not understand 
why this was not the case. Many felt it would solve problems such as leaks, 
appliance system breakages and reduce environmental damage due to the use of 
fewer chemicals to wash and clean and few people understood that hard water 
has health benefits. 
  
However, when we have asked customers to focus on areas for potential investment 
hard water improvements came 4th out of the five options shared. When discussed 
in depth about how to achieve softer water (such as using chemicals, employing 
high energy treatment, and the subsequent costs) respondents became  happier 
maintaining the status quo (AFW04). 
 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas 
for improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. There were no significant comments 
regarding water quality in the responses. 
 
Do our plans diverge? 
We hear conflicting views from customers with overall satifaction regarding 
water quality being low but when we have deeper discussions on solutions 
regarding treatment for hardness there seems to be a preference for the status quo. 
Our plans do potentially diverge from what customers want – this is due to overall 
affordability constraints –softening all water would be a significant investment and 
bill impact and although we know hardness does cause our customers concern we 
do not feel we have the sanction from them to increase investment in this area 
currently. 
 
Our plans 
 Proactive customer communications regarding hardness and other 

water aesthetic issues. 
 Proactive flushing of water network mains to remove aluminium. 
 Monitoring of water treatment site standards. 
 Mobile app to allow technicians to check assets such as fire hydrants/valves etc 

(MOTS). 
 Competent Operator Programme. 
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Our planned performance for 2025-2030 
 

Figure 29: Water quality contacts planned performance 
 
 

Our ambition – planned industry position 

 
 

 

 
Affordability – bills and tariffs 
Background 
We have a long history of providing targeted support for those who are really 
struggling to pay their water bills.  We have a large number of schemes and projects, 
and work with trusted partners, to enable us to offer a wide range of support, 
whether on a temporary or a longer-term basis. 
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We know from our insight research what our customers’ priorities are, that customers 
want fair bills, to pay for necessary investment, and provide help to those struggling 
to pay.  
 
Previously, customers have told us that they prefer to pay for things when they use 
them, and they don’t want to delay bill increases that that would then fall to future 
generations to pay.  During the cost-of-living crisis, we have seen attitudes shift 
somewhat in this area, and customers are now much more open to the idea of 
spreading things out and paying for things over a longer period of time. 
 
The cost-of-living crisis has also sharpened attitudes towards how we spend 
customers’ money.  Customers want to be reassured more than ever that we are 
spending money wisely and want to see more evidence of the results of the 
investment.  Customers do still want water supplies to be maintained and the 
environment to be protected, they don’t want to see a reduction in investment, but 
they do want to be reassured, and proof provided, that it’s all necessary and done 
in the most efficient way. 
 
A large scale two-year trial of a rising block tariff is being launched in Autumn 2023.  
It is primarily designed to look at affordability and if costs for supporting those on 
social tariffs can be covered by the highest water consumers rather than spreading 
it equally amongst the customer base, thus reducing bills for the majority.   
 
What have we heard? 
Customers are open to more progressive tariffs, but they need to be 
transparent and justified. Whilst only a small proportion of customers think 
that the current flat rate per litre system is unfair, there are also calls to do more to 
make the highest users pay more for their excess use. There is also some reticence 
towards the standing charge.  Most participants from our online community would 
prefer a purely volumetric model, even with a small per-litre rise in cost where the 
cost is entirely usage based.  
 
Even those who are more positive towards the standing charge recognise there is a 
need to pay for areas that are not directly linked to usage, but feel it is unfair that 
this isn’t modified for usage, with larger houses paying more. Customers are open to 
the idea of a split rate tariff as they see it as fair and are keen for water companies 
to take charge to reduce water usage, although there are also concerns over how 
essential/non-essential uses are defined, and how these would be managed. 
 
50% off our online community participants felt a rising block tariff would be a fairer 
system than the current flat rate, and would be effective at reducing demand, and 
many believed they would not pay more under such a system.  However, it was 
noted that noone considered themselves a high-volume user; it was always ‘others’ 
who had excessive usage(AFW04). 

 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas for 
improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
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increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. We heard many comments regarding 
concerns over cost and affordability in response to the consutation (note the bill 
impact tested at consultation was £30 over the 5 year period). 

 
Do our plans diverge? 
Our programme is limited by deliverability and overall acceptance, so we 
are proposing a number of trials to explore in greater depth the options that 
work best for our customers in terms of introducing tariffs. We have also looked 
across the plan to reduce cost with a decreased bill impact in the business plan 
submission compared to that tested during consultation. 

 
Our plans 

 Social tariff - likely to be a ‘baseline’ national single social tariff in 
addition to our current tariff. We have committed to the principle of 
‘no customer being worse off’ regardless of how plans develop. 
 

 Rising block tariff trial – a trial with 1,500 customers in Stevenage to test 
whether an increasing price for water encourages customers to use less.  The 
price is set such that only very high users pay more and most customers will 
pay less, helping with affordability concerns. 
 

 Four tariff innovation trials in 2025 - 2030: 
o Green tariff - customers would make an additional, voluntary 

contribution to their water bills. We would use the receipts to fund 
social and environmental improvement schemes not already included 
within price limits.  

o Seasonal tariff - harnessing the new technology and capabilities of 
smart water meters, we plan to trial a seasonal tariff that would fix a 
premium price for short periods, when unusually hot weather is 
forecast. We would test whether short-term price signals can help 
curtail demand at peak times. 

o Demand reduction competition - customers achieving a target 
percentage demand reduction would receive a reward payment or 
be entered into a prize draw for a substantial prize.  The trial would 
show whether behavioural change is best enhanced by bill credits or 
the prospect of a larger prize .    

o Demand reduction auction - business customers would bid a price 
they would like to receive for reducing water demand. Bids would be 
ranked in price order. Calling bids during times of peak demand would 
help Affinity manage high demand. 

 

Affordability – supporting those in vulnerable circumstances 
Background 
We have a long history of commitment to the principle of using social tariffs to help 
customers struggling to pay their bills.  We were an early adopter of social tariffs and 
currently have one of the highest proportions of take-ups in our customer base.  In 
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more recent years, the number of customers on social tariffs has settled at around 
90,000. 
 
We have also been an active participant in discussions over a proposed national 
social tariff. At present, a national social tariff has not been developed, but we 
commit to adopting any such tariff as and when it is developed.  It is likely that the 
national tariff would be a 'baseline' tariff, which would be added to the current 
scheme that we have in place.  We commit to the principle that no customer will be 
worse off when any national tariff is adopted. 
 
Customers are increasingly concerned that support is targeted to the most 
vulnerable, and that there is adequate protection for those struggling. Although 
recent research shows that customers view our potential bill increases as modest 
when compared to, for example, energy bills, any increase must be reasonable.  
Customers are looking to companies to ensure the cost of the service is spread fairly 
over the customer base, for example, through use of metering and rising block tariffs, 
to ensure those who use excessive amounts, also pay more. 
 
Over the course of 2022, the cost-of-living crisis emerged and quickly deepened as 
the impacts of both the Covid-19 pandemic and the war in Ukraine began.  We 
took action to directly help those customers likely to be the most affected and put 
the following measures in place, effective from April 2023: 
 

 Provided a £50 one-off bill credit to 30,000 customers targeted at those who 
we identified, through our data, would require extra support such as those 
who were in a negative budget or who were disproportionately affected by 
the cost-of-living.  We are also working with trusted partners who identify 
eligible households for example those who qualify for a fuel poverty voucher 
due to their circumstances. This will offset about 25% of the water bill and for 
an average water and waste bill this will reduce their monthly payment by 
approx. £6 per month. 

 Price-froze the standing charge, benefiting those with lower usage and 
allowing customers more control over their bills through managing 
consumption. 

 Social tariff – increased our level of discount for the water element of the bill 
to 60% for households in the most need, typically single adult families or 
households. We aim to proactively identify 3000 households who would 
benefit from this tariff during 23/24 and, by March 2025, we anticipate that 
around 130,000 customers in total will benefit from either a 40% or 60% 
reduction in their bills. 

 
What have we heard? 
Difficulty paying bills is widespread and increasing.  In 2019, 3 million 
households (approximately 11%) across the UK struggled to pay water bills. 
Before the Covid-19 pandemic, it was estimated that 12% (roughly 1 in 8) customers 
were in water poverty (where the water bill is more than 3% of household income). 
By October 2022, 20% of customers said they were struggling to pay water bills, and 
the proportion claiming to struggle with any bill rose from 12% in December 2021, to 
25%.  Nearly 1 in 3 also expect that their finances will get a lot worse in the next year, 
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rising to two thirds if those who acknowledge they are less financially stable are 
included. 

Lack of awareness and personal pride are stopping people getting help - Ofwat’s 
December 2022 survey showed that only 28% of bill payers in England and Wales 
were aware of support for those struggling to pay bills; a reduction of 5% since 
December 2021. A 2020 survey of our customers showed that 42% were aware of the 
social tariff, whilst other research showed more than 7 in 10 of those who said 
their bills were not affordable were unaware of our assistance programmes. 
 
Discussions around support options were cautiously positive - those with struggling 
finances wanted arrangements that fitted around their incomes, and emphasised 
the need for sympathy, rather than being just another case number.  Recent 
willingness to pay research has shown a value of £13 for cross subsidy (AFW04). 
 
When testing views on extensions to the social tariff scheme we found: 

 Extending eligibility to include customers receiving PIP or DLA, along with a 
combined fixed and one-off payment at an additional £2 per year 
contribution amount was supported by around 45% of the customer base.  

 Keeping the current scheme but with a higher contribution of an additional 
£2 per year had a lower level of support of around 33% of the customer base.  

 In general, the strongest level of support for extending the scheme was 
observed for options that expanded eligibility to include customers receiving 
disability payments, followed by inclusion of customers who were in 
potentially vulnerable financial circumstances but not supported by other 
schemes. 

 
What did testing tell us?  
Through our qualitative testing, 73% of our customers found our proposed 
plan to be acceptable and 44% found it to be affordable. During our PR24 
consultation 59% of customers thought we were focusing on the right areas for 
improvement, 52% thought we had the right targets in place, 39% thought the bill 
increases were reasonable given the improvements suggested and 41% felt they 
could comfortably afford the increases. We heard many comments regarding 
concerns over cost and affordability and especially highlighting those who were in 
vulnerable financial positions (note the bill impact tested at consultation was £30 
over the 5-year period).  

 
Do our plans diverge? 
Our plans are still evolving – we have seen a sharp increase in willingness to 
pay to provide cross-subsidies to support those in the most vulnerable 
circumstances from £8 to £13 which we plan to partly use but we want to test further 
how we utilise this money across a number of different options as we currently do not 
have a clear direction from the research conducted to date. 

 
Our plans 

 We have strong support from our customers for the principle of cross 
subsidy to those who are in need.  In 2023-24 the level of cross subsidy 
is around £5, per customer, and recent WTP research has confirmed 
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customers support an increase up to £13. We are conscious of the Defra 
guidance that indicates a cap of 1.5% of bills on any cross subsidy, which at 
around £2.50 is already being exceeded, and our plans will increase that 
further. We note proposals to remove that cap, and to conduct national 
research to gain support for the national cross subsidised social tariff. Should 
these proposals not be adopted, we think that having committed to ensuring 
no customer is worse off, and given we are experiencing a continuing cost of 
living crisis, that with our customers support we should continue with our plans. 
 

 In considering our strategy for social tariffs, we have taken the decision to 
reverse our policy on removing access to the social tariff for customers who 
do not keep up with payments. We set out this policy in the past to incentivise 
customers to continue paying. We consider in the current climate removing 
help from customers who cannot pay is not helpful, and this is likely to lead to 
a growth in customers on the social tariff of around 10,000 - 15,000 per year.  
This will increase the number of customers on social tariffs by 2030 to between 
140,000 and 175,000, which can be accommodated within the cross subsidy. 
 

 With any remaining cross subsidy, we will continue to consult with customers 
on how we should use it.  Initial research indicates customers favour extending 
the scheme eligibility to include customers receiving disability payments, 
followed by inclusion of customers who are in potentially vulnerable financial 
circumstances but not supported by other schemes, but we want to 
understand customers views further. We will prioritise support based on our 
customers views. 
 

 We are also committed to exploring fairer and more fit for purpose ways of 
charging customers. We are trialling an innovative rising block tariff, which we 
will roll out to a wider customer base if the trial shows positive results.   

 
 

Communities 

Building trust and transparency 
Background 
Trust in the industry is at an all-time low, partly due to the shift in attitudes towards 
combined sewer outfalls, which are affecting perception of Affinity Water even 
though we are a water only supplier.  We need to continue to build trust and 
transparency with our customers and stakeholders, by sharing more data on 
performance and tackling areas of particular concern, for example leakage. 
 
The start of this decade in 2020 marked a new chapter in the history of Affinity Water. 
Following the very challenging 2019 price review, we began a journey to redefine 
who we are and what we stand for, to endeavour to be more than just a supplier of 
water.  
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Our extensive research with customers shows us that they expect us to do more to 
take care of the environment, whilst continuing to provide a high-quality supply of 
water. 
 
We centred our new social purpose with the environment at its core – concentrating 
our efforts to provide sustainable water for future generations and lead on restoring 
local rivers, such as our globally rare chalk streams and ensuring bills are fair and 
affordable for all.  
 
Our research with customers and stakeholders also led us to develop our Strategic 
Direction Statement (SDS) to 2050 early in the AMP. Our SDS includes four ambition 
statements which were shaped by customers and stakeholders and provided a 
guiding path for the development of our Business Plan 2025 – 2030.  
 
We started this process much earlier than in previous AMPs and engaged with 
thousands of customers and stakeholders throughout to refine our draft Business Plan 
and put us in a good position for the upcoming Price Review. We are confident that 
our plan is robust, credible and in line with what our customers and stakeholders 
expect us to deliver.  
 
Our business plan 2025 – 2030 is our most ambitious to date. It sets out an investment 
programme nearly twice the investment of the current AMP focused on our 
customer needs, taking care of the environment, improving network and water 
resource resilience, and working with our communities to create value for the local 
economy and society. While we know the increased investment requirements will 
put pressure on customer bills, we are working hard to make sure we have a wide 
range of support available for customers to help keep bills affordable. 
 
 
What have we heard? 
Our customers believe that trust for corporations is on three pillars: ethics, integrity, 
transparency. Ethics is about treating everyone, customers, and employees, fairly, 
and putting principles before profits, going beyond the bare minimum to ‘do the 
right thing’.  
 
Integrity is related to this, focusing on a high level of commitment to brand values, 
e.g., taking responsibility for actions, fixing mistakes, respecting & understanding 
customer grievances through effective communication.   
 
Trusted companies are those that have demonstrated reliability and exceptional 
customer service; companies without trust are associated with poor customer 
service, environmental damage, unethical use of customer data and poor websites. 
 
Transparency is key, our customers have expressed multiple times that they’d 
appreciate us being more open with our communications. 
 
Building trust may be a challenge due to people being unaware of who their water 
company is, a remote and hands-off relationship and lack of interest in knowing 
more. Only 3 in 10 customers say they want to know more about us. 
 



 

 
64 

Our plans 
We do not have specific investment plans to address this area but more about our 
company polices and overall strategy and how we operate as we move into AMP8, 
the delivery of investments and communication about the services we provide are 
key in improving this area.



 

 

Annex: Your questions – our answers from YWYS event 6 May 2023 
No. Topic Your question Our answer 
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Given Affinity Water has had to manage the worst 
incident of bromide contamination in Europe at 
Ellenbrook Fields, why is there no mention of this in 
their plan, especially given the last 10 years of 
scavenging at Bishops Rise has had little effect on the 
contamination. Why is there also no mention of the 
fact that Affinity Water effectively have to waste 9 
million litres of water a day dealing with the bromide 
pollution. Shouldn’t that be referenced in the plan so 
that the general public are aware of this?  

We agree it was the biggest ground water pollution in Europe at the time. We scavenge water at 
our Hatfield site and believe that it has been effective. It draws the pollution to that site where 
we can treat that water and protect a number of our other sites where the pollution would have 
been diffused through the aquifer to get to the other sites. It’s a long-term situation that we are 
managing and working with the Environment Agency to ensure the polluting party does their 
part and we are pushing them hard get to a permanent resolution for this issue in Hatfield. 

2 We are a new organisation which is forming because 
we are seeing all the impacts of HS2 on the Colne 
Valley and the Pinn and the Misbourne. The Colne 
Valley is an area where the pollutant levels are raising 
all the time and we are seeing the Affinity Water plant 
at Blackford has been closed down since May 2021. 
Affinity Water has huge extra treatment facilities at 
Northmoor and Westhide to cope with HS2 pollution. 
None of this is in the Management Plan or Business 
Plan. There is nowhere we can see this information 
and we are really concerned and would like Affinity 
Water to publish raw data for raw water at each of 
your pumping stations. That would be helpful for us 

We have taken a precautionary approach with HS2 as they have gone through the Colne 
Valley. The sites mentioned have been there as there as a protection measure as we were not 
sure whether the works would affect our sites or not. Similarly for the Blackford Group, that site 
was turned off as we thought there might be an impact. We are now at a stage where the 
tunnelling has gone beyond those sites and in a position to see whether we need to continue 
operating those sites. Early indications show we don’t need all the treatment works. While we 
don’t know the group, we are happy to discuss issues related to ground water results that we 
have and what it means for the Colne Valley going forward.  

3 400,000 smart meters proposed is a small proportion of 
your total customers. Why is the initial figure so low, 
and how are you going to roll those out across your 
supply area? Are you going to be targeting people 
that use more than average water? 

Over 3 regulatory periods, (15 years), we intend to install 1.5 million smart meters, which is almost 
90% of households over 3 AMPS. The 400,000 smart meters represents about 24% of our supply 
population. This will be conducted over the next 5 years from 2025. We will target areas where 
there will be high leakage or areas of high usage. We are currently working up the plans on 
where we will direct those smart meters and where we will get the biggest benefit for our 
customers and the environment. 



 

 

4 I am thinking of a long-term scheme and the big 
picture – The GUC idea is fantastic. Are there more 
talks going on with all the rest of the other water 
companies around the country because we are 
historically short of reservoirs in this area. Are there 
other areas in the country where other companies 
have reservoirs or space where reservoirs can be built 
and move things around a little bit more through 
collaborative working? 

We are pleased that you think the Grand Union Canal (“GUC”) scheme is fantastic. The GUC is a 
scheme to take water from Severn Trent that would otherwise go out to the sea and use this 
1800s infrastructure to bring water into our sites where we can treat it and use it to supply our 
customers. The GUC is part of the bigger picture. We are working as part of a regional planning 
group and part of Water Resources East (“WRE”) and Water Resources Southeast (“WRSE”). These 
regional planning groups are all preparing regional plans and encouraging companies to work 
together to consider transfers, not just between the companies in those regions, but more 
broadly. We encourage you to have a look at the WRSE/WSE plans for more detail.   There are 
Severn to Thames transfers on the cards and Thames to Affinity transfers on the cards associated 
with the Southeast strategic regional option reservoir. The scheme could potentially benefit 
Thames Water, Severn Trent, and us. There are lots of detail in those regional planning documents 
and we are pleased to say we are getting cross company collaboration on the plans. 

5 You outlined that you lost a 100 million litres of 
resource in recent years. Can you explain, how much 
of that resource is replaced by the canal transfer and 
what benefit from the intended Oxfordshire reservoir 
will provide to your supply side replacement. 

In the period from 1990 to the end of this regulatory period (2025), we have given up almost 
100m litres of groundwater a day. However, that’s not our plan going forward, we recognise we 
ought to do more and are at a point now where to give up further ground water to leave more 
water in the environment, we have to able to replace that water. The schemes that you are 
talking about, the GUC and the Southeast strategic reservoir option are both big solutions that 
allow us and other companies to give up more water. The GUC is either a 50 million litre or 100 
million litre a day option. The Southeast strategic reservoir would be of a similar size and would 
enable us to replace that water. 

6 Is there a plan to retrofit homes from government or 
water companies beyond a few gimmicks and is the 
reduction of 50 million litres per day in addition to any 
increased demand as well?  

In terms of retrofitting homes, the customers in our region use more water than anywhere else in 
the country. They use about 158 litres per head per day. We would like to collaborate with 
customers to get that down to 110 litres per day, which is ambitious. However, government has a 
part to play. We need help with building regulations, water efficiency labelling and ensuring that 
we are not continuing to exacerbate the problem as we continue to build houses in our region. 
We are actively lobbying government on those points as without this, achieving 110 litres per day 
will be difficult.  On the reduction of 50 million litres per day, we have already reduced 100 million 
litres a day from 1990 to 2025. In the plan that we are proposing, there is a further 35 million litres 
per day and our environmental destination goes out in a range between 260 and 400 million 
litres a day.   We will be working hard to pull together a digital app similar to electricity apps to 
monitor customer usage from the smart meter device and hopefully that will help reduce 
demand going forward. 



 

 

7 Can you say what Affinity Water is doing to address 
non-household demand? 

Non-household demand is a new measure for us going into next regulatory period. We will be 
focusing very much on leakage and per capita consumption; them being the two primary 
measures we will be driving to reduce the demand side of the supply and demand balance 
equation. Going forward, we will propose some relatively stretching targets to take the 
approaches we have now tried and evaluated with our household customers and encourage 
businesses to reduce demand. We have had some pilot programmes on this and done some 
work with caravan parks in the east of our supply region and have had great results, particularly 
in the cold weather where a lot of the plumbing is outside and helping them reduce demand. 
We are confident that it’s an area we have some track record in and believe we can do more in 
the next period to reduce non-household demand. We are also rolling out smart meters to non-
household customers to help them understand and better manage their demand. 
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I am concerned about the impact on climate change 
and our use of water on chalk streams and our 
environment. Climate change will result in retro winters 
and wetter summers. What are you doing to prevent 
overwhelmed rivers and sewage treatment in the 
winter and excessive drought on aquifers in the 
summer? 

Chalk streams are important to us, and we recognise the importance of climate change to us, 
including the potential impact on supply in cold winters and hot summers and influencing the 
demand for water for customers. Our Water Resources Management Plan (“WRMP”) takes in to 
account climate change and how we will manage demand and supply in the future. Our 
programme of reducing abstraction has resulted in us making significant reductions to date and 
we plan to continue those reductions beyond 2025. Alongside that, the river restoration work and 
catchment management work we are doing in partnership with the Environment Agency, and 
other catchment partners is important to protect soil health and make our catchments more 
resilient. We have an established programme of environmental monitoring, where we review 
results, take those learnings, and build on them as we go forward. 

2 In St Albans, we are concerned about the 
Verulamium Park, and the River Ver. I know you are 
collaborating with partners from the Environment 
Agency, but can you give us an update on how 
Affinity Water is progressing with plans on abstraction 
of the aquifers along the river Ver and how this affects 
the nearby allotments in the area. 

We have already made some significant abstraction reductions from the River Ver. We stopped 
abstraction in the early1990s and again in 2016, we stopped abstraction from one of our sources 
upstream in St Albans. In the next couple of years, by 2025, we have further reductions that we 
will be implementing from our sources in the area. There is some infrastructure work going on in 
the area that will help facilitate further reductions. The work is on track to deliver the reductions 
by December 2024. The Environment Agency is leading on the river restoration work, and we can 
provide further details if that would be helpful. 

3 I am concerned that we have this scheme to bring 
untreated effluent down the canal system, that will 
then be abstracted and turned into our drinking water 
when in fact we have something in the region of 10 
million megalitres or 4/5 million gallons at peak 
coming through the aquifer system to keep the canal 
system topped up, much of which goes to waste 
because of the poor state of the locks to lock the 
gates on the canal system. It seems a bit 
counterintuitive to me that we will be bringing down 
untreated effluent out to take out for drinking water 

The options for future sources of water to meet future demand and to facilitate abstraction 
reductions have gone through a detailed screening process, along with the Environment 
Agency. Most of the catchments in our central region are considered in terms of new abstraction 
licenses and we work closely with the Environment Agency to identify suitable solutions that can 
be included within the Water Resources Management Plan. Some local recirculation schemes 
were not considered to meet the criteria. 



 

 

when we have got that resource available to us 
straight from groundwater 

4 I have a real interest in nature, and I am conscious 
that, particularly private companies are going to 
potentially look at expressing their relationship, 
dependencies, and impact on nature through this 
new form of disclosure, the task force on nature-
related financial disclosures, which is going to be a 
challenge, I suspect for many companies. I notice 
that United Utilities have embraced the task force 
activity and has become a member of their forum 
and have been involved and issued a position 
statement. You have done a lot of work on chalk 
streams, and I wondered what your views are about 
this and whether you are doing things that you 
haven’t talked about yet? I could not find anything 
on your website or in your documents.  

We do a bit of work from a nature-based perspective, particularly on river restoration aspects 
that were mentioned earlier in our CEO introduction. Companies are doing varied projects now, 
but we collaborate with other companies and will look to implement the disclosure.  
We have started our journey on Environmental, Social and Governance (“ESG”) metrics and 
have done a lot of work in the last year to pull that together. For the PR24 Business Plan, we are 
making sure that we can articulate and quantify all our investments in terms of the six capitals 
and we will be including the detail in our Business Plan. We have some ambitious plans to 
improve our annual reporting year on year to include items such as the task force for reporting 
metrics. 

5 Are there any areas along the coast or rivers that 
Affinity Water are responsible for that you let either 
waste or any other type of drainage go into a sea or 
river. If there are, what is being done to clean this 
water either before it goes into the sea or rivers or stop 
this going into the sea or rivers?  

We are a water supply only company so in our supply area, Thames Water, Anglian Water and 
Southern Water deal with the wastewater provision. Discharging wastewater to coastal areas or 
rivers falls outside of our services. We recognise the concerns you raise and recognise that we 
have an important role to play in improving the quality of our rivers. This is a focus of the 
catchment management and nature-based solutions that we are looking to include in our 
Business Plan going forward. We are also building on our river restoration work, collaborating with 
farmers and landowners to improve the quality of our rivers. 

6 Affinity Water collects the wastewater element of the 
bill on behalf of Thames Water, so what influence if 
any do we have on Thames Water to improve the 
poor record of water impacting on the waterways 
within the Affinity Water areas of supply?  

From a wastewater perspective, this would be for Thames Water in terms of their performance. 
However, we do interact since we collectively own the waterways and have a vested interest in 
the raw water quality and impacts that might have in terms of how we treat that water. In terms 
of the billing aspect, we jointly bill for sewage in partnership with Thames Water, Southern Water 
and Anglian Water. We collaborate with them to try join the bill together so that it is simple, 
explainable, and understandable for our customers. We recognise we have to improve that 
area. Our bill format needs to be more explicit about our provision; water versus wastewater and 



 

 

sewage, how the bill splits and what the price is made up of. We will be collaborating with those 
companies in partnership over the next series of years to make that clearer on our bill tariff. 

7 Given that net zero and climate change is something 
which most individual customers don’t understand, I 
think with the amount of green washing that is 
happening, customers really need engagement with 
Affinity Water. What are you doing with your investors 
in informing, in a transparent manner, the actions you 
are conducting to address the climate change 
situation. When stakeholders don’t trust you, all 
communications from your company will come out as 
greenwashing. This came out recently with 
investments on VERA dropping by 40% as their position 
on carbon and net zero came into question. How are 
you engaging in making things simple and 
transparent, even if you are on the backfoot? The 
lack of transparency may result in customers taking 
extreme positions to get the company’s attention.  

We have a Strategic Direction Statement (“SDS”) which sets out our ambitions to be net zero by 
2045 and reduce our operational emissions by 2030 for net zero. It is an ambitious challenge and 
an objective one. However, we have noticeably clear measures and interventions to get to that 
point. We do want to go as fast as we can but there is a collective effort from industry on the 
matter and we are playing our part but realise that we are a water only company. There are 
principles that we must think about, such as lowering emissions via renewable energy. We have a 
renewable programme of solar fields on some of our sites, which is ongoing. We have put a lot of 
effort into how we can be more energy efficient, with our pumps that we use to move water 
around, or our treatment plants that process the water. We are paying a lot of attention to the 
carbon footprint and how we can reduce that. The other aspect is on reducing emissions, having 
meter-based solutions, and how we create habitats for wildlife. We have a clear strategy on 
what we intend to do over the next number of years, for example, moving our vans to electric 
amongst a number of other activities. 
On Green washing and building trust with customers and shareholders: – We are the first 
company to be officially registered as EU taxonomy aligned, which means we had our 
investment programme and profile checked against EU standards to review if we met our claims 
for green credentials. We are on a journey to improve our annual reporting.  
We also need to make it clearer and simpler for our customers to be transparent about where to 
go to for the information required and that it is consistent with everything, we are saying in our 
Business Plan. Our commitment is that it will be great to connect with you so we can understand 
where you see those differences and help us shape those communications going forward.  

8 Last year, Affinity Water, during the summer, despite 
my requests, refused to introduce water use 
restrictions in the Colne catchment, claiming the 
aquifer levels to be acceptable. At that time, every 
one of the chalk streams and the river Colne itself 
were dry in places and in some cases for significant 
distances. Do you also consider that was acceptable 
and might action taken by you have reduced the 
environmental impact? 

We have a drought management plan which sets out the actions we should take during a 
drought. The plan also sets out triggers on which we would implement different actions, for 
example, on the supply side by increasing the resource or the demand side by reducing the 
demand. In this case while the ground water levels were below average, this did not meet the 
trigger points that would require us to implement a Temporary Use Ban (TUB) or hosepipe ban. 
We were monitoring the situation closely in tandem with other water companies in the southeast, 
through the regional groups that we work in collaboratively. A new Drought Management Plan 
has been approved and will be published on our website soon and will include a new 
environmental stress trigger, which recognises the need to take account of environmental 
pressures early on. There are some step changes in the new plan. 



 

 

9 Surely stopping leaks is a higher priority than carbon 
neutrality of the company. Why is the leakage 
reduction so small in 2030 when the company is 
completely carbon neutral. 

Over the previous 5 years to 2020, we delivered the biggest reduction in leakage in the industry 
at 15%. We have similarly committed to make the biggest reduction in leakage this period of an 
additional 20%. We are pleased to announce that we have the results for year 3 and we are 
ahead of target, and we are confident that we will achieve 20% reduction in the period. We 
recognise it’s not enough and there is more work to do. Therefore, we have committed to 
reduce leakage by 50% overall and the next period will take another step towards that. We have 
similar ambitions for net zero. We said we will be net zero for operational emissions by 2030 and 
achieve full net zero by 2045. We have some stretching targets and new technologies will need 
to address some of the challenges we face. We do not underestimate the challenge we face, so 
we welcome your challenge to push us harder to deliver faster. 

10 My question is about your water sources which are 
licensed such as Ickenham water source, which is 
licenced with 12.5 million litres a day, but nothing can 
be drawn because of existing pollution and there is a 
commitment from government to get that water 
source good quality by 2027. Are you aware of any 
plans to do that and are you working with anyone to 
do that?  

We have been able to manage in the short term without that source. We are working with the 
Environment Agency in reviewing historic ground water contamination issues and making sure 
that we understand those areas and where possible, follow the “polluter pays” principle to 
recover costs. The issues are complex and take years to resolve. We will be actively collaborating 
with local authorities and the Environment Agency to review the challenges and ensure water 
quality standards are met. 
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Given Stevenage has the highest per capita use in the 
UK, how do you change people’s behaviour. Save our 
Streams is laudable, but you are preaching to the 
converted. For example, my neighbour spent 4 hours 
pressure washing his patio last weekend, then drained 
and filled his hot tub, so how do you get the message 
through to people like that?  

From our perspective, we have several behavioural campaigns that we have pulled together, so 
Save our Streams is a good example of what we are trying to link the environment with to save 
water and reduce demand. The other aspect is we have an ambitious plan in terms of smart 
meters which we have already covered but we also have an interesting tariff trial development 
which will commence in the next couple of months.  
Behavioural campaigns are used to inform customers to use water wisely. We are trying to 
financially incentivise our customers through the tariff trial to consider their water use. The tariff 
trial launched is called WaterSave. It’s in a relatively limited area now and what we aim to do 
with that is to essentially offer customers a trial of 3 blocks of charges. So equivalent to an exotic 
standard charge, say for basic hygiene needs or 3 months of an annual tariff will be for free. 
There is a block in the middle, which is on the current normal charge but as soon as customers 
start using excessive amounts of water (the top 10% of usage), we increase the unit rate charge 
for that water significantly. The reason for the trial is for us to understand what point an increase 
in unit rate charge will start to change customers’ behaviour. We also have other ideas about 
how we can use different tariff structures and charging mechanisms to combine the ambition of 
using water wisely and affordability charges employed. 
We are collaborating with customers to show them the education elements of the impact on the 
environment and how they can help and support to reduce water usage and marry that up with 
a tariff; use more pay more. We have a duty of responsibility to bring that information to the 
customers, making it more explicit and clearer and be more proficient on communicating with 
different demographics. 



 

 

2 Will there be different tariffs as is done in electricity? We are introducing a rising block tariff (and the first company in the UK to do so) which we have 
designed so that water usage is at the forefront of that tariff trial where if you use less, you pay 
less and if you use more, you will pay more. This gives back to the customer, the control and if 
you marry that up with a smart meter, the customer can see the usage and will be in control of 
their water bill and water usage. At present, unless you have a smart meter, you pay your water 
bill in arrears, so we want to bring that forward and give education and control back to the 
customer. This will be rolled out in the next 2 years and will be included in the 5-year Business Plan 
as well. 

3 You have been talking about other areas and in 
Folkstone we feel like we are the poor relation. Can 
you tell us what your biggest initiatives and community 
engagements in the Folkestone and Dour area are 
because you seem to be invisible and the fact that 
you name the area in a way that has no resonance in 
Folkestone, does not re-assure customers. Also, are we 
cross subsidizing with our bills for initiatives in other 
Affinity Water supply areas? 

The Business Plan is for all 3 areas. This is important as all the aspects of environmental 
improvements, smart meters, all the enhancement aspects are very much applicable to all 3 
areas. We have an important team in Folkestone; our Call Centre, the Complaints and Billing 
team who play massive part in what we do as a business as well as the team that treat and 
distribute the water daily. It is important that to recognise the team play a big part in the delivery 
of our plan.  
Folkestone is the rich relation in terms of treatment of our water and assets. It is by far our most 
resilient area in terms of supply to customers and represents some of the investment in that area 
in prior years. It is fair to say in the plan for the next five years, that’s not where the focus is. The 
big challenge is around our environmental destination and chalk streams are not in the 
southeast. However, we are investing, specifically to address single points of failure on the 
network and although none have failed recently, if they were to fail, they would have a big 
impact. We have some incredibly old reservoir assets upon the chalk which we have and will 
continue to invest in to drive down leakage. Much of the spend in the area is to maintain the 
high level of resilience and high level of service that you receive now. There are some scenarios 
at the higher end of our environmental destination which would compel us to undertake some of 
the investments already discussed but we have the least worry in the Folkestone area.  
The community part of our plan needs to stretch across every supply region and work with all our 
communities and local charities to ensure our footprint is understood and our brand is really 
strong in that area and the customer engagement is transparent for a 2-way exchange. 

4 What proportion of Affinity Water customers currently 
struggle to pay? how do you see this churning out 
over time given the current cost of living issues? How 
will your support to the most vulnerable adapt to the 
changing needs? 

We have a range of different tools and support areas that we can help customers with. What we 
try and do is think about our customers as individuals rather than putting them into 
demographics. We match them into 18 different ways of helping customers across different tariffs 
and support tools, collaborating with our local communities such as charities and the Citizens 
Advice Bureau or local Councils and share with them ways they can access help and what we 
can do to support the cost of living. Vulnerable customers are our niche area that we are 
working with and affordability plus the cost of living is key to us and our social tariff this year has 
been a noticeably big success. We will continue that in the next 2 years and make sure that we 
reach more of those vulnerabilities. We have a priority service register where customers can 
make sure that they make us aware that they have a specific need, and we can match that 
need to a range of support tools.  
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Every day I waste a huge amount of drinking water by 
flushing the toilet. Also, I have a situation where I have 
a gas boiler and to heat the water, it has quite a 
distance to run to the tap and so when I turn on the 
tap, it takes ages to come through with hot water. So, 
in both cases I am just pouring quality drinking water 
down the drain. What is going to be done about the 
new housing units that will be built to reduce the 
amount of water getting wasted. The idea of flushing 
down drinking water down the toilet is ludicrous, can 
we not use grey water for that job? 

We can’t solve this on our own. There is a role for government, particularly around building 
regulations and water efficiency devices. We are lobbying the government heavily and there 
should be a consultation on white goods and the efficiency labelling of that. There are some 
actions that we can take; we collaborate with customers in terms of helping them drive down 
their household consumption. We have a process called home water efficiency checks which 
we can do either virtually or in person and can also be done on our Save Our Streams website by 
customers. You can register on the portal and do your own efficiency checks. So, we can help 
reduce water consumption in your house and save on the electricity bill as well, but we need 
government support. 
We are also collaborating hard with developers on building infrastructure on how they can be 
thoughtful to implement those efficiency devices and put into the houses, in the absence of 
government planning conditions. We are already seeing appetite from developers to start these 
initiatives and we are working in partnership with a number of these developers. 

2 How will the smart meters be financed? I am quite 
keen on this idea because then it is really fair, for 
instance if you have a neighbour who has a pool etc. 
and you are being careful with your water usage, 
then you are billed for your usage only. Who pays? 

From the business plan we have put forward, part of that is enhancing what we have today in 
terms of meeting our base and capability, so this will be very much across a number of Business 
Plan periods and investments for all customers which include non-household customers as well 
because they make up a decent proportion of our consumption and how we can manage an 
element of that. So, this is very much part of the Business Plan and overall bills over the five-year 
period. 

3 Does the CEO’s pay reflect the company’s 
performance? 

We have a noticeably clear structure around performance and pay. So, over 60% of our 
measures are based on customer performance but also improvements to the environment. If we 
do not perform well on a number of measures, then that is clearly linked with the overall pay, 
hence we are incentivised to deliver on that and continually stretch our performance. 

4 Has anyone spoken to our Prime Minister on his 
outdoor heated swimming pool; leading by example. 

We can’t comment on the Prime Minister who lives outside of our supply area but it’s a good 
example of why we should all be leading by example in terms of our actions. It is very much up 
to that individual, but we want to educate our customers as best as possible and make them 
understand the impacts that this has on the environment. 
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