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What is this paper about:  Assurance of triangulation activity and WRMP research  

What is the context of this paper:  ICS were asked to carry out two pieces of activity: 
 

1. Triangulation: A  short  assurance  review  to  look  at 
the SEW  triangulation process  so  far  (stage 1) and 
outline  of  a  proposed  approach  and  practical 
application for the stage 2 process 

2. WRMP research: A short assurance review of the 
research carried out so far; and to determine any 
evidence gaps that may need to be addressed with 
additional research to increase confidence and 
robustness of decision making e.g. around preferred 
plan options, leakage and PCC ambitions, and 
changes in resilience reference levels. 

What is the relevance of this paper:  The dWRMP and triangulation processes are key elements 
of the PR19 engagement process for the 2020 to 2025 
business plan.  

Action needed from the CCG:  The Company has produced this paper for information and 
further discussion with the CCG.  
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Project objectives

• Engagement and Triangulation in general

• Short assurance review 

• Compare SEW triangulation process to requirements

• Stage 1 has been developed  

• Challenge is how to apply Stage 2 in practice; specifically 

what questions need to be asked?

• dWRMP research

• Short assurance review 

• Review WRMP research 

• What else is required to increase the confidence and 

robustness of decision making?
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TRIANGULATION AND ENGAGEMENT

A step back before the specifics
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Ofwat and stakeholders have set out challenges for PR19 

and WRMP…

• Build on PR14 – step change to push the frontier of engagement - Innovate even if this fails 

• Recognise that customers are not homogeneous, but have different circumstances, different 

requirements, different priorities.

• Develop a plan that is ambitious and stretching

• Plan needs a strong emphasis on vulnerability, affordability, efficiency 

• Clear driver/rationale for setting PCs – CBA, legal, upper quartile, frontier-shifting, etc.

• Recognise new requirements on resilience, customer service and experience, and innovation.

• Deliver for current and future customers 

• Customer needs to be active participants not passive

• Develop customer research methods that are engaging and appealing to customers. 

• Improve survey instruments – to improve and ensure customer understanding.  Language (risk 

and service presentation) is key to this.

• Help customers provide accurate views and valuations by providing information on company’s 

relative performance. 

• Avoid over-reliance on stated preference methods by testing the findings through triangulation with 

other sources of customer insight evidence.  

• Results need to underpin cost benefit analysis and ODIs

• Make the use of other sources of evidence more visible to stakeholders

• Ofwat has its assessment criteria - business plan needs to clearly signpost to these
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• As a means to ensuring there is a genuine understanding of customers 

views, priorities, needs and requirements

Triangulation

Ofwat’s Customer Engagement Policy Statement 

A key part of this is triangulation
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What is triangulation?

“…it will be important for companies to cross-check or triangulate findings against 
other data sources or research insights. Proportionality and triangulation will become 
even more important as companies start to explore new and innovative techniques or 
as they refine and improve existing or previously applied research methodologies.”

Ofwat Customer Engagement Policy Statement 2016

“In practice, triangulation simply means using multiple and independent measures to 
examine a hypothesis or conclusion being investigated, with the intent of using multiple 
perspectives to minimise bias and maximise validity.”

CCWater study, July 2017

Using all the evidence 

together to build a genuine 

picture of what customers 

want – not just about 

valuation

CC Water process 

developed to help 

companies develop a 

robust, transparent 

approach to 

triangulation
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STAGE 1 TRIANGULATION 

Thoughts on SEW stage 1 process
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Thoughts on SEW’s stage 1 triangulation process

• Good triangulation process developed

• Covers and maps to the CCW principles - recognise that it’s not a black box 

process and that it needs to flexible

• Process is clear that research should be robust, high quality, representative 

and usable – we are highly supportive of this

• Also support weighting evidence – but not necessarily filtering it out  

• Process suggests filtering out evidence that is low quality/not 

representative. What happens to the evidence that does not score 8 

points?

• And if these sources provide a conflicting view, they should not be ignored, 

but explored further to explain contradictions

• Has consideration been on how to avoid confirmation bias e.g. not 

favouring sources that agree with an already-established hypothesis

• Workshop outputs suggest that weighting assessment (robust, quality, 

representative etc) shows a methodology-driven approach, compliant with 

Market Research Society ISO 20252. This feels a bit generic and we suggest 

needs better definition
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Thoughts on SEW’s stage 1 triangulation process -

continued

• There is a well thought through overall process for engagement 

• Some aspects of the plan that are well considered in this process 

e.g. Drought Resilience and Vulnerability

• From the information provided we suggest it needs to be a bit 

more joined up 

• Ensure practical and useable

• Translate good processes into clear programme of research

• More strategic context needs to be considered

• Aligned to business plan process (i.e. covering in detail the 

key considerations/themes to be addressed in the business 

plan)

• Recognising customer priorities (outcomes and PCs)

• Dovetailing all qual and quant research together
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Priorities
Levels of 

service 
Cost

Acceptability 

of Plan

• Acceptability 

testing focus 

groups (local?)

• Acceptability 

quant research

• ODI Research

• Risk and reward 

research

• Protecting 

vulnerable 

customer research

• Tracking research 

• Priorities and PC 

research

• Social media 

sentiment

• Customer contact 

analysis

• Future customer 

visioning

• Customer base 

Segmentation 

analysis

• Consultations

• Main stated 

preference (SP) 

• Second stage SP          

studies (to cover more 

measures and 

solutions) e.g. WRMP

• Revealed Preference 

research 

• Value transfer & 

market data  

literature research

• PR14 & other public 

domain valuation 

studies

• Valuation deliberative 

events

• Tariff research 

(e.g. social 

tariffs, bill 

profiles)

• Consultation 

documents

For example, it may look like this….  Multiple sources, good coverage 

and clear linkages
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STAGE 2 TRIANGULATION 

Recommendations on next steps 
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Triangulation Stage 2 – implementation in practice

• Map the research to the business plan process and PCs

• Document what is known already 

• SEW has set out some key questions in its Triangulation 

paper which are a good start point, especially as they align 

to CCW criteria

• Using the weighting – how confident can you be?

• Identify the gaps

• Missing info or the weight is low

• Identify how to complete those gaps and what questions need to be 

asked, in addition to those outlined in the Triangulation Discussion 

Paper (Nov 2017)
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Have the impacts of the valuations been assessed? 

Has a clear customer engagement plan been developed?

Has the research outlined in the plan been successfully 

undertaken?

Has all the customer research been collated and synthesised?

WEIGH UP EVIDENCE, 
COMPARE AND CONTRAST 
FINDINGS

4

SPECIFY RESEARCH 
OBJECTIVES, RESEARCH Q’S & 
EXISTING HYPOTHESES

1

IDENTIFY SOURCES AND 
POTENTIAL RESEARCH 
METHODS

2

IDENTIFY KEY FINDINGS 
FROM EACH SOURCE OF 
EVIDENCE

3

CONCLUDE AND FEED INTO 
BUSINESS PLANNING

7

COMMUNICATE AND TEST 
FINDINGS WITH 
STAKEHOLDERS, INCLUDING 
CUSTOMERS

6

ASSESS EXISTING  AND NEW 
HYPOTHESES

5

Has further validation been carried out against the wider 

evidence base, and with stakeholders and customers?

Is the research applied as intended?  Are there plans to 

continue to engage to ensure effective delivery?

Does all the research combine into a single narrative and set 

of values?

Stage 2 Triangulation questions to be asked that show 

clear links to CCW’s guidelines
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Show that the research is concentrated in those service 

measures that impact the plan the most

• Map the research to the business plan process and PCs

Acceptability

Research

Willingness to 

pay research

Priorities 

research

SM 7

SM 10

SM 8

SM 1

SM 3

SM 2

SM 4

SM 6

SM 5

Value 

transfer

SM 9

Customer research 

has the least impact 

on the plan – less 

data needs to be 

collected

Customer research 

has the biggest 

impact on the plan –

collect and 

triangulate the 

most data for
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Come full circle having developed a process that aligns 

with Ofwat’s requirements

• Companies should:

• not rely solely on stated preference WTP methods to inform their 

service levels

• use a wider range of methods, where it is proportionate to do so (e.g. 

large ODI rewards and penalties, large planned improvements in 

performance or innovative approaches)

• test how sensitive their PCs are to changing customer valuation in CBA

• ensure customers and CCG are engaged with the process as using 

multiple data sources means more scope for judgement in target setting

• gain independent assurance of how judgements based on multiple data 

sources are made

• continue to take account of  impacts on the environment, biodiversity 

and natural capital in their estimates of marginal costs and benefits
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WRMP REVIEW
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Reviewed documents provided

• The plan looks to deliver

• Big improvements in leakage and PCC using range of solutions

• Over a long period –

• Adding what is delivered in next 5, 25 and then 60 years.   

• Moves to 1 in 200 resilience 

• Has a ‘modest’ cost

• Seems to follow a good process

• Thorough in terms of qual / quant approach

• Good number of qual sessions & robust quant sample

• Progress towards doing what was set out in the last WRMP

• Working with Env Focus Group (stakeholder group) and WRSE

• Has a risk based approach to WRMP – aligns with other 

companies
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Next steps – 3 elements

1.   Continue with main WTP study

• Testing different service levels on leakage & resilience, along with 

associated bill impacts

• This has an improved look and feel and considers more of the service 

of the business plan

• But some definitions could be clearer and approach to comparative 

data (4 data points only) could be challenged

• Have any other approaches, apart from the standard SP methodology, 

been tested?

• e.g. Max-diff, best-worst scaling
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Next steps – 3 elements

2.  Undertake more qual work 

• Close the loop groups - customers evaluating customer findings –

important part of triangulation process

• Test bill impacts and service levels (inc. 15% leakage reduction & 

resilience of LoS)

• Ideally make this real – what it may mean for ‘their local area’ e.g. 

more leakage detection, more pilot schemes/smart meters/support to 

reduce PCC, upgrading works and developing resources, etc.  

• Do customers support the plan?   

• Could also get them to review the WTP outputs & any option rankings

• …and individual depths 

• to understand what it means for vulnerable customers (service & bill 

impacts)
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Next steps – 3 elements

3.    Follow with acceptability testing (WRMP or whole plan) –

quant study

• Ensure this deals with any challenges in the WTP study 

• visually engaging, no jargon, refer to sewerage/other parts of the plan, 

comparative data, survey not too long, peer review or robust challenge, 

test 15% change in leakage, etc)

• Develop a sampling strategy:

• that sets the guidelines to be applied to all customer research 

undertaken as part of PR19, including quantitative and valuation studies 

(effectively the ‘Bible’ so that you don’t have to keep re-visiting)

• that considers statistical accuracy (robust), all relevant household 

demographics (representative), survey modes etc
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SUMMARY
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Summary & recommendations

• There is a good base to build on but would suggest the whole 

process needs greater visibility and shows it is all joined up e.g. key 

themes, valuation strategy

• Need to ensure strong documentation to show the engagement is 

complete and integrated

• Show that engagement process matches to every stage eg developing 

service measures & setting PCs

• This will highlight any outstanding gaps around evidence and the 

application of triangulation in practice

• If necessary, review all of the evidence  

• Focus on ensuring that all the key decisions of the business plan 

have the appropriate customer input

• Following this process should identify that further WRMP research is 

required

• We would strongly urge that further research is undertaken



dWRMP research – scope for ICS 
 

Key theme  What we want to test – 
generally  

What we want to test – 
specifically  

Important context to set Who we want to test with  

Resilience/levels of 
service  

The dWRMP’s move 
from 1 in 100 to 1 in 200 
reference level of 
resilience 
 
 

Playback the initial view 
from earlier qual sessions 
on resilience – to confirm 
comprehension and in 
principle support for 
dWRMP changing reference 
level 
 
Can show the impact of 
resilience change on bills 
(from £ to achieve 1 in 100 
to £ per year to achieve 1 in 
200 - we should be able to 
get these numbers).  

What a move to 1 in 200 
means in terms of having a 
more resilient supply – LoS 
around TUBs don’t 
fundamentally change but 
there is greater confidence that 
the TUBs LoS can be met and 
outperformed; and there also 
is less risk of standpipes and 
rota cuts (can provide % risk 
reductions from 1 in 100 to 1 in 
200 for testing with 
customers). 
 
 

Need to test with HH customer 
segments – inc vuln customers 
(especially those reliant on 
secure LoS)  

`Show and tell’ 
around options  

Playback what 
customers told us about 
options preference and 
rankings from earlier 
wrmp qual/quant, and 
main WtP 
 
Test the preferred 
options in our dWRMP  
 
Test bill impact of 
dWRMP over next AMP, 
10, 15+ years  

Drop in customer support to 
water transfers – particularly 
if it also gets low ranking in 
main WtP too? Water 
transfers had higher support 
at PR14, so what’s 
changed?  
 
Bit more exploration of each 
of the option types (supply 
and demand) pros, cons 
benefits etc. 

What we’ve achieved already 
i.e. metering, leakage, pcc, 
developing and sharing more 
water with others (transfers 
map)  
 
 

Need to test impact of plan 
with HH customer segments – 
inc vuln customers (especially 
those with affordability issues) 



Key theme  What we want to test – 
generally  

What we want to test – 
specifically  

Important context to set Who we want to test with  

PCC/water efficiency  Are our PCC targets in 
the dWRMP ambitious 
enough; and is our 
phasing of reductions 
appropriate?  
(currently 150 l/h/d, want 
to get to 137 l/h/d by 
2050 - TBC) 

Play back earlier dWRMP 
qual/ quant, and main WtP 
rankings of DM options only 
to test customers’ views 
 
Test the acceptability of the 
demand management tools 
(the what) selected in 
dWRMP that could drive 
down PCC. 
 
Also test the how (the 
toolboxes) to achieve PCC 
reduction ie the co-creation 
piece and what SEW can do 
to support that change i.e. 
the behaviour change work 
 
Ambition and pace of 
change in dWRMP – is it 
enough?  
 

How much are customers 
aware of what they use and for 
what activity?  
 
Our PCC - where we’ve come 
from, where we are now, and 
where we are forecasting to be 
– and the why (and how this 
compares with others ie 
comparator information)  

Need to test impact of plan 
with HH customer segments – 
inc vuln customers (especially 
those with high water 
usage/needs)  

Leakage Are our leakage targets 
in the dWRMP ambitious 
enough and is our 
phasing of reductions 
appropriate? 
(it’s 4% over this AMP, 
15% over 60 years – so 
issue with perceived lack 
of ambition)  
 
 

Play back earlier dWRMP 
qual/quant, and main WtP 
rankings of leakage  
 
Test the bill impact for range 
of reductions i.e. 4% in 5 
years, 15% in 5 years, 15% 
in 10 + years (including 
other social, environmental 
factors) 
 

Where leakage happens i.e. 
customer pipes and SEW 
pipes (who owns what) 
 
Show comparator information 
to set the benchmark of SEW 
ambitions 
 
Ambition and pace of change 
in dWRMP – is it enough?  
 

Need to test impact of plan 
with HH customer segments.  



Key theme  What we want to test – 
generally  

What we want to test – 
specifically  

Important context to set Who we want to test with  

 Explore customer supply 
pipe issues – should SEW 
adopt or offer set number of 
free repairs?  
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