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Objectives and method

Bringing the voices of communities into the heart of organisations




Your Objectives

o SSC will use the research findings from Phase One to
support the development of their WRMP in both
regions, specifically understanding customers’ views
on:

Levels of service If possible, also covering:
Leakage Environmental impact
Water efficiency Initial thoughts on options

Metering for the future

 The research findings from Phase Two were intended
to inform investment choices, by giving customers the
opportunity to feed into SSC’s strategic challenges.
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Approach in summary

[ Set up ) ( Fieldwork ) ( Reporting J

Interim
Phase 1 report and Phase 2 Analysis and
Fieldwork review Fieldwork reporting
meeting

Face to face
presentation
of findings

Comprehensive Research
kick off design and
meeting logistics

* 2 x day long workshops 2 x reconvened half day
with ¢.32 people at each workshops

2 X stakeholder / large
business workshops
e Quantitative survey
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Further detall

ork

Set up

Reporting |

Ph 2 LGEWSTS Face to face
i Igse K and presentation
Ieiawor reporting of findings

Day long workshops in SSW and Cambs
c. 30 participants at each

Two tables of domestic customers

1 table of SME owners / managers

1 table of future customers

Each table with a facilitator

Interim

FESEEGT report and

Phase 1

Comprehensi

ve kick off
meeting

design and

S review
logistics

meeting

Fieldwork

Voting keypads
Filmed in Cambridge
Graphic visualiser in Walsall
Informed dialogue process
 Quiz
« Handouts
 Animations
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e Handouts
e Animations




Further detall

Fieldw

Set up [ Reporting |

Comprehensive dzgisgr?rz::d Phase 1
kick off meeting logistics Fieldwork

2 x reconvened half day workshops in SSW with the
participants from Phase 1
 ‘Top Trumps’ game to consider strategic options
2 x half day workshops with large business and
stakeholder representatives (11 at each session)
An online survey:
300 responses in SSW
200 responses in Camb
Conducted via a market research panel
Quotas set to try to match populations
Data weighted to adjust for discrepancies
between sample and population A
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report and

Phase 2

Analysis Face to face

and presentation

review reporting of findings

meeting

Fieldwork




Reporting

Analysis Face to face
and presentation
e rting of findings

Increasing the amount of water in
Blithfield reservoir

2 X half day
stakeholder Volume

An online su Future proofing

RIO[OML=Yy |We could increase the CUE_t & Emm
200 res amount of water in the | |Deliverability  Easy
reservoir, for example Environmental Negative
(ofe]alol8ley |bv diverting water impact
from canals '

10ml/d
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Interpreting the data
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Colour key

Region

South Staffs Water sample — all / household
customers (by default)

Cambridge Water sample — all / household
customers (by default)

Audience (for quotations)

Future customers

SME’s

Large business / stakeholder
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Achieved sam

Business

Water reliant
50-249 employees
Non retail

Non-bill payers
Male

Female

Student

Working

Not working

Bill payers

Metered

Unmetered

Rural

Vulnerable - payment difficulties
Vulnerable - unemployed
Vulnerable - disabled person in
household

ABC1

C2DE

Total

**8 of these were C1

» w0

N wWwwhr~hMOO

Cambridge attendees

Business

Water reliant
50-249 employees
Non retail

Non-bill payers
Male

Female

Student

Working

Not working

Bill payers

Metered

Unmetered

Rural

Vulnerable - payment difficulties
Vulnerable - unemployed
Vulnerable - disabled person in
household

ABC1**

C2DE

Total

ple — workshops

Ao NN

8
4
4
3
3
2
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W
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Achieved sam

South Staffs attendees

Business

Water reliant
50-249 employees
Non retail

» w0

1 future
Customer d\d
not return the
ond session (at
our request)

vuineranie - aisapiea person in

household

ABC1

C2DE

Total 3

N oo o~

**8 of these were C1

ple — workshops

Cambridge attendees

Business
Water relian
50-249 emyf
Non retail

Ao NN

Non-bill
Male
Female
Student
Workin'
Not wc

Bill ¢
Mete
Unn
Rur
Vu'
Vi
Vv
housc...

ABC1**

C2DE

Total 3

w A~

O oo © U
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Achieved sample — Survey
L [ ows ]S [esnews

South Staffs Water

L 100% 300 305
| Gender | Male 51 153 122 80%
L Female 49 147 183 124%

Age 18-29 21 68 40 59%
L 30-44 25 78 89 114%
L 45-59 25 75 84 112%
L 60+ 29 87 92 106%
O c1 28 84 97 115%
L c2 24 72 54 75%
L DE 29 87 80 92%
Metered 30 90 125 139%
B  Unmetered/DK 70 210 180 86%

Cambridge Water
L 100% 200 207
| Gender | Male 51 102 115 113%
L Female 49 98 92 94%
18-29 21 42 30 71%
L 30-44 27 54 68 126%
L 45-59 25 50 51 102%
O 60+ 28 56 58 104%
L c1 31 62 54 87%
O c2 23 69 20 29%
O DE 22 44 40 91%
Metered 70 140 148 106%
B Unmetered/DK 30 60 59 98% _
o
Weighting has been applied to the data to adjust for discrepancies community

research



Achieved sample — Business and
Stakeholder Round Tables

South Staffs Cambridge

e 11 attendees e 10 attendees

* Represented organisations: . Represented organisations:
Sandwell MBC Cambridge City/ South
Walsall MBC Cambs DC
Lichfield DC Wildlife Trust
East Staffs BC Environment Agency
Citizens Advice NFU
NFU Wellcome Trust (x2)
Taylor Wimpey Marshall Aerospace and
Barrat Homes Defence
Environment Agency Countryside Properties
Florette Bovis
Toyota Taylor Wimpey
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Involving The Customer Panel

Customer Panel feedback

was sought and taken on

board throughout the

project at various stages:

e Input into the design of
the initial workshops

e Input into the design of

Wherever feasible, feedback
from the customer panel was
Incorporated.

Where not possible, the
reasons for this were
discussed and explained.

the second stage
workshops.

Following direct
observation of some
workshops.

Specific drafting points
within the online survey.

A report covering all
Customer Panel feedback and
guestions was produced,
providing a full audit trail of
all such input.

community
research
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Conclusions and Next Steps

Bringing the voices of communities into the heart of organisations




Key conclusions — WRMP

ERING |

Most believe th
is the fairest way to charge-.

Qver half of customers
uld do more to

agree they CO
USAGE.

REDUCE WATER
reness thata

Lack of awa
water shortage is likely, may
mean that many see NO

reason 10 do so. Both

passive and pro—act'\ve

-L!
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Key conclusions —,Other

- E 3 }
\
: it

t discussed

sponta
from custom

stakeho
sustal
water recy i

community
research

¢ ther research.



sii

community
research

Customers’ views on specific
Issues (not options)

Bringing the voices of communities into the heart of organisations
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Spontaneous Priorities

e Spontaneous priorities were in a
similar vein across regions and
customer audiences:

Reliability

Water quality / cleanliness

Cost

Customer service

(For some) leakage

o Stakeholders and larger bu.sin.e.ss rfg;%‘;‘j‘?ffuufon

customers’ spontaneous priorities
clearly came from a more
Informed position and concerned

planning for the future and h T
ensuring resilience of supply. community




Spontaneous Priorities

Household

o Water quality

e Price/
affordability/ bills
* Leakage

Also some mentions

of:

e Pressure

« Sustainability

e Environment

e Customer
Comms

Future
Customers

* Reducing waste
of water

e Cleanliness /
guality of water

Also some mentions

of:
 Environment
e Pollution

e Customer

Interactions
» Affordability /
cost

Large
SMEs Businesses
/Stakeholders
» Consistency / » Security of
reliability of supply
supply * Planning for
 Cost future population
e Customer service growth &
development
Also some mentions || ¢ Improving
of: infrastructure

 Environment
e Water quality

Protecting the
environment
Resilience
Sustainability

community
research



Spontaneous Priorities - quotes

“I can’t even drink
the water at home —
so actually healthy

and good tasting
water.” Walsall

“To ensure continuity of
supply to ensure that
networks can match

the rapid growth of
Cambridge and the
adjacent developments
around its fringe.”
Cambs

“Maintaining and
upgrading the existing
water main
infrastructure and
delivery to new
developments.”
Walsall

community
research



Listed Priorities

* Provided with a list of the main challenges faced
by water companies and asked to rank them in
order of importance, the top three priorities
(amongst uninformed customers — in both
survey and workshops) was highly consistent:

Ensuring water quality
Keeping bills affordable
Reducing leakage
* In the survey, Cambridge customers assigned

greater priority (compared with SSW customers)
to:

Looking after the natural environment
Reducing leakage
Encouraging people to use less water

o At the end of the first workshop (i.e. after
provision of information) priorities were
reassessed. In both regions this saw increased
Importance being placed on:
Encouraging people to use less water 223]

Installing more meters community




—Acic alrc SOITIE Of Ul Imalrl Crialierniges IaCcd Dy walel
companies. Please rank the top three in order of
impgytance to you.

7%

80%

70%

\ % Total proportion in top 3

62%
/ 52%
43%
B SSW
30% m Cambs
24% 26% 25%
0,
22 21% 20980%
9%
I I I i I0 G%Si)

64%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Ensuring Keeping Reducing Looking afterLooking after Giving Encouraging Avoiding the Installing

drinking water bills leakage the natural vulnerable excellent people to use need for more water
water is of  affordable environment customer  less water  hosepipe meters
high quality service bans

Base: South Staffs 305, Cambridge 207 community

Arrows show statistically significant differences between regions research




Here are some of the main challenges raced by water
companies. Please rank the top three in order of

iImpogiance to you.

40% . .
% Top priority
35%
30%

30% 28%
_— 24%
20%
1504 14% m SSW

11%

> m Cambs
10% 8% / 9%
6%
1962 1% “7°

0% l I . - . mm 0

Ensuring Keeping Reducing Looking after Looking after  Giving Encouraging Avoiding the Installing

drinking water bills  leakage in  vulnerable the natural excellent people touse needfor more water
water is of affordable the network (e.g. elderly environment customer less water hosepipe meters
high quality of pipes  or disabled) service bans

owned by  customers
the company

Base: South Staffs 305, Cambridge 207 community

Arrows show statistically significant differences between regions research




Here are some of the main challenges faced by water
companies. Please rank the top three in order of
Importance to you.

Variations by sub-group, as follows:
 Those with a disabled person in
their household less likely to
choose ‘encouraging people to
use less water’ in their top 3 —

13% vs 20%.

This same group also more likely
to choose ‘looking after
vulnerable (elderly and disabled
customers)’ — 31% vs 22%.
Those who are in financial
difficulty or ‘just about
managing’ are more likely to
choose ‘keeping water bills
affordable’ — 90% vs 77%.
Those aged over 60 more likely
to choose leakage in their top 3
— 52% vs.43%.

community
research




LAlyCT DUOSITICOoOS allu

Stakeholders’

Listed Priorities
South Staffs Cambridge
e Top three priorities e Top three priorities
(assigned scores) (assigned scores)
Ensuring drinking water Looking after the
is high quality natural environment

Equal scores for:

Keeping bills affordable
Keeping water bills

Reducing leakage

affordable
‘ Encouraging people
UuT:
. nBC ol tq gse less water
Re yfuture Giving excellent

f supply / :
p(\)ann'\ng not one of customer service
these options
_ i
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How priorities changed — Walsall

éélVOEll’wLﬁ§nI;]]c(f?iHing water is of high

quality
51 Keeping water bills affordable
20 Reducing leakage in the system

18 Looking after the natural
environment

16 Giving excellent customer service

8 Encouraging people to use less
water

8 Looking after vulnerable (e.qg.
elderly or disabled) customers

5  Avoiding the need for hosepip
bans

1 Installing more water meters

A.M. Vote (uninformed)

Base: 32 South Staffs workshop

30
27

Installing more water meters
Ensuring drinking water is of high
quality

Encouraging people to use less
water

Looking after the natural
environment

Reducing leakage in the system
20 Keeping water bills affordable
5  Giving excellent customer service

1 Looking after vulnerable (e.qg.
elderly or disabled) customers

0 Avoiding the need for hosepipe
bans

P.M. Vote (informed)

community
research




How priorities changed — Cambridge

V\Qgrlééﬁg)\gter bills affordable /ﬁ,'Reducing leakage in the system
31 Reducing leakage in the system 32 Keeping water bills affordable
29 Ensuring drinking water is of high 21 Encouraging people to use less

quality water

27 Looking after the natural 2/ Looking after the natural
environment environment

19 Looking after vulnerable (e.g. 17 Ensuring drinking water is of high
elderly or disabled) customers quality

8  Giving excellent customer service 10 Looking after vulnerable (e.g.

6 Encouraging people to use less elderly or disabled) customers
water 7 Installing more water meters

2  Avoiding the need for hosepipe Giving excellent customer service
bans 2 Avoiding the need for hosepipe

0 Installing more water meters bans

A.M. Vote (uninformed) P.M. Vote (informed)

community
research

Base: 30 Cambridge workshop
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Bringing the voices of communities into the heart of organisations




Metering 1

Many workshop participants not aware that you can choose
to have a meter and then revert to unmetred billing. CC
Water research shows 25%-30% awareness of this all
around the country.

Increasing the level of water metering was not a prominent
spontaneous issue amongst customers or stakeholders.

Knowledge of the potential positive impact of metering on
water consumption and leak detection increases support for
this as a priority.

In Walsall, by the end of the first workshop, this had become a

top priority.
In both regions, across all audiences, most workshop
participants felt increasing metering is ethically the right
thing to do, because:

It is fairer to pay for what you use and

It will help people to think about and reduce their water use.

community
research




Metering 2

Views on compulsory metering were more mixed
Concerns about vulnerable customers (especially in Cambs.)

Some are suspicious of SSC’s motives — it was assumed that
anything compulsory would be for the benefit of the company i.e.
for profit.
Survey responses show consistent differences between
those on a meter and those who are not.

Metered customers were much more likely to say metering is
fairest charging method and to support compulsory metering.

Consequently Cambridge region is more in agreement on both of
these measures.
Metered customers in both regions agree that having a
meter positively changes their behaviour and
consumption.

Young people were supportive of the idea of smart
meters in particular, but these were assumed to be akin
to energy smart meters (i.e. giving customers real time
data.)

community

research

r




How far do you agree or disagree that water meters are
the fairest way for people to be charged for their water?

ot <

Cambs | ?: 'V8Y resuits
otering levels s likely ¢
100% b d at feflect th
o 04 Agree/ agree strongly not reflecte € true

90% workshop 88% Position
82%
80%

70%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% Strongly

0%
South Staffs Cambridge South Staffs survey Cambridge survey m

workshop (32) workshop (30) (305) (207) community
research




How far do you agree or disagree that water meters are
the fairest way for people to be charged for their water?

South Staffs survey — 73%
agree / agree strongly; 16%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 11% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as

follows:

* Metered customers more
likely to agree — (98%)

« AB’s and C1's more likely
to agree — (85% and
82%)

DE’s more likely to
disagree (22%)

community
research



How far do you agree or disagree that water meters
should be compulsory for everyone?

% Agree/ agree strongly

80%
70% 68%
61% 2
60%
50%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

South Staffs Cambridge South Staffs survey Cambridge survey _ m
workshop (32) workshop (30) (305) (207) community

research




How far do you agree or disagree that water meters
should be compulsory for everyone?

South Staffs survey — 45%
agree / agree strongly; 44%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 11% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as
follows:
Metered customers more
likely to agree (84%)
ABs and C1s more like to
agree (61% & 54%)
C2s and DEs more likely
to disagree (56% & 53%)

community
research




Most of those with water meters, in both regions, agree

It positively affects their behaviour

South Staffs metered

customers (125)

0% 20%  40%

Having a water meter makes
me use water more carefully

Paying for what | use means |
can control the amount I'm
billed

Having a water meter makes
me more aware of the water |
use

® Agree strongly © Agree © Disagree

60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40%

57% 10% 32%

58% 7% 27%

53% 9% 36%

Disagree strongly = Don't know

60% 80% 100%

53% 8%
59% 11%
47% 12%

community
research




Metering quotes

should make
an app!” “Every household has

WEIREL different needs but

that doesn't mean
“Because | think it should still they can afford bigger
remain a choice to have them _ water bills. Such as a
or not. | think that all new disabled person with

builds should have them fitted a skin condition.”
as standard & introduce them
that way rather than making it

compulsory.” —
L} "-—_—______,_—-

A%AE’MWT’

T AL Wi 4Tt waing 14 NgHT uing o do. 223

L]
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Bringing the voices of communities into the heart of organisations




Leakage 1

J0utn Staf UGk o
e J
Mo 10 dead ./

i taks.. ~ &8

“If we're supposed to do
our part, they need to do
their part too... Preaching
at us about how we use
water, then wasting
loads.”

Cambs

There is a clear and consistent
message on leakage from all
audiences and in both regions:

The company should do more,
going beyond current targets,
If possible.

The moral imperative not to allow
waste, outweighs potential
economic arguments, for most.

Existing leakage levels are seen
as shocking.

Concern that customers are
paying for lots of lost water.

Annoyance, from some, that
company makes a profit for
shareholders, while this
continues.

r
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| eakage 2

SELL was not easily understood by

customers. ?SW
P1pe —

Economic arguments tended to
get pushed back: 0t STRAD WACA,

Perception from customers that WMMP Mmowd b

small leaks will grow big — oL

therefore false economy. ‘Eﬁl WeAJThing

Stakeholders and larger business el

audience point to wider societal Do

and environmental costs. * J L t
Many call for the company to adopt ¥
supply pipes and /or provide * W AKOVT WC all pawy 410142
support for repair. O KA MOt

Willing to pay for this, if M UVOL TWe Pl WA

re q u | re d * ] WL WOWH &

Seen as unfair that those with a alq : :
meter might notice leaks and then S EHIEIETILE
have to pay for their repair — acts as [RSCUISIETETIE
a disincentive to metering and a knows about leaks
glsmcentlvedto I_lndlng Ieidaks. by their house —
ompany adoption would overcome :
this. Calls for an ‘amnesty’. that's why they all Fil

need a meter.” GoImmaaiy

*This was the qualitative view only and needs validating



Leakage - survey results

CW/SSW

should not
waste money g)

fixing more South Staffs Water

CAMBRIDCC

WATER

COMPANY

leaks if it
doesn't make
financial
sense to do
SO.

1

These results are highly
consistent across ages,
genders, SEG etc.

Base: 305 South Staffs, 207 Cambridge

Mean scores:

SSW -7.16

It's morally
wrong for water
to be wasted
through leaks
and so CW/SSW
should invest
more money in
fixing them.

10

Cambridge - 7.17 m

community
research




Leakage - survey results

750/0 or more of
the sample gave

South Staffs
Water should
not waste
money fixing
more leaks if
it doesn't
make
financial
sense to do
SO

Base: 305 South Staffs, 207 Cambridge

Cambridge

2%2I/o 16% 13% 13% 22% 19%

South Staffs

13%  16% 23% 17%

17283 m40506 /mgmE9ml0

3%2%012%

f
q score O
more in both

areas.

6 or |

28

It's morally
wrong for
water to be
wasted
through leaks
and so South
Staffs Water
should invest
more money
in fixing
them

community
research




Leakage - survey results

Half the sample Was

told the %% Of rreated
water lost 1O
\eakage befor-e
answering this
quest'\on and half
was not.

These results are highly
consistent across ages,
genders, SEG etc.

Mean scores:

SSW - 7.16 A

Cambridge - 7.17 community
Base: 305 South Staffs, 207 Cambridge research




Leakage as a priority

* In the survey 14% of Cambridge

“Lots of water escapes

customers and 11% of South Staffs and no-one sees it. Keep
customers assigned ‘reducing leakage leaks to a minimum to
In the network of pipes owned by the maximise available
company’ as the top priority amongst water.”
challenges facing the water company.

« 52% of Cambridge respondents and "We cannot afford to |ose
43% of those in South Staffs put this water. Thousands of

) . . allons can be lost. We
somewhere in their top three priorities. a?e all encouraged to use

In both areas propensity to prioritise EEESSECREEELSEICH

this increased with age. re|oairedaitcfjilsI all to no
vall.

“It's been ignored for
years - rather than
blaming consumers for
waste, companies need
to get their own act

“Water is a necessity for
living, wastage can cause
problems to households,
road, communities etc..”

community
together.” UL



Workshop Polling on Leakage
How far do you agree or disagree with this statement?
“SSW /CW is doing enough to reduce leakage in the

water system.” L

Following your discussions what do you think the

company shogld do?
- research




| eakage quotes

“Makes me feel that
what | do isn’t going
to make that much

“That’s a hell of a lot of water. If they're
saying that eventually we’re going to start
running out of water, then how can we afford
to lose that much water? Surely that’s
something that’s got to be addressed
immediately... It's a necessity. You can’t

“It will get worry about how much it's going to cost.”
worse, and is Cambs

difference.”
Cambs

just water
wasted."

“It gives more weight

to wanting customers

to reduce their usage.
It's a PR benefit.

Objections to e g 2
reservoirs will be Sk %

mitigated if you say W MOTL APPUANLLE, The ML~
you are doing all you A 0 Wifer, lbaicy... A
can for leakage.” community

research

Cambs
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Bringing the voices of communities into the heart of organisations




Restrictions

Avoiding the need for bans was not a priority either at the
start or at the end of the workshops. It was also assigned
the lowest priority in the survey in both regions.

Many perceive there have been more recent hosepipe
bans than is the case, in reality.

Lack of knowledge and lack of concern about bans (partly
because of lack of experience?)

e.g. how long they last, what they cover.

Current service levels seen as very easy to cope with —
many say they would be happy with more frequent bans
(in both areas).

More severe restrictions seen as reasonable in exceptional
circumstances (severe drought), but again, customers
have no experience to draw on.

BUT - concerns expressed to protect vulnerable
customers and small water reliant businesses.

r
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Restrictions

Some business customers were
more concerned about the
Impacts of a NEU bans, but
were unclear what constitutes
‘essential’.

Businesses might be willing to
consider bespoke arrangements
to reduce water use on request,
If there were potential to reduce
their ongoing costs.

Similarly, questions asked about
the possibility of arrangements
parallel to the solar FIT for
customers who have greywater
systems installed.

For larger business users cost T
levers could be effective. CoNITHanIeY




In future, what would you like to see happen with

regard to hosepipe bans?

\Workshop PO
7% supported

\ing-

14%

40% 38% o
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10% 8%
5%
5% I
0%
Even less frequent Carry on with the  More frequent I don't mind
bans, even if this current service bans, if this
adds to level of 1 ban means customer

customers' bills every 40/20 years  bills reduce

Base: 305 South Staffs, 207 Cambridge

9%

| don't know

community
research




Restrictions quotes

’ — “1in 80 years —

Only twice in my most people

life? That's a fair e R T S
number.” business for 80 “People ..would moan,
Walsall years.” Walsall but if we can say ‘it

takes £5 off bill to have
a ban every 20 or 30
years’, people would
rather have money off
the bill.”
Walsall

“A month ban
would have serious
impact.”
Walsall

community
research
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Water efficiency

Survey results are very consistent between
the 2 areas. Just over half agree they
could do more to reduce their water usage

Many workshop participants admitted to
not being as careful with water as they
could be.
Post discussion polling in the workshop
sessions had agreement they could do more

at over 80%. Discussing behaviours made
people realise what more they could do.

Higher proportions (60%/ 67%) believe
SSW/ CW should do more to reduce
everyone’'s usage.

Whilst over 90% agree “water is a precious
resource that we all have responsibility to
conserve”, over half (and almost two thirds
iIn Cambridge) agree “there is plenty of
water to go around in this country.”

This backs up workshop findings that in
both regions there was limited m
awareness of any current or

impending water shortage. ressarch )




Water efficiency

rvice tracker

Your sz " SCOres Limited awareness of SSC’s activities to reduce
show \
for “They help Me customer consumption.

ter’
to save Wa
pared to other

brand attributes

» Passive water efficiency activities (e.g. the provision
of water-saving devices) were seen as more likely to
be effective.

* "Wide calls for greater education and support —
proactively disseminated not just via website.
Low cost of water mean habits may be hard to
change.

Lack of understanding that there is / may be a
shortage — this means people don’'t know why their
behaviour needs to change.

WTgf, « All audiences recognise the need for a culture
44, change.

General leakage levels make their individual efforts seem
paltry in comparison — creates a barrier.

Stakeholders see this work as symbolically important, even if it L
community

delivers little in terms of volume saved. research




How far do you agree or disagree with the following
statement statements?

W South Staffs Agree B South Staffs Disagree
m Cambridge Agree +i Cambridge Disagree
0,
100% 91% 94%
90%
80%
67%
70% 9
0% . 63% 619 04%
60% 56% 559 3 3o 5304
: gL
0 +336065 414
40% -4 35%p ¢ 93020233
: : o34 31%
30% : o4 44 S84
+ +44 +4 b4
10% : sl R3S 7% B 6% 3l 133
! * o4 — e Fe
0% : o B33 331 B33 (22} I 22
SSW/CW should I could do more | don't pay Water is In this country
do more to to reduce my much attention precious and we there's plenty of
reduce own water use. to how much all have a water to go
everyone's water | use at responsibility to around.
water use. home. conserve it

community

Base: South Staffs 305, Cambridge 207 research




How far do you agree or disagree with the following
statements: SSW / CW should do more to reduce
everyone's water use.

South Staffs survey — 60%
agree / agree strongly; 26%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 15% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as

follows:

* Metered customers more
likely to agree — (73%)
AB’s and C1's more likely
to agree — (76% and
70%)

community
research



How far do you agree or disagree with the following
statements: | could do more to reduce my own water
use.

South Staffs survey — 56%
agree / agree strongly; 38%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 7% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as

follows:

« Younger age groups
more likely to agree (18-
29, 67%; 30-44, 65%)
60+ more likely to
disagree (51%)

 AB’'s more likely to agree
(72%)

community
research



How far do you agree or disagree with the following
statements: | don't pay much attention to how much
water | use at home.

South Staffs survey — 35%
agree / agree strongly; 63%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 3% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as

follows:

* Younger age groups more
likely to agree (18-29,
45%; 30-44, 46%)

Older people more likely
to disagree (45-59, 69%;
60+, 78% )

Those with a meter more
likely to disagree (72%)

community
research



How far do you agree or disagree with the following
statements: Water Is precious and we all have a
responsibility to conserve It.

South Staffs survey — 91%

agree / agree strongly; 7%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 2% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as

follows:

o 18-29 more likely to
disagree (17%)

 Those with a water meter
more likely to agree
(96%)

community
research




How far do you agree or disagree with the following
statements: In this country there's plenty of water to go
around.

South Staffs survey — 53%
agree / agree strongly; 33%
disagree / disagree strongly
and 14% don’t know.

Variations by sub-group, as
follows:
Men more likely to agree
— (60%0)
Those aged over 60 more
likely to disagree (45%o)
Those with a meter more
likely to disagree (42%)

community
research



Workshop Polling on Water use. How far do you
agree or disagree with this statement?

“I could do more to reduce my own water use.”
o
86%
agree Of
agree
strongly

*SSW /CW should do more to reduce es\tfé?%’d(e’s water use.”

Walsall
89% agree
or agree
strongly

community
research




Water efficiency quotes

“At the moment we don’t really know what it [using

lots of water] does to the environment. Why do we

need to cut down on water? At the moment we all

seem to be doing allright. What is going on behind

the scenes which means we need to cut down on
water.” Cambs

“Mum does that about
energy but not about
water, maybe because it

doesn’t cost as much.”
of /
Walsall Th W

i
Iﬂﬁﬁﬂjﬂﬁﬂiﬁﬂﬂ!

“With gas and electric, the cost
comes in but water costs are
so minimal, you ignore it. If |
leave the bath running, | don't
panic, it's not like leaving the

lights on."

community
research
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Sustainable homes / recycling

* Whilst not discussed in detall
at workshops with domestic
customers (and not covered In
the survey); where it was
touched upon water recycling
was a very popular concept.

e Domestic customers were
shocked that 30% of water Is

flushed away and some raised
spontaneously that this water
need not be drinking water.

There was some awareness of
greywater systems in other
countries. R

community
research




Sustainable homes / recycling

« Developers and local authority stakeholders raised
practical barriers to wider sustainable design in new build
development. They cited:

The need for incentives for developers.

Whilst customers may like the idea they are not willing to pay a
premium for water efficient homes.

One developer (Cambs) with experience of development specific
wastewater recycling plant cites that there have been many
problems, with the project severely delayed.
e It was suggested that even if this can't be achieved
currently, new developments should be created with the

ability to retrofit greywater systems at a later stage.

* This may need to be built into building regulations at a
national level.

community
research
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The environment

Customers and SME’s “Because the environment

e The natural environment is important for some, is constantly under threat
but there seems little understanding of the from human building work
possible impacts a water company could have and using our natural
and many are quite disconnected from the resources. Once these are
natural environment. gone, there is no way back.

 In the survey 8% of Cambridge customers and | understand water has to
4% of South Staffs customers assigned ‘l00king [ IR
after the natural environment’ the top priority everything to be as 'nature

amongst challenges facing the water company. friendly’ as possible.”

 However 30% of Cambridge respondents and
24% of those In South Staffs put this somewhere
In their top three priorities.

In both areas 30-44 year olds were the most likely to
place this in their top three (41% and 32%
respectively.)
 Prior to examining detailed options, there was
little discussion of environmental considerations.

* However, when discussing the options such
considerations were important (this will be
covered later.) 223]

community
research




The environment

Stakeholders “Ensure
« For stakeholders environmental environmentally
considerations were far more ‘top of slEElEble
mind’ from the very start. absggzg'gﬂ d"”g'ts'
 Many amongst this audience have a clear °
understanding of the balance that needs
to be reached between ensuring -
sufficient supply and protecting the “Minimise energy use
environment. for maximum supply
: with maximum
* Developers and Councils are keen to see recycling (vs.
Incentives to encourage high standards e
of sustainability in new developments. abstraction.)”
« NGO’s and farming representatives want Walsall
to see close collaboration in managing
abstractions, catchment management e

and protecting wildlife. community

research
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What we did - workshops

Participants saw, discussed and
prioritised demand management and
supply side options on ‘“Top Trumps’
cards (without full details on volume and
costs, at first.)

Each card gave them a feel for the
relative attributes of each option in
terms volume, cost, environmental
impact and future proofing, using
verbal and visual scales.

There were 9 options in SSW and 10
options in Cambs.

They were given six ‘votes’ to allocate
individually across these options, usin
stickers.

They were also allowed to identify one
option they liked the least.

In groups, they then saw the more
detailed options (showing volume and
cost figures) with asset management
options added to the mix.
This added 4 further options (including
treatment works options in SSW and 2
in Cambs.

They were given a volume and cos
target and asked to co-develop a plan.

Abstracting more groundwater
Vakiine &

f O 'i"T‘ Future proafing  High
T Cost £E

Groundwater i water Detverabilfy
held undenground in the
sail or in pores and
erevices |n rock, We could |
create new boreholes or
reuse existing out-of-use
boreholas

mpact

Erwviranmental  Kegative

Abstracting more groundwater

Future proofing  High
| Cas ETm
[T E————— Deliverabdity
hald undergraund in the
soil ar in pores and
orevices in rock. We could
creats new boreholes or

mpact

rewse exlsting out-af-use
| borehales

Waklume Imifd

Ernfronmental  Megative

Sl J
e B2 .J =
“-!“ ¢ | + H-S
o '
-

oL

g, —
4 R
) AT
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What we did — the survey

ReSpondentS SaW, demand More education campalgns
management and supply side options e
on within the survey. o s, e e e e e
Each option had a short description » =Tl
and gave them a feel for its o m
attributes in terms volume, cost and et e s
environmental impact, using verbal
scales. e

They were asked to indicate whether W =
they were ‘for’ or ‘against’ each option/ e
using a slider on a 5 point scale.

Options were rotated across the
sample, to counter any order effects.

M that you have looked at all the opbions, which of the optons do you like the best?
Flgase select the fitles to look badk at the detaled imformaban for esch aptian.

Inoreasing The amauns of syt in the BRield reservor

They were then shown all the options

together (with the chance to review ]

the detailed information on each) and

asked to indicate the options they R

liked best and least. S ——

In SSW only, two options for asset —
management were shown, in a e o o e o
Separate Sectlon Of the Survey. through education and advertising. Providing people with mone

infosrmatian about kaw and why to e water carefully may help

More education campaigns

Because of the time constraints within N
this format the number of options was pmnect e eyiowes
fewer than was the case in the - e |
WOrkShOpS Emdronmental Positive as more i ' i :. m
. . . pact waler i sed L o A
7 options in SSW and 6 in Cambs. . S B community

research




Limitations and outputs

The research findings from Phase Two were intended to inform
Investment choices.

The options shared were necessarily far fewer than the company really
faces. They were simplified hybrid options, taken from the real process
the company is going through as part of WRMP and PR19.

The criteria and the information shared about each option were
necessarily at a high level. Some key elements were not covered at all
(e.g. timescale / phasing of delivery.)

Fewer options and fewer details about each option could be shared in
the online survey than in the workshop.

Workshops participants heard a presentation explaining the options and
could ask questions. So, from them we have more considered choices
from a position of greater understanding — but the sample is small.

Survey respondents provide us with a more robust sample but their
choices are less considered and based on less understanding.

Together, the findings have given us a clear hierarchy of options in both
regions, which the company can feed into its decision making process,
but the above limitations should be borne in mind.

community
research
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Lcilialld side Opuoris -
« The demand manage@th%;[tMriaWe consistently more

appealing to customers than supply side options.

Metering and leakage were ultimately more popular than education
campaigns.

But often people felt that education should come as part of a
‘package’ with metering.

o Support for the three options in the survey were near
iIdentical in Cambridge and South Staffs.

Proportion ‘for’ the option Preferred option
>6% Reducing leakage
54%
43%
Installing smart meters
510/0 d .100/0
More education campaigns
48% 11% : m
community

W ssw research

Base: South Staffs 305, Cambridge 207 B Cambs

29%
Reducing leakage

29%

27%
Installing smart meters

27%

More education campaigns




Leakage reduction

The water company could reduce leakage above and beyond
current targets by using new approaches. Approcimately 23%
of all water in the pipe netwark is lost per
it becornes Increas Inghy expensive to fix le
e the best use of money — it might cost
repair the leak than the value of the lost

Reducing leakage

Reducing leakage

The water company could reduce leakage above and beyond
current targets by using new approaches. Approcimatedy 18%
wwwwww | of all water in the pipe network is lost per day due to leaks but
this could provide  of total water it becomaes Increas Inghy expensive to fia leaks and s0 may not
demand be the best use of money - it might cost rmore to find and
Cost Pedium (££] repair the leak than the value of the lost water.

Envirgnmaental Positive as more

impact wiater b savnd Amount of water  Medium, around

this could provide 7% of total water 'j ";
demand g '#ﬂ-'-";-'-
e o
Cost Madium {££) | : P
F g

Envirgnmental Positive as mone —

impact water is saved

Further emphasising feedback from the first workshops, reducing
leakage was a hugely popular option in both the reconvened
workshops and the survey.

One of the two leakage options made it into every final plan.
It was the most popular option in the survey in both regions.
Although the different criteria were taken into account in decision

making, for many, there was a moral imperative to reduce
leakage — people really disliked the idea of wastage

community
research




| eakage reduction

Positives Negatives
e Less water would be e Some recognised that cost
wasted efficiencies would be lost
« It was relatively inexpensive the more leaks were fixed
and had a positive e The amount of water saved
environmental impact was small by comparison to
some of the other options

“I have to pay if | have a leak, or pay for the water | use | : H
/ lose. It's only right that water companies fix the leaks. ' Y LY
| don't hear of gas companies having 23% of gas lost Less popular’

due to leaks!!” Survey respondent amongst 30-
44 year olds

community
research

“I would imagine that it's a
huge task and very
expensive for the amount
of water saved this way.”
Survey respondent




Leakage reduction 1 vs 2

* In the workshops, the appeal of the two different leakage
options was fairly evenly spread.*

In South Staffs four groups chose Leakage 1 (and two chose
Leakage 2) in their final plan whereas in Cambridge it was half and

half.

Leakage reduction (1)

L -
I Viohurme &
& Fufure proofing Lo
| o £
ity Eazy
o —

Reducing leaks
above and
beyond current
targets

MOTE 17 pai Chani This. e Do) diveiss Laak bge §

Leakage reduction (2}

| above and beyond
| eurrent targets by
| using rew

*In South Staffs, participants could only choose Leakage 2 if they had chosen Leakage
1 whereas in Cambridge participants could only choose Leakage 1 OR Leakage 2

Seen as a ‘no brainer’, with
many feeling that this
should be done as a

matter of course. It was
almost a ‘hygiene factor’.

“Why wouldn’t you
do this? It's easy and
positive.”

Seen as a bit more drastic — some felt
that it was important to do everything
possible to cut leaks, but others started
guestioning whether the expense and
potential negative environmental effects
would be worth it.

community
research




Increased metering

Increased metering (not “It's already been
proven that people use
less water if they have a

smart meters)

Volume ﬁ

Future proofing  Low

Cost ¢ meter so surely people
xR will use less.” Cambs

Installing more
water meters in
households across
the region

Environmental Positive
impack

“The only way people are going to use
less water is if their bill gets bigger.”
Walsall

* Building on findings from the first workshops, the option of
Installing more water meters was popular in both regions.

As well as encouraging reduced water consumption, participants also
liked the idea of meters picking up leaks.

 However, many felt that behaviour change would only occur
If it came hand in hand with information and / or support.

* As a result most people would go straight for the smart
metering option.

MOTE: If you choose this you cannot choose Smart Metering m

community

*In South Staffs, participants could only choose smart metering if they had chosen increased metering whereas in research

Cambridge participants could only choose smart metering OR increased metering




Smart metering

Smart metering

Installing meters
that allow

customers to see
and monitor their
own water usage

NOTE: If you choose this you cannot choose Increased Metering m

‘Cost ££

Volume &6

Future proofing

Deliverability

Environmental  Positive
impact

e Smart metering was the most popular option in the
workshops and second most popular in the survey in both

regions.

It was in ten of the twelve final plans.
Over a quarter chose it as their preferred option.

 However, a minority actively opposed this option, and it was
the second least preferred option in the survey, chosen by a
fifth of customers in both regions. A

community
research




Smart metering

Positives

People thought that they would
be more likely to encourage
behaviour change because
people could see in real time how
much water they were using.

They were seen to be a natural
progression with smart energy
meters having paved the way.

Negatives

A few were sceptical that they
would make any long term
difference to people’s water
consumption.

And some were not confident in
the technology.

There was also concern amongst
some that they were being used to
generate more money for water
companies.

“It's the way forward,
especially for new
generations.” South
Staffs

“As has been demonstrated by the energy industry, smart

meters are far from reliable, will not work in many locations...
Also their main effect is in passing their cost to the consumer
when the only advantages are to the supplier.”

More p umnmm
youngerpeode;n%
locations, and wit
those on water meters
in South Staffs. Less
popular amongst
customers in
households W|th people

community
research



RCSUuUcClrng cusiolrier watlcel
Reducing customer water usage l_LtS ag e

A Volume g

Future proofing Low
Cost E
Encouraging water Deliverability ~ Hard

efficient behaviours
through education,
advertising and
providing water saving
devices

Ervironmental  Positive
impact

o Although customers thought that it was important to
encourage reduced water usage through education
campaigns etc., other demand management options had
more appeal.

Around half of survey respondents were ‘for’ this option, but only
around one in ten chose this as their best liked option overall.

It was slightly more popular in South Staffs where it made it into the
final plans of most workshop participants (compared to only one In
Cambridge.) A

community
research




RCSUuUcClrng cusiolrier watlcel

Positives

Seen as an obvious and
Important thing to do.

It was inexpensive and could
make a difference.

People in the workshops felt that
they were good examples of how
Increased knowledge and support
can make a change to behaviour.

ljsag@tives

e Some people were simply

not convinced that people’s
behaviour would change
and that investment could
be better used elsewhere.

“It's a slow burn
but it is
necessary.”

Cambs

“There is a need to keep
reminding people not to take water

for granted.” Survey respondent

“I liked the idea of educating people but having
those things [water saving devices] doesn’t mean

that people will use them. You could spend money m

on something more efficient.” Cambs

community
research
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OUppPIy side Opuolls — ooVy
e The supply side opti(ﬁ\&@g\éjﬁwmar than the demand

management options in South Staffs

Around a third of participants were broadly positive towards each of
the supply side options; however, very few chose any as their overall
preferred option

Preferred option

Proportion ‘for’ the option

Taking water from the

0 Taking water from the
River Trent 34%

River Trent

13%

Increasing the amount of

390,  Increasing the amount of
water in the Blithfield...

water in the Blithfield...

10%

Taking more
groundwater

Taking more groundwater 35%

7%

Trading water with
another water company

Trading water with

0
30% another water company

5%

community
research

Base: 305 (survey)



Increasing Blithfield

Increasing the amount of water in
Blithfield reservoir

Volume @a
Future proofing
= Cost £E
We could increase the : -
amount of water in the| Peliverability  Easy
reservoir, for example Environmental  High
by diverting water impact
from canals

e Customers didn’t hate the idea of increasing the amount of
water in Blithfield reservoir, but they didn’t love it either.

o It didn’t feature in any final plans and was only chosen by
around a third of workshop participants overall.
— Likewise, response to this option in the survey was fairly lukewarm.
* Overall it didn’t seem to bring enough big benefits to appeal

(i.e. volume high but not that high, future proofing good but
not great etc.) m

community
research



Increasing Blithfield

Positives Negatives

e Easy to get heads around. « Many still put off by the

e Nothing new — just improving . :
something that’s already there. environmental impact.

« Monitored by the Environment  And a few concerns about
Agencyé| A impact on canals.
 Seemed to have less of a negative
environmental impact than some of | | ® IN the survey, some people
the other supply side options. were put off by the cost.
“I think during the year we
have a lot of rain which could ‘
be storeql, other countries have younger
less rainfall, but store more romers
water.” Survey respondent Custotii=" e
|east positve |
“t | t about this !
seems less negative :
g “The canals are the option

than trading water... It's

the lesser of two evils.” only pretty stuff in

Birmingham.”

community
research




ADsuacurig grouridwatelr

(SSW)

Abstracting more groundwater

Volume &4

Future proofing 3

Cost ££
Groundwater is water Deliverability
held underground in the | Environmental Negative
soil or in pores and impact

crevices in rock. We could
create new boreholes or
reuse existing out-of-use

boreholes m

Abstracting more groundwater was not viewed positively,
mainly due to concerns about the environmental impact.

— This was particularly in relation to creating new boreholes (reusing
existing boreholes had more appeal.)

In the workshops, around a third chose it as their least
preferred option, and it was not included in any final plans.

It was the least preferred option in the survey, and over a third
were against the idea. A

community
research




ADsuacurig grouridwatelr

Positives (S\'; apegaives

* The high future proofing score | |, High levels of concern

was reassuring. i
! : about the negative
e |twasn't as expensive as : }
environmental impact,

some of the other options. _ _ :
. Reusing existing boreholes particularly in relation to

was seen as a good use of creating new boreholes.
resources. e Seen as a finite resource.
— Caveatthat

would be a ‘sustainable level of water
abstraction, but they were against drilling
NEW boreholes on environmental

“l Iimagine there’s water underground that
the trees aren’t using if you go deep

enough not to affect the environment as groungs.
much.” t
\t appealed
“ . t to older
If you can use the “Groundwater is a o= tomers
old boreholes it could finite resource — cis hose |
be positive on the where is it going to and { DE ,
environment.” come from?” from J
households




Taking Water from River Trent

Taking water from the River Trent

Volume 66460
Future proofing 3

= Cost EEEEE
This would be a neW | pejiverability  Hard
abstraction pointon | o il Negative
the River Trent and impact
a new treatment
works.

« Taking water from the River Trent was an appealing option for
some, with nearly half the groups including it in their final plan,
but it was also strongly disliked by many.

— In the workshops around half chose it as their least preferred and it
was the third least popular option in the survey.

« It was felt to be a radical option (very expensive and very hard
to deliver but much higher volume than any other options) —
which appealed to some more than others.

community
research




Taking Water from River Trent

Positives Negatives

« This was seen to be a good « The expense was a key concern
investment in the future for many (although less so when

v of the bill impact was revealed).
supply ot water. « And some were concerned about

* |t delivered a much higher the environmental impact — and
volume of water than other the impact of the construction
options work that would be necessary.

“Instead of doing “It doesn’t make sense to go ‘

lots of little things, for a very expensive option ed
do something that now when there are less It appeal®

s more certain.” expensive options available.” most to older
customers

“I think it's the better option as it's the only option to ..\

offer more than 10% of total water needed, | would
however be a bit worried about how it would affect my
future water bills.”

community
research



Trading water with another water company

Trading water with another water
company
Volume &d
Future proofing
P _ Cost 3
Buying and Deliverability
transferring treated Environmental
water via pipes from a impact
neighbouring water
company

* In the workshops trading water was the most appealing of
all the supply side options overall with nearly all participants
choosing it as one of their preferred options and all bar one

group including it in their final plan.
— Its more ‘neutral’ scores were reassuring for many.
 However, this option did not fare so well in the survey.
— It got one of the lowest scores overall. M

community
research




Trading water with another water company

Positives Negatives
* Seemed to provide a decent « Some were concerned that
volume of water without being ” this option wasn't really
100 expensive or environmentally tackling the overall issue i.e. it
Was s%er?.as 2 16 brainer’ — if wasn’t ‘producing’ more water.
others had a surplus of water * And recognised that there
then it made sense for another were no guarantees If overly
area to take it. reliant on other companies.
“t makes "[Trading water] makes sense: if q
sense to share there is water there, they've |t was S ightly
) : already done the job of sourcing ikely 1o
it more evenly. 7 more likely
| appeal 1O
older

“What would happen if, for

instance, we got water from It doesn't customers __\

Scotland and then devolution Increase the

happened? Would prices
increase dramatically?”

amount of water
the country has.”

community
research
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OUpPpPIy Slide OpPLUOlls — LdlllDos

overview

* As In South Staffs, the supply side options were less popular
than the demand management options in Cambridge

A new reservoir was the exception to this, with customers generally
positive towards this option

Proportion ‘for’ the option Preferred option

Building a new water
reservoir

reservoir 19%
26% Taking more groundwater - 8%
Trading water with o Trading water with
29% 7%
another water company another water company

community
research

Taking more groundwater

Base: 207 (survey)



ADsuacurig grouridwatelr

“ambe

Abstracting more groundwater ‘
Volume é Th\S WaS
Future proofing High
Cost EE Very

Groundwater is water Deliverability
held underground in the | Environmental Megative
soil or in pores and impact

crevices in rock. We could
create new boreholes or
reuse existing out-of-use

boreholes m

» Reflecting findings from South Staffs, the idea of abstracting
groundwater clearly did not appeal in Cambridge.

This was particularly in relation to creating new boreholes (reusing existing
boreholes had more appeal.)

Half the workshop attendees chose it as their least preferred option and it was not
in any final plan.

Survey respondents were even more emphatic in their rejection of this option — it
was the least preferred for a quarter and received the lowest scores overall.

e Concern about this option was largely driven by its perceived impact on
the environment.

community
research




ADsuacurig grouridwatelr

Positives (C &%Qﬁaes

« This was seen as very

) :glgg\s/e\lnemgg aesngive damaging to the environment.
HVEly P « People assumed that there
option. was not an infinite supply of
e Reusing existing boreholes water.

was felt to be a good use of | |+ Some also saw it as expensive
resources. for what it delivered.

“It
interferes
with
nature.”

"I like the idea of using existing boreholes
S0 you're not creating more which is

mers were |

beneficial to the environment as you're not
digging holes.”




New surface water reservoir

New surface water reservoir ‘
Future proofing High . WaS

: Cost EEEEE C()rnb\ned.l
We can start using _ - St
surface water in Deliverability Hard the mO
Cambridge and build a Environmental  Negative
new reservoir and impact during OpU\ar Of the
treatment works to ;?éustrucmn p \ S\ d e
capture water and
store it. — SUpp y

* A new reservoir was well liked by workshop participants
and survey respondents alike.

It featured in half the final plans and was the preferred supply
side option and achieved the highest mean score in the survey
(NB combined reservoir was not an option.)
e Customers felt that while it was an expensive option and
would take time to build, it was the most sensible option
In the long term. A

community
research




New surface water reservoir

Positives

It was seen as a long term
solution i.e. great future
proofing.

It also offered the

opportunity for social and
environmental benefits.

Negatives

 Participants recognised how
expensive this option would be.

 They also knew that it would not
be available immediately and
wondered who would pay for it.

« There were some questions
about feasibility and finding a
suitable location.

“will it create a sense of
entitlement from the public,
that they can use water
willy nilly once it’s built?”

" In 10 years the demand will be a lot higher

so when the reservoir comes into use it will
be really helpful.”

community
research
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New combined surface reservoir [ ‘

Volume 546460 Popu\ar fOr

Future proofing hang the
We can team up with Cost EEEE . a
another water company | Deliverability beneﬂts Og t
to build a new reservoir i . F u
to increase the amount i‘;ﬁtﬂmeml ’;"fﬁﬁ;”e reSeWO‘r '\'_h
of water captured and construction \ e
stored. Both companies then Shanng
would draw water to |
supply customers

e Sharing a reservoir with another water company was an
appealing option for many, with four of the six groups
putting it into their final plan.

* It was seen to be more practical to share the cost and
some liked the idea of teaming up.

 However, others felt that there was a risk to being overly
reliant on another water company. A

community
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| TaUlirg watel Wil ariotricel
Trading water with another waterr‘ F I lpany

company (1)

Trading water with another water
company (2)

Volume a a

Buying and Future proofing
transferring a largg - Cost £
volume of treated Buying and Deliverability Easy
wa_ter via pipes frol |transferring 2 low: e
neighbouring wate ume of treated Impiact
company. water via pipes from a
NOTE: If you choose this | neighbouring water

company

NOTE: If you choose this you cannot choose Trading Water 1 r".'j_..'_.':'_.'lr'l'.'.'.:'-'F

« Unlike in South Staffs, trading water with another company as an
overall concept received a fairly lukewarm response in Cambridge.
It made it into four of the six plans in the workshops, but wasn't a
particularly popular option.
In the survey it was one of the least popular options (although it seemed to
be more a case of indifference than active dislike.)
« Although there was an equal split of support for the two different
trading water options in the plans, individually people tended to
prefer Trading Water 2 as they felt it was a ‘safer’ approach.

community
research




| TaUlirg watel Wil ariotricel

/
Positives C em p@ms

* It was seen to provide a decent « Some didn’t like the idea of being
volume without being reliant on another company,
prohibitively expensive or especially if they might run into
detrimental to the environment. water supply issues themselves —

they wanted to stay self sufficient.

« Some felt that this wasn’t solving
the fundamental problems with
water supply.

e Some people liked the idea of
working with other water
companies and felt it was an
efficient way to work.

"It makes sense to
build relationships
with other companies

“It could be a useful
back up in
emergencies, when
there really is a
proper drought.”

because they might
have more water.”

r

community
research
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Treatment works (SSW)

o Participants all rejected the single large treatment works
option but were torn between the mega treatment works
and two medium treatment works.

Across the six groups, there was an even split in the final plans but
considerable debate within groups to get to that point.

 Those who chose the mega treatment works ultimately
made that decision because of the volume of water it
provided.

And stakeholders were reassured to find out that it could have a
smaller land footprint due to new technology.

e Whilst those who preferred two medium treatment works
preferred it for being more future proofed.

They felt that the mega treatment works would be ‘putting all their
eggs in one basket.

community
research




Treatment works (SSW)

e Survey respondents were asked to choose between the
mega treatment works and two medium works only and
overwhelmingly chose to refurbish two treatment works.

It seems likely that expense and resilience were prioritised over
volume amongst these respondents (who did not take part in
discussions about potential water shortages in the future and were
not trying to meet a volume target.) Build one mega

The mega treatment works was
preferred by men and those on
a water meter.

treatment
works, 14%

Maintain two
“Safety in numbers. Shut medium
down one big plant and works, 869%
there is no water. Shut
down one of two smaller
plants and at least you “It's good to
maintain some capacity.” spread the

Survey respondent risk.”
cummu?_:ty
Base: South Staffs 305 M=t




Boreholes (both regions)

e Each group in the South Staffs workshops and all bar one of
the groups in Cambridge chose to ensure that all boreholes
(as opposed to most) are fit for purpose and future proofed
In their final plans.

 The option was liked for seeming to deliver a high volume
of water for a relatively low cost, having a strong future
proofing score, and for being neutral to the environment.

On balance, it was felt that the extra cost (compared to the ‘most
boreholes’ option) was worth it for the future proofing element.

“The infrastructure’s “Use what you've
already there.” already got.”
Cambs Cambs

community
research
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Criteria and trade-offs

o Participants did tend to stay loyal to their initial views of the
different options when putting their plans together.

e Cost was important to most participants on the face of it;
however, eight out of the twelve designed a plan that went
over budget

For the majority, the bill impact was not significant, and

there was a sense that it was more important to go for
the ‘right’ plan, rather than the cheapest.

 Even though they acknowledged the demand management
options did not provide significant volume, most felt that it
was important to include them for moral reasons.

Even if this meant going over budget or ‘target’ volume.

Some deliberately added them when they realised they
were under budget in their plans. R

community
research




Criteria and trade-offs

 While other criteria (namely volume) were the main drivers
of preference, negative environmental impact was a key
factor when choosing which options were liked least.

As a result, the supply side options with the greatest environmental
Impact tended to be viewed most negatively, particularly
groundwater abstraction.

And when an option perceived to be environmentally unfriendly was
included, it was ‘balanced out’ by the other options in the plan.

Participants differentiated between options that would have a
temporary negative environmental impact (i.e. during construction)
and those that would have a long term impact, with the former
being deemed much more acceptable.

o Future proofing tended not to be something that
participants placed great value on — while they generally
tried to ensure an option with a good future proofing score
was included, this was not a key driver, rather an added

bonus.

community
research




Final plans — South Staffs

* The different workshop groups were highly

‘:fﬁ‘_?n'- ” ___I B |
consistent in their final plans: = T
All chose to ensure all boreholes were fit for purpose and future = & ° ;
F il
proofed. - 2
All bar one stakeholder group chose to include smart metering. —::__ % | 2 | 1JJ
All bar one HH group chose to trade water with another water i;—__ o | ges I

company. i Yo s) '
Most chose the first leakage option. -

The two stakeholder / business groups chose the second
leakage option.

And four of the six chose to reduce customer water usage through
education and advertising.

community
research




Final plan — Cambs

e Groups in the Cambridge workshops were also fairly
consistent in their plans:

Each group chose to include a reservoir (one group chose to have both
reservoir options.)

All bar one chose smart metering (and none chose to increase
metering.)

All bar one chose to ensure all boreholes were fit for purpose.
None of the groups chose to abstract more groundwater.

The two leakage options and two trading options were equally split
across groups.

community
research
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Frelelred Opuolis — oSOulll

There was broad consist&t/anﬂ:ﬁth Staffs regardless of
customer / stakeholder type.

Similarly results from the survey were largely in line with
findings from the workshop, with some clear winners and
losers in both areas.

Winners | osers
Metering (particularly smart « Abstracting more groundwater
metering) (although at workshops main focus
Reducing leakage against was on drilling NEW
Trading (workshop only) boreholes)
Two medium treatment works e Taking water from River Trent
Ensuring all boreholes are fit * (Smart meters — with a vocal
for purpose minority)

community
research




Freielrred Opuoris — oSOuUltll

 Workshop participant&&@ﬁi&n six ‘votes’ that they
could allocate across options in any way they chose.*

« At this stage, supply side options, particularly metering
were most popular (NB customers could only choose smart
metering If they also chose increasing metering.)

Y
Lad

Installing smart meters

Increasing metering

(7Y}
i

Trading water with another water company

L
=t

Reducing leakage 1

M
—

Reducing customer water usage

=
l=)}

Taking water from the River Trent

=
|

Reducing leakage 2

Increasing the amount of water in the Blithfield
reservoir

'-DI
[
=

Taking more groundwater - 7 Y
g ? *Some people appear not to have followed DmmUT’]lt"’
instructions — therefore totals may not add esearc

Base : 31 (WO rkShOp) exactly to 6 x number of participants.




Freielrred Opuoris — oSOuUltll

e Survey respondents Wer§ltlalffc$ive each option a score to
show the extent to which theéy were Tor’ or ‘against’ each option

on a 5 point scale, where +2 = strongly for and -2= strongly
against and 0 is the mid point, neutral option.

Respondents were most positive towards reducing leakage, and least

towards taking more groundwater Mean

Score

Reducing leakage 30% 14% 059

More education campaigns 30% 20% 0.46

Installing smart meters 33% 24% 0.22

5% 2% 0.8

Taking more groundwater 28% 37% -0.03

Taking water from the River Trent 34% 32% 0.01

Trading water with another water company 44% 26% 0.08
m Total for = Neutral = Total against Egg“eg‘rﬁlﬂlﬂtﬁé.

Base: 305 (survey)



Freielrred Opuoris — oSOuUltll

e Survey respondents Were?ﬂ"reaﬁlad to choose the option
they liked the best, leakage was most popular overall,
reflecting spontaneous views from workshop participants.

 However, smart meters also had strong appeal, chosen as
the best liked option by over a quarter.

Reducing leakage

29%

Installing smart meters 27%

Taking water from the River Trent

13%

More education campaigns 10%

Increasing the amount of water in the Blithfield

(4]
reservoir 10%

Taking more groundwater 7%

5% A

Trading water with another water company

com u?:t';-'
Base: 305 (survey) researc




LCaosl preiciicu Opuorlis — ooutll

o Survey results reflected fe&taﬂ:js the workshops in that
taking more groundwater was unpopular, with a quarter of
participants choosing this as the option they liked the least.

e Taking water from the River Trent was more unpopular in the
workshops, while smart metering was disliked by a fifth of survey
respondents (NB this was very polarising with over a quarter
choosing this as their best liked option.)

Workshop voting

Water from River Trent | R 14

More groundwater
Trading water

Reducing leakage 2
Blithfield reservoir

Smart meters

Increasing metering
Reducing customer usage

Reducing leakage 1

Base: 31 (workshop),

N 10
s

3

K

i1

i1

B2

0

305 (survey)

Survey — least liked

More groundwater

Smart meters

Water from River Trent
Trading water

More education campaigns
Reducing leakage

Blithfield reservoir

I > 526
B 19%
I 1696
B 159
B 0%

| WL

B 5% )

community
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Quotes on options — South Staffs

“Get rid of Leakage 2: the amount

: “We are including the things
of water gained for an extra

that customers would want to
see a responsible company do.”

10million, not worth it, it's harder
to do and has negative impact on
the environment.”

“If trading is to be done, leakage
reduction is needed — if paying for ‘I like the idea of a back up plant
water from other companies, it In case one of them has a major
makes sense to ensure that it isn't fault.” Survey respondent
being lost through leaks.”

“Money doesn’t matter so much

as long as we get the volume.”

community
research




Preferred options — Cambs

Results from the Cambridge workshops and survey broadly
matched those from South Staffs in terms of response to the
demand management options.

In terms of supply side option, there is most appetite for a
reservoir, primarily for the volume of water this would bring
compared to other options, but also for the perceived long term
benefits.

| \/\/If]ITIEEI'ES I..(:)SS‘E}IFSS
Metering (particularly smart _
metering) « Abstracting more
Reducing leakage groundwater (although at
A reservoir of some workshops main focus against was
description on drilling NEW boreholes)
Ensuring all boreholes are fit e (Smart meters — with a vocal
for purpose minority)

r
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Freielrired OpPuolls —
e Although smart metegamréild)g &Iividual workshop

votes overall, when combined, the two reservoir options were
most popular.
The other supply side options received very little support at this stage.

Installing smart meters _ 42
New combined surface water reservoir _ 38
New surface water reservoir _ 30
Reducing customer water usage - 13
Reducing leakage 2 - 13
Trading water 2 - 12

Trading water 1 - 6
Reducing leakage 1 . 4
Increasing metering I 2

Taking more groundwater [ 2 223]

community
research

Base: 27 (workshop)



Freielrired OpPuolls —
* Survey results reflect@ﬁm h)rlbd he demand side

options and a new reservoir gaining higher levels of those “for’
them, than the other supply side options.

As Iin South Staffs, respondents were most positive towards reducing
leakage and least towards taking more groundwater

Mean
Score

Reducing leakage 26% 20%  0.48
Building a new water reservoir 22%  26% 0.34
Installing smart meters 22%  28% 0.34

More education campaigns 21%  31% 0.28

lrading water with another water company 40% 30% 0.02
Taking more groundwater 26% 47% 0.30
m Total for = Neutral = Total against communi m

research

Base: 207 (survey)



Freielrired OpPuolls —

« Reflecting the findings Q@m ba‘lfldwg)@t liked options were

reducing leakage and installing smart meters, with well over a quarter
each choosing these.
Liking for these options were consistently strong across demographics.

* The reservoir was chosen by a fifth overall.

However, women were most likely to choose a new reservoir as their best liked
option overall.

29%

Reducing leakage

Installing smart meters 27%

19%

Building a new water reservoir

More education campaigns 11%

Taking more groundwater

Trading water with another water

(0} o F
company % community

research

Base: 207 (survey)



Least preferred options — Cambs

o Taking more groundwater was by far the least popular
option in the workshops, and this was backed up in the
survey.

There were no other clear ‘losers.

Taking more groundwater [N 15 More groundwater
Reducing leakage 1 [ 4
Installing smart meters B 3 Smart meters
Trading water 1 [ 3
Increasing metering B 3
Reducing leakage 2 I 2
Reducing customer usage § 1
New combined reservoir 0
New reservoir 0
Trading water 2 0

25%

20%

More education

o)
campaigns 1%

New reservoir 16%

Trading water 16%

Reducing leakage - 5%

community
research

Base: 27 (workshop), 207 (survey)



Quotes on options - Cambs

“Leakage reduction needs to
be above what is being done.
It gives more weight to
wanting customers to reduce
their usage. It's a PR benefit.
Objections to reservoirs will be
mitigated if you say you are
doing all you can for leakage.”

“The price is so
Insignificant that we
might as well put it
[leakage] In.”

community
research
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Workshop summary - SSW

Option

Leakage 1*

Increased
metering**

Smart metering

Trading with another
water company

Reducing customer
water usage

Leakage 2

Increasing Blithfield

Taking water from
River Trent

Abstracting
groundwater

*Could only choose Leakage 2 if had chosen Leakage 1

Overall
score

1

w N DN -

3/4
3/4
3}

Votes

allocated preferred

21
34
31
17
10
9
16
7

Least

0

W W R W R e

10

Included
in plans

4

w O NN B O 01 Ol

0

Key points

Seen to be the ‘moral’ thing to do

Seen as a necessary and important thing to
do, but should provide support and
information to customers alongside this

Makes logical sense to give customers real
time information to help them reduce their
water consumption

Seen as a no brainer to use surplus of
water from other regions and less
expensive then other supply side options

Seen as an important thing to do,
particularly when combined with metering,
but some less convinced in its efficacy

Some still feel there is a moral imperative
to reduce leakage even further; others feel
that it makes less economic sense

Not seen to bring major benefits to warrant
expense but no major concerns either

Mixed views with some seeing this as a
bold move but others concerned that it
would be too much of a risk

Serious concerns about the long term
negative environmental impact, but mainly
directed at drilling NEW boreholes

**Could only choose Smart metering if had chosen Increased metering



Survey summary - SSW

Option

Reducing leakage

Customer education

Smart metering

Increasing Blithfield

Trading with another water
company

Taking water from River Trent

Abstracting groundwater

)

Mean score
0.46
0.22
0.18
0.08
0.01

Proportion for Most preferred Least preferred

56%
51%
43%
39%
30%
34%
35%

29%
10%
27%
10%
2%
13%
1%

1%
12%
19%

6%
15%

16%

community
research



Workshop summary - Cambs

Overall Votes Least Included

Option )
> score allocated preferred in plans

Key points

Leakage 1* 1 4 O 3 Seen to be the ‘moral’ thing to do

Seen as a necessary and important thing to
do, but should provide support and
information to customers alongside this

Makes logical sense to give customers real
time information to help them reduce their
water consumption

The idea of a new reservoir was popular for
being a long term solution with
environmental and social benefits

Many people preferred the idea of sharing
the cost and the burden although others
were concerned about the risk

Seen as an important thing to do,
particularly when combined with metering,
but some less convinced in its efficacy

Many still feel there is a moral imperative to
reduce leakage even further; others feel that
it makes less economic sense

Seen as a slightly ‘safer’ option than Trading
1 as lower volume of water and so fewer
risks involved
Seen to provide a decent volume of water

without too many negatives but some
concern about relying on another company

4
3
0
0
1
2
0
3
@ Serious concerns about the long term

Increased metering**

2

30

Smart metering

New surface water
reservoir

reservoir

Reducing customer
water usage

Leakage 2

1
1
1
New combined 1
2
2

13
Trading 2 2/3 12
Trading 1 3 6

Abstracting
groundwater 5 2

N N WO - B W 01 O

O negative environmental impact, but mainly
directed at drilling NEW boreholes

*Could only choose Leakage 1 OR Leakage 2 **Could only choose Increased metering OR Smart metering



Survey summary - Cambs

Option Mean score Proportion for Most preferred Least preferred

Reducing leakage 0.48 54% 29% 5%
Smart metering 0.34 51% 27% 20%
Building a new reservoir 0.34 52% 19% 16%
Customer education 0.28 48% 11% 17%
Trading water with another (g RV 29% 7% 16%

Taking more groundwater -O_ 30 26% 8%

community
research




Key
 Workshop

Overall score = a qualitative measure based on all feedback (1 = very positive, 2 =
positive, 3 = neutral / polarising, 4 = negative, 5 = very negative)

Votes allocated = the number of overall votes an option received (participants had
six votes each to spread out as they saw fit)

Least preferred = the number of people who chose this as the option they liked
least (participants could vote for one option only)

Included in plan = how many final plans this option featured in (out of six — four
from the workshops, two from the roundtables)

e Survey

[Participants were asked to what extent they were for or against each option from +2 =
strongly for’ ;[ -2 = ‘strongly against’ and 0= neutral mid point]
Mean score = an average figure taking into account all responses to the above
guestion

Proportion for = the proportion of people scoring the option 1 or 2 in the above
guestion

Most preferred = the proportion of people choosing this as the option they liked
best overall

Least preferred = the proportion of people choosing this as the option they liked
least overall

community
research
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Key evaluation points

their re community
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Quotes from workshop teeaback
form

“Really enjoyed the day and

has honestly made me more
conscious of my water use.”

“Bit apprehensive before on whether it
would be fun and enjoyable, but really
enjoyed it.”

“Enlightening and
Interesting.”

“Really well organised and
fun. Excellent educational
piece — learnt a lot!”

community
research




Quotes from survey feedback

“It is thought provoking. |
always take water for granted
with amount of rain we have!”

“It was a good use of my time and
encouraged me more to save water
after doing this survey.”

“Very interesting
survey about
matters that

concern everyone.”

“A very interesting survey
with useful information about

the company. | wish more

surveys were like this!”
GDI‘I’H‘I‘IUI‘IIW
research
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