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1. Glossary

AMI Advanced Metering Infrastructure

AMP7 Asset Management Plan 7

AMR Automatic MeterReading

BVP Best Value Plan

CAM Cambridge Watesupply region

CCW Consumer Council for Water

CSA Company Specific Adjustment

CO2 Carbon Dioxide

CVF Cam Valley Forum

Covid19/Pandemic The Covidl9 Pandemic impacts that commenced in March 2020 and are still ongo

FBP Future bill payers (consumer who typically those under 30 who do not directly rece
water bills)

DEFRA Government Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs

HTC | 2042y Q& / 2y RdzA G ¢ NHza G

HE Historic England

HH Household (customers)

LTDS Long Term Delivery Strategy

MCDA Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis is a glibcipline of operations research that explicitl

evaluates multiple conflicting criteria gtecision making. Cost or price is usually one
the main criteria, and some measure of quality is typically another criterion, easily
conflict with the cost.

MOSL Market Operator Services Limited
NEUBs Non-Essential Usage Bafts business customers
Net Zero Cutting greenhouse gas emissions to as close to zero as possible, with any remai

emissions reabsorbed from the atmosphere, by oceans and forests for instance. O
used as shorthand for the UK Net Zero goals, which is for the Biéhieve Net Zero
emissions by 2050.

NFU blFrGA2y It CIFENYSNEQ | yAzy

NHH Non-household (customers)

NT National Trust

oDl Outcome Delivery Incentivéfwat provide financial payments to water companies

from customers fowater companieperforming beyond their committed levels of
aSNIA OS 0 W2 dzii LIS NF 2 NdvtergdmpBaniesitoics®ryfeiisdo O
LISNF2NXYAYy3 6St2¢ GKSANI O2YYAGYSyida o

ONS Office for National Statistics

PR19/24 Price Review019/2024

PP Percentage Point

PSR Priority Servicefegister

SGP South Cambridgeshire Green Party

SH Stakeholder an organisation or individual representing a speaéiose or area of
interest

SME Small and MediunrsizedEnterprises

SRO Strategic Resource Options

SSC South Staffs Water (encompassing betipplyregions)

SSW South Staffs Watesupply region

TUBs Temporary Use Barisr household customers

UKWIR UK Water Industry Research

YWYS Your Water Your Say

WINEP Water Industry National Environmental Programn#egrogramme of actionseeded

for water companie$n order to meet environmental obligations for 2050

September2023
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WRAP Water Resources Advisory Panel
WRE Water Resources Eastvater resources regional planning group
WRMPLY/WRMP24 Water Resources Management PR019/2024
WRW Water Resources Westvater resources regional planning group
WTP/ WTA Willingness to PayWillingness to Accept
VFM Value for money

September2023
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2. INTRODUCTION

ImpactResearchvere commissiord to work with SSC for the following:

f ¢2 RSEAGSNI I NRBO6dzalG GNRIFy3AdzZ  GA2Yy 2F Odzald2YSNAQ
{{/ Q& L} I ya
0 Robustly triangulate evidence relating to WRMBtipport all key decisions
0 {dzZLL2 NI GKS RS@St2LIYSyd 2F {{/ Qa tSNF2NX¥IyOS
o0 Triangulate WTP values to set central, upper and lower values
1 To support the development of SSC plans with triangulated valuations and insights to bestWéldgzo f A O
gl f dzSQ
f / NBFGS 'y AyaAadakd YIGNRE FTNRY {{/ Q& G(GN¥O1SNEB (2
1 Enable both SSC challenge panels and board to effectively challenge the approach plus independent review
by a thirdparty expert

This repat is one of tworesulting from phase one of the project, triangulatifogindation evidence to inform
development of WRMP24 (and subsequently PR24)

1. Technical triangulatiorg the process of drawing together all relevant data sources and combining them
within a formal framework that will ultimately produce the value ranges suitable for thBAMhd
investment modelling.

2. Combined thematic insighthis report)¢ articulating these results and wider inputs that cannot be formally
included in the above, to guideSan the development of their draft plans.

This reportsummariseshe combined thematic insight fromreview ofa total of140pieces of evidence inadling
research reports, literature reviews and white papémsn SSCs regipnther water companieand relevant third
parties It will be used by SSC to inform and guide the development of WiBiMP24and PR24lans and will form
an evidence base to support the final plambe reporthas beerupdated in 2023 in light of further evidence from
customerengagement including busineas usual engagement and feedback freider stakeholders such as
Ofwat.

September2023
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3. APPROACH

Systematic review

The review has been conducteg external consultants Impact Research u&ing a systematic framework agreed

with SSC from the outsethe process atrted in 2022, whersSC identified areas that are keywMater Resources
Management Planning{RMP24. Following the completion of the WRMP24 thematic reviews in September 2022 a
wider set of areas was agreed to ensure that all the customer and wider stakeholder insights relevant to the
RSOSt2LIYSyid 2F {{/ Q& o0dzaAySaa LIhdreforeih&ddysiFare répdrt werd O dzY
structured under these suheadingsas follows:

WRMP24 key areasthematic reviews

1. Best Value Planning anidivestment priorities

Environmental destination

2
3. |Service level and resilience to drought
4

Balancing demand and supply side options

Leakage

Water recycling

5. | Demand side options Behaviour change

Metering ¢ including smart technology

Supporting lowincome and priority households

Source preferences, reservoirs and water transfermcluding associated water quality impacts (Cambridg
Water focus)

7. |Acceptability and affordability of WRMP24 plans
tional thematic review areas

|
o
2

8. Acceptability and affordability of PR2glans
9

Customer prioritiesc short and longterm

10. Customer Services

Issues affecting water taste, smell and appearance
Hardness/softness of water

Water safety and temporary do not drink notices
Lead piping

11. |Water Quality

12. |Supplier Reliabilityg including loss of supply and water pressure

13. |Carbon net zero ambition
4. {{/ Qa NRtS Ay adzLILRNIAYy3I O2YYdzyAGASa
15. 5SY23INI LIKAO&a 27F (S¢e/SSCI3 MeomyiaghicsREgord) | & S

Identifying difference betweercustomers and stakeholder audiencéSee SSC12 Stakeholder and Custor
Segment Analysis)

Each data source was individually reviewed with a particular focus on conclusions and key findings that related to
the topics highlighted above.

A total of 140 doaments were reviewed for relevant content and included iis final report These are found listed
in section 18.
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Collation Methodology

An Excel Spreadsheet was
created to servas the key data
collation tool as illustrated
here. A copy of this tool is
available on request.

Figure 1.1. showshe tool
containedone sheet per topic
area and common columns to
each, comprised of critical
information about the data
source including date of data
collection, contextual
environment, samje size,
objectives of studyapplicable -
regionand method of data collection.

Eachinsightsourcewas covered byne line in the sheet (on every worksheet for which there was evidence relevant
to that topic).Any insights relating to the topics above weseorded inthe sheet using summary bullet points or
similar.Any key sulgroup differences were also recorded in order that consistencies or differences over time could
easily bedentifiedand customer groupbighlightedthat might be influencing any changes in perceptions. Once all
the literature was reviewed, key insights igesummarised for the most part in chronological order, highlighting

trends over time and key audiences that need to be considered for each togights gathered from regions
2dz0AaARS 2F {{/ Q& 2LISNIXdAy3a I NBI ¢ 8o ordednytifiérdflate SSE (i 2 &
customer views from those outside the region.

As SSC will be submitting two WRM&®e for each supply regioand its PR24 and LTDS business planseport
draws out where there are significant differences betweentilie supply regions in stakeholder and customer
preferences and views. Where this is not stated the reader should assume the findings reflect the views of
customers/stakeholders of both supply regioAssummary is also provided in Section 11 of the report

The summarised findings were then converted to prose during the report writing process, using verbatim comments
and figures for clarification and expansion where appropriate, to answer the objectives set by SSC. Each objective |
listed in the review aa subsection, under the wider topic heading@be insights have not in this case been given any
LI NI A Odzf F NJ agSAIKGaeE Ay GSN¥Ya 2F GKSANI NBLINBaSydl Ga
presented with equal importance to theader and respondent expertise on a particular topic has not increased or
decreased the validity of any findings presented from that piece of research. The findings have simply been
described with any appropriate context for interpretation e.g. the womd@ieonment at the time of the data

collection or any limitations of the research identified.

This process is highly replicable and can be scrutinised by interested stakeholders as required. This review complie
with the best practice framework outlined v to provide a robust and reliable approach to triangulation for this
thematic review.

The best practice framework

SSC has committed to the oderNOKA Yy 3 NBO2YYSyRI A2ya 2F GKS GNAI y3Idz
extensive review of PR19 triarigtion work!, the essential features of their recommended best practice for
triangulation are as follows:

1 CCW and SIA Partners, April 2021, TRIANGULAT REVIEW OF ITS USE AT PR19 AND GOOD PRACTICE
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2021 Grouping | Key activities How the review has met recommendations

validated findings
into the decisions

final stage is the use of ¢
robust and transparent

decision framework

A strategic 1 Undertaking a phased | 1 The review has taken place in two distinct phases; data collatia
approach to anditerative approach and reviewinto a preagreed framework, summarising of key
collecting 1 Developing a consistent insights against SSC objectives.

customer evidence and transparent decisior § SSC hsreviewed thedraft documentin line with objectivesand
framework provided supplementary context or evidence where appropriate

1 Putting in place These reviews did naompromise the independeicof the
assurance of the proces report.

1 Linking Business as Usu § BAU insight has been includeahd been expanded tmclude
(BAU) insight to strategic more substantial evidence from BAU activities.
goals

Collecting, 1 A centralised process 9 Data has been collected from SSC evidence as well as externe

collating and within the company company publications. Each insight has been recorded in the

synthesising 1 Capturing relevant framework, ready for synthesis into the thematic review
customer evidence granular metalata for document.
insight
Weighting and 1 Transparent approach | § The frameworkusedallows for full transparency of where the dai
combining 1 Use of a standard has been sourced, the themes under which each insijts &nd
customer evidence approach therefore how it has been synthesised into the thematic review,
1 Aclear approach to 1 Theinsights have not been weighted as such in this review as
demonstrating balanced has not been deemed necessary to create a quantitative
decisions framework for assessing strength of evidence. In most cases
f Defined decisiormaking evidence does not conflict, however where there are disparities
framework the context, audience and any mitigating factors are outlined to
guide the reader in interpretation of the significance of such
conflicts.

Validating outputs |  Using multifactor 9 Multi factor validation, sensitivity and scenario testing are not
validation (internal, appropriate for a thematic review as these relate to Willingness
external and Pay studies and therefore have not been included here.
independent review) I The review will be published and many of the studies sourced ¢

1 Running sensitivity and evidence are already in the public domain.
scenario testing 1 The review was part of andependent assessment by Jacobs or
. Making research finding: O0SKFHEF 2F {{/ 6KAOK gAfft NBEOD
publicly available reflects the customeand stakeholder feedback that was gained
' Independent review of Feedback from this review noted that the thematic reviewere
the triangulation process very detailed and comprehene.
Incorporating 1 The key enabler at this | § The framework used for data collation and synthesis will be

availableon request.

Data sources

A total of140pieces ofresearch/insighevidence were reviewed for inclusion in the thematic revieamprising
market research reports, literature reviews and a broad spectrum of qualitative, quantitative and secondary
analytical insights. The reports date from 20bA/ery recently published reports the Simmerand Autumn of
2023. This time period has been extraordinarily unusual in terms of world events, with the QQgHhdemic
significantly affecting everyday life from March 2020, through 2021 and into 2022 Atof 2021 and 2022 have
seenongoingcostof-livingincreasesparked during the pandemic that has now started to persist in many
customers minds and affect perceptions and behaviours as a result. Furthermore, increasing globakawecern

climate clange and the invasion of Ukraine by Russia create concerns for customers that were either ab$ent or

much lower priority during preparations for WRMPA®d PR19The timelinein Figure 2.1illustrates some key
events since 2021 that summarise tbentext in which the research has been conducted during this time and
therefore may have an impact on data responses as a result

September2023

Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence



Figure2.1: Key Events since Summer 202
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4. Golden threads

{{/ Qa OdSlh NOEKNIKMNIBE ARSYIGAFASR F2dzNJ W32t RSy GKNBI RaQ
The need for customer information and engagement

Call for collective responsibility and fairness

Concern for the environment

Protection for vulnerable customers

= =4 =4 =9

These golden tteads are part of all the literature reviewed and, in many cases, it is possible to see how the
changeable context of the research conducted over the last three years has heightened or diminished some of thes
golden threads. In each of the sections irstteport we draw out findings related to the golden threads and
summarise the main points related to each.

In the subsections below, we analyse whether there is any evidence of shifting priorities for each golden thread
along with the reasons which may lriving these changes in perceptions. We conclude by looking across all golden
threads to determine whether the overall balance of prioritisation has shifted from one golden thread to another in
recent years. As well as the four golden threads listedrabwre have also added a fifth for the analysis in this

section, whichig / 2 & G 2 & th[s ks Eukretly & Eey golden thread which warrants attention.

Customer information and engagement

TheCustomer Priorities Tracker in 20&towed that uncertainty caused by COM®Ied to a thirst for more
communications to keep people informed and updated on developments. How@ustpmer Priorities Tracker

Wave 2 Qual, May 2022as suggested that customer engagement may recently hagerbe more challenging; the
Cost of Living crisis, along with a host of other national and global events (sometimes referred to as Permacrisis,
which includes negative news stories about political turmoil, inflation, climate crisis, pandemic, war aiat,confl

etc.), means that people may now be avoiding the news and social media and becoming more inwardly;lao&ing
GKSNET2NBE 0S02YAy3 Y2NBE aStSOGAQS | o62dz2i GKS O2Yvya
deprioritised; instead, itigggests that it may be more challenging and requires more effort to achiewhmutgh

(e.g. a need for greater brand connection to ensure messaging is seen to be relevant and therefore lands with its
target audience).

In fact, several reports highlighté importance of effective engagement to educate customers on key issues and to
keep them informed about costs and water bills. Customers participating iMWfRE Customer Engagement
gualitative research in 2024aw communications as vital to educate th&bjic about the need to reduce water use,

SALISOAFTte a GKSNBQa | LISNOSLIAZ2Y GKIFG GKS LigsE A O
PR24 Social Tariff Research 28%® found there to be a lack of awareness about the need feemepnservation,
GKAOK O2dzZ R FOG Fa | OoFNNASN (G2 OdzaAG2YSNR o0dz2Ay3I AY

2024. A similar message about water shortages awareness came throughGngtwmner Priorities TrackeWave 2
Qual May 2022 where it was felt that education on water shortage is an immediate steorm priority, along with
provision of information to help customers manage and control bills. Likewise, jurors dethéero Citizen Jury
2023also emphasised the neddr wider education regarding water efficiency as well as transparency and clarity
with regards to bill increases.

On the subject of clarity of costs, tI8SC PR24 Social Tariff Research 2Q#8t that customers would like greater
transparency on the fading of financial support schemes, especially in terms of information about how much a
water company and its shareholders contribute to such schemes.

CAylLfftes GKSNB A& NBO23IyAlGA2Y 02dzi GKSWRBRCGuSnerz ¥ 0O2Y
Engagement research 20P4veals a sense of a lack of interaction from the water industry which has led to low
familiarity and therefore low levels of perceptions and reputation. This lack of familiarity is also evident among
future customers; theSouh Staffs Young Innovators' Panel 2@2k about the water industry not being top of mind

and therefore when talking about environmental measures they are more likely to think about energy saving rather
than water saving. Another potential impact of loandiliarity could be lower willingness to pakie Impact

Company Specific Adjustment research in 208Blights how those who have a greater understanding of CSA are
more willing to pay for it; in other word, education and familiarity building can leadrgible benefits for SSC.
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One form of reputation building through greater engagement may be to partner with local businesses on community
schemeg; indeed SMEs taking part in ti@ustomer Priorities TrackeWave 2 Qual, May 2022ention that they

would be willing to partner with SSC on schemes which support local businesses and communities (a result of the
costof-living crisis leading to NHH developing greater social conscience to help support local communities through
current hardships).

Collectiveresponsibility and fairness

Collective fairness continues to be a priority for customers, with no sense of this diminishing duringl®@uiD

the costof-livingcrisiscA F | ye@ G KAYy IS GKS&S (62 SOSyiGa Kl dDnspifif & A
and fairness. Th&/RE Customer Engagemeaport in 2021 describes how COWVID shed light on social
AySlidza f AGASa 6KAOK NBaKILSR LIS2L) SQa o0StASFTa G2 ONB
describes how customersBelS @S A G Qa y2¢ Y2NB AYLRNIFYyGdG (G2 LINRGSOI
be fair and affordable to all. This sense of altruism has continued among NHH during tb&lsosy crisis,

whereby local businesses are very concerned about théirgriosts, but are also very conscious that their own
customers are also struggling; they empathise and sympathise with customers and are therefore trying to limit how

much to pass on rising costs to customafRE NHH engagement 2022

This balancing adtetween competing considerations is also evident among future customers. Boimh Staffs

Young Innovators' Panel 203%anellists supported the principle of increasing bills to enable water companies to act
on the environment; however, they also steesl that this needs to be balanced with fairness to ensure that water is
affordable during the current cosif-living crisis and that there is adequate support available to those who are
struggling financially.

Fairness on costs is also a priority whestomers discuss universal metering. $%®C Deep Dives Report in 2021
showed that a vast majority of customers are supportive of universal metering because it is regarded as a fairer wa
to pay. Similar support for universal metering as the fairest wagyatowas also found in th@SC WRAP online groups
2022 ¢gKAfS lalL 0! RGFrYyOSR aSGSNAYy3a LYFNI &adNHZOGdzNBO 4
023SHGKSNR LISNELISOGABSD | 26 SPHSNE (G KSNBE ¢ QStdmers & theré & 2
are some concerns that universal metering would be less fair on this group of people if it means increased costs
(expressed in th&SC Deep Dives Report in 2021

Fairness is also a key issue for customers when it comes to investiesions. Th&SC LTDS Research Z028d

that customers believe the fairest way of paying for the removal of lead pipes (from the network and supply pipes)
would be to spread the cost across the entire region. There is also widespread support towaritisipg lead pipe
removal from those at most risk first (e.g. care homes, hospitals and sclq@isther example of the importance

that customers place on collective responsibility.

With regards to consulting customers about business plansCtistomer Priorities TrackewWave 1 Qual, Oct 2020
conducted an exercise to determine which groups of customers should be most consulted. While the report states
that the exercise was challeimg and warrants further discussion and greater context, the outcome suggests that
the majority believe that all customers should be consulted on key policy and investment decisions which directly
impact themg this is seen to be the most fair and demodgcatption. However, a few participants also believe that
those with ongoing service issues should also be consglgtace these customers have informed experiences to
draw upon, participants of the research felt it to be fair to upweight their viewsasisqh consultations.

TheSSC PR24 Social Tariff Research i2Q#ts that both customers and stakeholders are supportive of the Assure
scheme and the concept of cressbsidy, which is seen to be an example of collective responsibility to help
customersn financially vulnerable circumstances afford their water bill.

Finally, fairness is also a key consideration when it comes to water transfers. WHa8@@/RAP online groups 2022
saw water transfers through the lens of collective responsibility, custs who took part in th&SC Deep Dives
Report in 202ivanted to ensure fairness to donor regions and want to ensure that there are adequate and clear
communications made available to these water regions.
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Concern for the environment

Concern for the envimment, sustainability and carbon emissions is consistently brought up as a top priority across
all groups of customers. Despite this, throughout the C@\dpPandemic and cogif-living crisis there has been a
relative shift in the prioritisation of emvdnmental concern in favour of other more immediate priorities.

SSC Priorities HH Tracker YeaBsdports a marginal increase in the priority weighting attached to environmental
areas from 19.8 to 21.6, but this is r@gnificant There was found to bless focus on sustainable business practices
over this period. Despite this, the environment still maintains a consistent level of importance, especially in terms of
protecting water sources, water saving, and recycling. What we do observe in Octob@0dfi2theSSC Customer
Priorities Tracker Wavedualitative research) is that environmental concern was perceived as a future concern by
many, citing uncertainties and economic fears caused by the CCandemic to be a more immediate worry.

Overall,in 2021 environmentalism is seen as a core business activity, with customers still having a strong desire for
its prioritisation. Options that are poor for the environment are often rejected by customers and plans that are
potentially more costly but be#r for society and the environment are favoured. Customers showed an increased
concern for climate change and its impact being seen in customers, especially regarding flodIREkS {stomer
Engagement, Sept 2021y August of the same year, participaritighlighted their main concerns on the water
environment, consisting of pollution, water shortages, loss of habitats/species, and flooding.

Natural environments are seen as highly important to customers, with 70% stating that they frequently visit these
spaces, an increase from 62% in 2018, suggesting that the importance of the environment has grown in this time.
Many participants highlighted the value they place on these environments to connect with nature, natural beauty
and engage in outdoor activiieincluding watespecific activities. Participants in this study specifically mentioned
concern for the deterioration of these spaces, emphasising the concern in protecting them. Participants in this study
were generally comfortable paying for environntenmprovements, thereby suggesting concern for the

environment supersedes monetary concern to some extBaibfic views on water environment July 2023%C

WRMP24 WRAP THEMEither highlights this concern, as ambitious water environment targets \gereerally

smiled upon, with the cost of protecting these environments being seen as worth it for future investment. This was
ALISOATAOLIfEEE® aSSy Ay /laX gKSNB GYAYAYAaAiAy3d GKS Syg
participants in thisarea also had more detailed knowledge of the local water environment and supported faster
timetables when compared to SSW, suggesting a stronger concern for the environment in this area.

During 2022, there is still a high concern for the environment, wittigh degree of emotional connection and high
WTP values associated with environmental addons se&Ri@ Public July 20223pecially from rural farmers in

CAM, and future customers in both regions. These future customers specifically appeared taarecl@ngterm

view of the environment in 2022 when compared with other groups. The impacts of climate change and protecting
local natural environments including water environments were stillaémind concerns for many customeiS§C

Quant MCDA Feb 20R2vith 60% of customers placing protecting lakes, rivers, reservoirs, fish and other aquatic
wildlife in their top 3 priorities (59% SSW, 65% CAM), and climate change concern being second out of 5
environmental priorities listed to customers (53% top @¥6SSW, 61% CAM) (F8Eme 1 and 3, April 2022).

However, despite this there is more of an emerging shift towards concern for cost during this period, worry for
future gas supplies and prices as well as the continuing pandemic was raised as a higtrartbancéne impact of
LRffdziAzy YR NBRdAzZOAYy3I OFINb2y SYAdarzyasz FyR OdzadG2Y
Odzati2YSNJ oAffta Fa t2¢ a LRaairoftSé YR aSyadaNRAy3 | f
LINR OS &/ GABMENIVYS Yy (G 2LIiA2ya adzOK Fa ayz2dd GF1Ay3 G22 Y
G2 NBRdzOS GKS O2YIE @PBPNaA DI NBRGuaaMCOATRBIDZYIaar desire can be
seen to not increase bills over environntahconcerns, and while environmental concern does still exist it appears

to be moderated by pricing.

DuringSSC Theme 1 and 3 April 2022 y OSNY F2NJ WG KS  S@St 2F LRtftdziAz2y
fell from being the 3 and 5" top concerns respectively in January of 2022%@#d 6" top concerns in February,

due to a rise in concern for poverty and inequality. It is worth noting that these factors did not become less
important (as indicated by % of customers selecting tpigon in their top 3 concerns), however, povertglated

factors became more important over this time period. During this same study, customers were most favourable of
mid-level improvements, where the environment was aided, but the cost was not too (5&%4), over not making

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 16



any environmental changes at all (34%), or going beyond to work with other organisations to make a great number
of improvements (15%). It is of particular note that those who chose not to make any environmental changes
overwhelminglycited not wanting their bills to go up as their reason for this, and those who selectetéveid
AYLNROSYSyida adl SR GKIG GKSe& gklyiSR I olflyOS o0Sig
that cost was a higher priority than the emwiment for customers, but it does suggest it was a moderating factor on
environmental ambitionWe also observe i8SC Customer Priorities Tracker Walyed2l t A G § A @S RA & Oc
environmentis taken more seriously than ever and understood beBEIT has been pushed to a longerm issue

FYR RgIFINFSR o0& aK2NI GSN¥Ysz LISNER2YIlIf SO02y2YA0O 02y OSN

The above evidence suggests that the environment is being pushed more towardstarhargyiority, with

customers looking to prioritise shortéerm econome concernsln additon, @ NS SYSy i A GK GKS &
2yt e NBRdzOS Yeé LISNE2ylFf 61 GSNJ dzaS AT AG al @SR YS Y2
HANHH (2 5SOSYOSNI HANHHE &adzZA3SaidAy3d YaNBng ElNibhdiedada o0 SK
Awareness Index Report February 202Z8)ringLTDS June 2028nvironmental ambitions were often ranked

relatively lower than other ambition areas such as water quality and lead pipe removal, with WINEP rénkibg 8

of 10 optians, and achieving net zero carbon ranking.1Despite this, drought resilience was rankét with the

main reason for this being related to climate change and the environment (35% of participants who chose this).
Additionally, net zero was the%3op priority among NHH participants anéor future customers highlighting

indicative differences between segments of customers.

Both theSSC Quant MCDA researt2022 and the. TDS researdh 2023 asked customers, using a sliding scale, to
state whetheri KS& LINBFSNJ aLYSEASNNY Fdai 2208 F BRISYK S Ff ayia O2aia
Odzati2YSNJ oAffa Fa f2¢ | a L}Raaioft S£BothsunvayKshowedihit, odedaNI S
0§KSNBQa | &f A 3 Kt lattaNIBtBEReBpIAGEIS |0wg, with KR &ariation in opinions between the
2022 and 2023 surveys. However, both surveys showed that the two water regions veer significantly on this; while
SSW on average show a fairly clear preference towardgitkgéills low, opinions are far more balanced in CAM.

This suggests that customers in the CAM water region are more open to accepting investments now intheriong
future than they may be in SSW, while immediate sherin financial considerations araore important at the

moment in SSW.

Meanwhile, in theSSC Young Innovators PaneAugust of 2023, future customers (aged1i® showed greater
concern for the longerm prospects of environmental issues, citing a feeling of pessimism and inabil#jpto h
However, many of the ideas suggested to help often revolved at least partially around monetary incentive rather
than purely environmental concerns, as highly rated ideas for water environbes#d developments revolved
around water saving or the bdihg of hydroelectric plants in order to save consumers money. This idea of
environmental concern through the lens of another issue can also be seen in other studies, where environmental
issues with the strongest support from HHs and NHHSs often resolwedisns where water security was put at risk,
thereby focusing on these issues mostly where there is some directly relevant impact on themS8IZeAAT Qual
Debrief, June 2023)

Overall, over this period, environmental concern has transformed fr@ora concern for investment now to a
longerterm issue and, for some customers, a secondary concern. However, when informed about the decline in
river health and biediversity, customers are clear that the environment cannot be ignored and investmenisado n

to be made to prevent any further deterioration to it. This transformation mainly appears to be due to a rise in
financial concerns appearing throughout 2022 and into 2023. In more recent studies, a concern for the environment
is still present, howeves often seen through a financial lens.

Protection for vulnerable customers

There are some mixed views expressed with regards to whether protecting vulnerable customers has increased or
diminished as a customer priority over the past year or so. CerfahdyCOVIEL9 pandemic elevated a sense of
citizen mentality leading to a belief that we the need to look after the vulnerable and protect those on lower

2|t should be noted that on both surveys, this question was asked in relation to investments and not specifically about the
environment.
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incomes Customer Priorities Tracker Wave 1 260 WRE Customer Engagement 2p2However, fast faward to
2022 and 2023, have those sensibilities prevailed the-abBving crisis? On this, there are competing evidence.

The recentSSC Accent Priorities Household Trackerd customers ae attaching greater priority to félated
measures, refleatig their own needs in terms of affordability; a majority state that they are now 'very concerned'
about their ability to pay future energy costs (52%, up from just 11% before the pandemi€ustoener Tracking
Research 2022/2&ported similar increasds hardships and concerns; only twhuirds of those in lowincome

bands agree that their water charges are affordable, which is a decline from-djuaers the previous year.
However, despite rising concerns about their own circumstanceR? tiegitiesHousehold Trackdound that
customers are at the same time placing weight on the need to support the vulnerable, through financial support,
service support and PSR.

When discussing metering options in t88C WRAP online groups report (262&tomers &pressed concerns

about the potential impact of changes on vulnerable custonteagheme which was consistent with the wave 1
research in 2021. However, in the wave 1 research, when asked to rank various aspects according to priority,

G[ 221 AY3ANIFBE SNIO@arii Y SNERE FSFGdz2NBER f26SNI R2gy (GKS A
SY@ANRYYSyYyllf YSIadnNBad ¢KA&A gta | O2yaraidaSyid FTAYRA
gFrGSNIoAffa F2N 0K2a$S ¢ K 2hird phBe insSEW, i i# fikhypEce in EGAMa(whdke vy 1 S
reducing leakages and minimising environmental impact was more highly ranked).

However, theCustomer Priorities TrackeYWave 2 Qual, May 202Bund that the costof-living crisis means that

people ae thinking more about their own situations and are less altruistic than in 2020. It also found that
participants of the research were less likely to spontaneously mention vulnerability than in 2020, suggesting a shift |
attitudes.

TheSSC PR24 Socialiff&esearch 202®und that customers believe there needs to be a more holistic approach
when it comes to protecting vulnerable customers, one which water companies has a role to play as part of a wider
multi-agency support network.

Meanwhile, there is eidence that vulnerability is placed ahead of at least some measures of the environment. When
asked to rank 10 LTDSs{&%ar Long Term Delivery Strategies), tackling water poverty was ranked highly by HH
customers in the quantitative survey, coming irBétplace, ahead of drought resilience"{swater industry national
environmental programme and biodiversity protectio"{&nd achieving net zero carbon {)0Driving the
LINR2NRAGAAFGA2Y 2F GFO1ftAy3 g G SdNkanPaffo&INAtEr bills &nd "eVeryoaieS v a
needs water / water is a basic right". However, tackling water poverty is less of a priority among NHH custbmers (6
compared with 8 among HH), where it slips behind achieving net zero carlidtof8priority among NHH)YSC

LTDS Research 2023

Cost of Living

Customers are currently attaching greater priority to-téllated measures than in previous years. This often reflects
their own needs in affordability and need for financial support, and the majori@ dfa 4 2 YSNBE | NE y 2 4
O2yOSNYSRQ O6pw:i0 | 02dzi GKSANI FoAfAGE G2 LI & ¥Fdzidz2NB
COVIBEL9 pandemic$SC Priorities Household Tracker Yed&js 1

Personal finances have long been a concern for custgmatis increased economic fears and instability due to
COVIEL9 being a core concern in October of 20@digtomer Priorities Tracker Wavebgfore the cosbf-living
increase started.

The impact of the cosbf-living crisis can be observed having an intgaccustomer priorities as far back as

November 2021, with participants finding it difficult to make a decision on the fairness of universal metering due to
concerns that although it would benefit the vulnerable, it would also harm those who cannot #ffoektra cost on
bills, stating that any decision would hurt someone. Furthermore, minimising the cost of the smart metering
program was the second highest priority in CAM afidhighest in SSW out of 5 during this study, and most
customers stated thathey do not want to pay more than an agreed cap of 25% if their bill is higher with a water
meter, demonstrating that cost and bill prices were a core concern I88€ (Deep Dives Report
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In February/March of 2022, the cesf-living crisis can be seenlidr OG Ay 3 230 KSNJ LINA2NAGA Sa

adzLILJX ASAa YR LINAOSAQ 6SAy3a NIGSR I+ YdzOK K)\ﬂf{ﬁmﬂé()ﬂjyﬂzﬁ
MCDA StudyThis concern can be seen contlnumg into April of 2022, with 70% of custhdiets OA y 3 W ¥ dzii dzl
ddzLILX AS& yR LINAOSAQ G | G2L) o LINAZ2NARGE FTNRBY pa:

their top 3 compared with 41% the previous month, and 41% placing poverty and inequality in their top 3 compared
with 35% the previous month, surpassing concern for both the level of pollution in the air and the-C®YID
pandemic. HHs in the SSC area during this period stated that while many of them are able to pay their water bills,
they are concerned and pessimisticoaib their future financial situation, with 63% of SSW participants stating they
are concerned about paying bills in the next 12 months (54% in CAM). With some participants stating this may
reduce their willingness to select costly improvements in sen8&C(Water Report December 20@2monstrating

that the costof-living crisis was impacting participants' valuations on other priorities during this time.

NHHs have also experienced this heightened awareness of th@tgng, with increased prices (mmenergy
than water) being a key concern for business8&®RE NHH engagement final, August 2022)

In March of 2023, more than half of water bill payers (56%) stated that they were struggling to pay one or more of
their HH bills fairly frequently ovehe past year, an increase since October 2@2@&s( of Living Wave 3 Report,

March 2023) suggesting this is becoming more and more of a priority. II'S®€ AAT Qual Debrief, June 2[0&8,

45% of participants from SSW felt their combined water bill @&y to afford, which is somewhat lower than in

CAM (where 62% found it easy). These AAT findings are based on a small base (50 participants) and should theref
be treated as indicative; however, the trend of SSW customers finding it more difficufotd &flls than in CAM

does chime with various economic profiles of the two regions that are outlined ih tfeLJ- OG Q& 5SY 2 INI
2023(e.g. gross annual incomes in the CAM region are above the national average, and increasingly so, while they
are kelow the national average in SSW; similarly, a far greater proportion of households in the SSW region are in
deprived deciles neighbourhoods than in CAM).

On the subject of affordabilityhe SSC PR24 Social Tariff Researchf@028 that the costof-living crisis is making

it more difficult to customers to pay their bills. However, the support available through Assure was seen fobe fit
purpose. In fact, despite customers being affected by the-obving crisis, there was general support towards
increasing the crossubsidy level from the current amount of £5 with 58% finding that a £8 «woissidy would be

an acceptable amount. This support, in part, reflects a sense empathy and of collective responsibility in protecting
the vulnerable during ti$ current squeeze on the cost of living.

Others put forward mixed views concerning water bills specifically, as they state that these bills are not their bigges
concern, and acknowledge that water bills are (in general) lower than other &3 AAT @uDebrief, June 2023),

with other customers going so far as to claim that their water charges are more affordable than previous years
(Customer Tracking Research Report, 2022/2023)

Overall, the cosbf-living increases and bill affordability have hadrafpund impact on the prioritisation of other

areas and the general standard of living over the previous few years. The aforementioned reports summarise the
extent of this impact and the notable shift in customer concerns about their ability to managmntarrd future

energy costs. Financial worries have been a recurring theme for customers; however, the pandemic and subsequet
economic instability have only intensified these anxieties.

Conclusion

As was the case with the COMID pandemic, the costf-living increases is influencing how customers prioritise and
view the golden threads. However, while the pandemic led to a greater sense of altruism and citizenship,-tifie cost
living crisis has caused more of an inwdrdking mentality, as more customesecome more focused on their own
expenses and a heightened prioritisation of the affordability of bills at the expense of some other golden threads,
particularly the environment.

Up to 2021, we saw the environment growing in importance with some willisgjtee pay for environmental

protection, but the cosbf-living crisis has seen customers now leaning slightly more towards keeping bills as low as
possible rather than environmental protection, particularly in SSW. However, it is not the case that tiomem@vit

has become less importagtcustomers continue to be as concerned about the environment as before, but peverty
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related factors have overtaken it when it comes to immediate concerns. This means that the environment is
generally more likely to be saes a longerm issue rather than a core concern for immediate investments.

To some degree protecting the vulnerable follows a similar shift as the environment, as people become more
focused on their own households. However, COAand the cosbf-living increases have made people more

aware of social inequalities thus increasing empathy with those who are struggling financially. As a result, tackling
water poverty remains one of the top priorities for customers, well ahead of environmental measures.

Linking in with this is collective responsibility and fairness, which has not diminished at all during thel®@witD
the costof-living increases if anything, the sense of fairness has become stronger. This overlaps with several
considerations; for exaple, future customers are willing to pay more to help protect the environment but only if
that is fair across all customers and does not impact those who cannot afford bill increases.

To underline this sense of overlapping prioritisation, stakeholdettsesWWRE Customer Engagement research in
2021 stated that they believe the various objectives are very much interlinked and they, therefore, find it difficult to
identify priorities. Instead, they are keen to see more of a holistic approach across tes gotdads.

Finally, underpinning all golden threads is engagement. While the recent environment has made customer
engagement to be more challenging (due to a sense that the various crises are making people turn away from new:
and becoming more selective in what theéigest), there is a genuine desire and need from customers for
communications to continue, particularly to educate customers on issues such as costs, bills and the need to reduc
water usage. However, to ensure comms are well received, SSC and the wieleingdiastry need to build greater

brand connection. This will be challenging as currently familiarity (and, consequently, wider reputational measures)
with the sector has fallen over the last year.

Figure 2.2below summarises the pointaade above. Pleasnote that the locations and directions of the arrows are
subjectiveand not based on actual quantitative data; the aim of the figure below is to help visualise roughly how
priorities have shifted over the past three or so years based on a qualitatiimwef various key documents.

Figure 2.2Review of shifts in Golden Threads over time

( Pre-Col, environment was growing priority. Sti h Empathy with vulnerable (altruism during Covid and a h
important, but in short-term not at expense of feeling sgueeze) means pendulum not shifted so much
affordability
But ermirommernt remains a
key long-term priority
! Ea)
S - All golden
Environment — Cost of Living ( threads are : Cost of Living
\. important, o
( Fairness more important now and overlaps 2 interlinked & Challenging, but there’s a desire for info/education on )
considerations; e.g. willing to pay more but only if fair \ needs holistic bills, costs, water conservation. Also, a need to boost
w familiarity to enhance reputation
\ ] \ /
_ \ ,p-l“'" [General shift in this .pd“' [General shift in this
Fairness being a pricrity) Engagement being a pricrity]
\ v \ J

NOTE: The dashed arrow signifies o general sense of where the golden thread was around three yvears ago, while the bold arrow signifies where it is now.
Note that these plocements are subjective using the findings outliined in this section as a genera! guidance, and not based on guantitotive measures
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5. CUSTOMER PRIORITIES

Published Date |Participants Sample Size  Project Objectives
Total: 1,134
SS@ Customer HHs: 837 To _monltor qngomg customer _satlsfactlo
. CAM 269 deliver orgoing customer sentiment
Promises Tracker HH and NHH )
March 2023 SSW 569 tracking, probe awareness and usage of
Annual Report customers . .
(2023)(Turquoise) services and track changes in the way
NHHSs: 297 customers wish to interact with SSC.
CAM 93
SSW 204
Provide eébenchmark against which
Odza 62 YSNEQ LINR 2 NR
SSG Customer Total: 1,072  |both wholesale and retail services
Priorities ResearctMay 2023 Y '

Tracker Quantitativ
Insights Year 3

HH customers

CAM: 372

Explore any differences between
uninformed/informed priorities and

SSW: 745 qualitative/quantitative insights.
(2023) (Accent) Understand the customer impact of the
costof-liviy 3 ONA&AA & OHAH
The first stage of a thregart
programme.lts key aim was to lay the
SS@ Tracking groundwork f(_)r the remaining two sf[ag_es
Z . researt (qualitative and then quantitative
Customer Priorities by reviewing the following:
Desk Review (202(September 2020 n/a n/a Y g wing. ]
(Accent and PIM ( OQd&NNbyu {{/ d
Economics) Odzauz2Ys Nﬁ Q LINR2NAU
[ YSUK2R2t 23ASa
measurement
i h¥gl i SELISOUL
¢2 dzy RSNRGFYR Odzii

SSE LTDS Report
(2023)(Turquoise)

July 2023

HH, NHHs anc
future
customers

Qualitative: 34
HHs, 12 NHHs,
FBPs
Quantitative:
980 HHs
(including 82
FBPs), and 100
NHHs

LISNODS LI A2y a O@rmbidiaR
to 2050 and theispontaneous preference
in terms of longerm delivery. Also,
SELX 2NAyYy3 {{/ Qa LIS
targets in 10 key ambition areas, and to
understand the main reasons that drive
customer preferences, and to explore th
issue of intergenerational fairngs

SSC LTDS - .
Triangulatiorc A Develop a.deC|S|emak.|ng framework for
L . SSC to evidence that its letegm delivery
Decisioamaking |August 2023 n/a n/a "
Framework (2023) strategy (I:TP$) ambltlon ar]d strategy
NETt SOua Odes.u2YSNR
(Impact research)
Data from a variety of sources aimed at
creating a demographic profile of the So
SSC Demographic! Staffs and Cambridge water regions.
Report (2023) August 2023 n/a n/a Looking at the two regions separately as

(Impact Research)

well as the local authorities which form
most of the two regions. As well as SSC

England as a whole.
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Customer priorities introduction

Over the past three years, SCC customers' stated priorities have remained fairly consistent, with 'reliable supply’
being the top priority each year but becoming a little less strong in the last year (2023), relative to other service
attributes. Regional differences between its two supply areas are not significant.

GYSSLIA Y3 (KS ¢B83CretneRdAkhyirltdp prioriies fr@8E Customer Priorities Research Tracker
Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Accent).

Alongside this, customer satisfaction tracking reveals what customemiardising through revealed drivers of

Al GAaTFOUARZ2Y YR 20KSNJ 1 S8 AYRAOF(G2NE® We¢NHzAIQ | YR
satisfaction. In 2023, affordability became the leading driver, overtaking 'quick resoldtissues," but other

aspects like pressure, higjuality water, and leakage also gained importance.

G 26SN) GKS o0Affad hdzNJ g GSNI oAffa FNB a2 SELISyargdse
LI2daAirof S 3 RNBSAyemer BnhiiytoppriofitiesdranBSE Customer Priorities Research Tracker
Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Accent).

Comparing stated and revealed priorities in 2023 shows some differences. Some aspects, like 'quick resolution’ anc
gl 0 SNILINBNGEL dENSE: Wi 2L 2F YAYRQ F2N) Odzad2YSNESX 06SAYy:
in stated priorities. In contrast, 'reliability of supply' and 'leakage' are more emphasised in stated pridrities.

contrast in stated and revealepriorities helps to identify those attributes that customers are most likely to want to
NEOSABS NBI &dada2NIyyOS 2y o0GKS WadlkriSR WwWi2L) 2F YAYRQ A
RSt AOSNBR ¢6Sff 0O00GKS dzyRSNI&@Ay3dIx WNBOSEFESRQ LINRA2NRIGA

Looking at service performance versus importance, '‘pressure’ is a significant underlying driver of satisfaction, even
it's not highly stated, and performs very well in terms of satisfaction. 'Quick resolution' is an issue with a middling
performanceset against strong derived importance. Finally, 'Leakage’ is of the greatest concern due to its low
performance and high importance (both stated and derived).

G2 FGSNI A& &ddzOK | LINBOA2dza O2YY2RAG@& I yRtthioAghleakéicA A Y
SSC customer on their top priorities fr@®& Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3
(2023) (Accent).

What Customers say are their priorities

TheSSE Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitatisigihts Year 3 (2023) (Accehgs been running for

three years now, using atrac@ ¥ ¥ YSG K2R OFftf SR Wal EAYdzY S5AFFSNBY (AL
priorities of HH customers for different aspects of SSC servides.is accompanied lwpnventional survey

questions related to satisfaction and experience of the service.

Figure3.1 shows the relative informed priorities scores taken from the Max Diff responses, where the values sum to
100 within each year. Customers were provided with information on information about each topic area prior to
YIE1AYy3 GKSAN NRaXxRwnagae® WwSt KRAKSAadzZLINA2NAGE Ay St C
range of lower order items have become a little stronglote that 2021 values are not directly comparable
0SOlFdzaS WLINROBARAY3I | OOdzNI (i Sd thayyRar. kesisFirg gy ardithoge Ineasurels ol Q
considered to be compatible with the main customer satisfaction measures that are recorded in the SSC Customer
Tracking Research. The main observation is that the rank order of these stated prioritiéss®rsTg consistent

over time.
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Figure 3.1:/ dza 1 2 YSNE Q & (
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AsFigure3.2 below indicates, the differences between supply regions are not large, with the rank order of priorities
being very consistent for SSW and CABlistomers in CAM emphasis reliable supply, leakage, protecting water
sources and sustainability more th#rose in SSW, where affordability and water hardness have greater

weight. However, none of these differences are statistically significant.

Figure3.2: [/ dza 12 YSN&EQ
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What customersgevealto be their priorities (Driver Analysis)
TheSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turghaségen running for six years and provides
continuous customer satisfaction and other key performance indicators (KRiis)allows Turquoise (the
independent agency who run the Tracker) to infer priorities from the relationship of KPIs with the m@&sur
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satisfaction. The annual reports delivered to SSC provide a number of such models (drivers of satisfaction, run
separately for a selection of service measures and brand measures, and separate models for drivers of value for
money and for trust).Forthis thematic review we have taken the original tracking data and estimated a new model
of overall satisfaction as the dependent variable, using as the independent variables the KPIs that are collected eac
year. This amounts to 14 servigelated itemsLJt dza WGONHzZA G Q YR W@l f dzS F2N) Y2y S
Regression approach to estimate these drivers of satisfaction; this is a technique that handles correlations more
effectively than conventional regression techniques

Figure3.3 shows the results for each of the last three yedmist was the most popular priority by a wide margin,
GKAOK Aa O2yaraitsSyid 6AGK Y2RSt & LINE RdzOS R Anoag the dzNJj dz2 A
servicerelated items, affordabilitys consistently strong, but only became the leading item in 2@ore that,

Wij dzA O1 NXB a2t dzi A @3, i dtiliremaiksSmpartarilBuy dhSrateim® such as pressure, high

guality water and leakage feature more strongly.

Figure 33: / dza 1 2 YSNE Q NB JS | f¢ S0R1-2028- 8$CLABdtotneér Tradkdg Reésdaichh S a

Trust IS 6.7 e 22,7 29.7
BILL AFFORDABILITY IESS— 14.3 15.2 123
Value for Money IS 13.7 I 14.4 16.9
QUICK RESOLUTION - EASY TO DEAL... HESm— 11.2 —— 19,1 15.9
WATER PRESSURE 8.7 49 3.8
RELIABLE SUPPLY HIGH QUALITY WATER 7.8 - 45 8.3
LEAKAGE - SPEED OF FIXING mmmmm 5.7 = 19 7.8
FINANCIAL BILL SUPPORT mmm 3.7 66 0.5
LONG-TERM PLANNING FOR WATER... mmm 3.7 = 20 0.0
WATER EFFICIENCY -.. 1.9 11 0.2
PROVIDING ACCURATE AND...1 0.7 1 03 0.7
WATER HARDNESS 1 0.6 107 0.6
PROTECTING WATER RESOURCES | 0.4 Y 0.7
SERVICE SUPPORT-PSR | 0.3 Bo11 0.6 " 2023
SUSTAINABILITY | 0.3 E 12 1.8 12022
SCHOOLS EDUCATION | 0.3 I 03 2021

We compare the two alternative measures of customer priorities (stated v derivédyume3.4, where only

variables common to both approaches are listed, standardised to total 100 and shown for 2023 fusly.

comparison shows what customers say theyntyarioritised (stated) against the issue that materially drive overall
satisfaction (derived)Both sets of information are valid, but the stated priorities can be thought more as issues that
customers need reassurance on being delivered well, wheresaddhived priorities are the issues that need to be
delivered well to drive up overall satisfaction.

Figure3.4:/ dza i 2 YSNBEQ aidGl G6SR d6alE S5AFFO LINAZ2ZNAGASA @ / dzad

PFPLY HIGH
. L] v
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m ECIED
= AES SPEED > .
= L ]
O EEY & c L Fid PLASEIN
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n L v *F : =
L i 1L A

[ . . e

L ATER PR

SHIO

L
Derived Importance

The figure above comparesthed 2 SOGA S O6RSNAPSRO RNARGSNE 2 T-o¥ASNIOE 0 &&iH TSRO RNA 25 NBK 2 NR
below the line are the strongest actual drivers of overall satisfaction but are less likely to be consciously idestifiedyasustomers
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¢tKS Y2ai y20A0SIotS O2yiaN)rad 0SieSSy GKS (62 YSI adzN
Wol GSNI LINBAAdINBQ YSUNROAST 6KAOK | NB adNBYy3 RNAISNA
stated priorities.¢ KA & Yl & AYRAOIFIGS GKIFIG GKS&asS NS AaadzsSa GKI G

quality of service they personally receive.

WwStAFOAfAGE 2F adzlllX eQ FyR Wt SI 1 3S QanasSltivarsiaeecting £ A G
the possibility that these are items that feature more readily in the public consciousness but have slightly less direct
impact on the quality of service they experiende.. A f f | FF2NRIFI0Af AG&Q A mdsii NEyYy 3
notably for derived importance.

Performance v Importance

The final step is to consider how the perceived performance of SCC compares to these measures of imgartance.
Figure3.5 below, performance is represented on the vertical scale as the % of customers expressing satisfaction or
agreementin the SSE& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoig@ytance is represented in

two ways: on the horizontal scale as the stated (Max Diff) val&3g(Customer Priorities Research Tracker
Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Accpatd by thel6 dzo 6 f S&aQ a4 G KS §3@Cudtod& ORS
Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turgyoise)

Figure 3.5: Performance v Importance 2023

Satisfaction / Agreement v Importance - Derived importance in (x.x)
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CKS R2GUSR tAYS RSFAYSA Ly W OSNI 38Q NBthdsdiiterasyiover LI o
the line are performing well relative to their importance; those below the line are performing relatively poorly. It is
AYLRNIFYG G2 y2S 0KIFIG GKA& OKI NI O20SNE (GKS OASga
The main observations to draw frothis chart are that:
91 Pressure performs very strongly, being a very important derived driver of satisfaction, even if it is more
middling in terms of stated importance
1 Quick resolution is more of an issue, with a middling performance set against strangddienportance,
even if it is more in line with a middling stated importance
1 Leakage is of most concern, being low on performance but important both in terms of derived and stated.
1 All other aspects perform broadly in line with their importance.
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One further piece of information on the chart is the trend of the performance over time, calculated for the last five
years. The indication here is that reliability, while still performing well, has declined over that period (indicated in
red). In contrast,awareness of the bill support SSC offers has average performance, but this has improved over the
period (indicated in green).

Changes in priorities over time

A review of customer prioritieshat drew from sources as far back as the PR14 period established that by 2020, the
F2tft26Ay3 GONROdzSAa ¢SNB NBIAFINRSR a O2NB LINA2NRARGA
high-quality and reliable water supply

fair, accurate and affordable bills

great customer sevice

reducing leakage on pipes

protecting the natural environment habitats and water sources and

helping those customers who may need extra supdybth through financial support and other support

when needed.

=A =4 =4 =4 =4 =9

In addition to these key deliverytebutes, other important priorities also emerggda T dzil dZNB a K& IA Sy
9 giving customers more control of their water usage (esmart metering) and providing education on how
to use water responsibly, particularly for the younger generationa3)

91 planning for population growth and managing the impact of climate change

1 ensuring longerm resilience of assets to meet future demand (whilst balancing this against the need to
ensure affordability of bills)

1 meeting the challenge of risirenergy costs by lowering carbon footprint

9 investing in innovation to drive improvements in operational and the services.

Some key variations across customer groups were observed:
1 SSW customers placed more importance on water quality and affordable bills
1 Cambridge customers placed more importance on reducing leakage and protecting the environment.
1 Business customers placed more importance on reducing leakage, followed by broadly similar levels to a
wide range of attributes.
1 Hardto-reach customers plad more importance on providing financial and other support to vulnerable
customers.
Customers aged above 60 years were more likely to choose leakage as one of their top priorities.
Future customers consistently placed more importance on protectingtivironment and delivering
services through digital platforms.

= =

Against this summary we can assess the latest priorities reported in the preceding sections of this report, and the
picture remains very consistent, with issues such as reliability of sugfidydability, leakage and management of

water resources remaining highest on the li&egarding customer stdroups, regional differences remain similar
(SSW customers more focused on affordability, Cambridge customers on leakage reduction andomenemy),

but it is Cambridge customers who now show a relatively stronger emphasis on water quality, when a few years agt
it was more SSW customers (dagure3.2).

When splitting customers by SSC's segmentation, high priority is often assigned to the issues most commonly face
by those customers, e.g., lower income customers, those of lower social grades and vulnerable customers tend to
prioritise bill support; andow income customers and those who have experienced service issues with limescale
prioritise mitigating hardness. A full table of priorities by segment can be sdagune3.6.
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Figure 3.6: Full table of priorities by segment

Bill Support Incident Notification Protecting Water Resources

1 DE social grade 1 Younger 1 SSC segment B

1 Lowincome customers (1&5) 1 SSC segment D

households 1 SSC segment E 1 Service issue: traffic

1 Vulnerable disruption

customers

1 SSC segment E 1 Service issue: 1 Highincome households
Limescale
1 Lowincome
households

Furthermore, when split by attitudes, concerns and feelings:
1 customers who were highly concerned about water scarcityrasdurces gave high priority to protecting
these resources
1 those who were concerned about carbon emissions gave high priority to sustainable business policies, and
1 those who were concerned about poverty and unemployment gave high priority to finant&lfgport.

Additionally, it is noted that no customers showed any priority differences based ctoetiay life characteristics or
overall satisfaction. Finally, when asked about the reasoning for their choices, the majority of customers noted that
their prioritisation was not influenced by the given information. Of those who stated that they were influenced, the
most influential piece of information was reported to be content relating to the environment and to sustainability,
with the second most pogar response being information about affordability and bill support.

W{SSAYy3I K2g Ylye LIS2LXS GKS O2YLJl ye &adzlJi ASa-SBCi SN
customer on why they stated they were influenced most by informatiooualenvironmental protection,
sustainability, climate change and water conservation

Future Priorities

Recent research for S8itew on the customer priorities research, LTDS tracker and PR24 WTP triangulated values
G2 RSUSNN¥YAYS K2dzaSK2fR OdzZAG2YSNREQ FdzidzZNBE LINA2NR(GASa
longterm investment planningrigure3.7 shows theelative priority scores (on a scale of 10), for all SSC and by
supply region.

Figure 3.7: Triangulated priority ratings for SSC ambitions (HH Customers, on a sedy of 1

Improving Water Quality [ 3.0 e 8.2 7.8
Lead Pipe Removal [ 6.3 e 63 5.9
Leakage Reduction [ 6.2 s 65 6.3
Tackling Water Poverty [ 5.8 N 64
Reducing Supply Interruptions [ 5.7 I 64
WINEP [l 4.0 | 40 4.5
Drought Resilience [l 4.0 B 40 4.0
Achieving Net Zero Carbon [l 3.6 I 36 3.4
Reducing how much water we use at | 55C
home and at work 33 a3 2.8 = SSW
Offering better and smarter customer o 27
service ’ M 238 21 CAM
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While priorities are mainly similar for the two regions, Cambridge shows a relative lower priority towards tackling
water poverty and reducing supply interruptions. This is likely due to lower levels of deprivation in the Cambridge
region as shown by theeghrivation decile analysis conducted in t88C Demographics Report (2023) (Impact
Researchyvith 31% of South Staffs postcodes falling into the bottom two deprivation deciles and 16% falling in the
top two, compared with 1% of households falling inte thottom two deprivation deciles in Cambridge, and 40% of
households falling into the top two.

CA3IdzNB odyY LYRSE 27F adzZf GALX S S5SLINAGIGAZ2Y RSOAt Sa ¥

% of postcodes falling into each Decile of the Index of Multiple Deprivation

Ave "'.l'=l:'-'.l-_'t.'e 55 55 4.9
across all posicodes!

W Deciles 9-10
m Deciles 7-8
m Deciles 5-6
m Deciles 3-4
m Deciles 1-2
All England South Staffs & South Staffs water Cambridge water
Cambridge water region region

regions

Sowrce: 35C 2019 Deprivation by Posteode: bosed on row doto provided by S50 which lists ol postoodes within
it region and the (ndex of muitiple deprivation decile allocated to each posteads

IMP:Xedn1

Figure3.9 shows these priority ratings distributed over the period 2@2050. This draws out some important
variations.C2 NJ SEI YL S5 RNRdAAKG NBaAfASyOS rAa NBtl GA@St e
ambitions, but has a strongéus on delivery in the earlier years; reducing interruptions, while a higher priority,
customers preferences are that this can be delivered over a longer period, with almost half the score allocated to
2050+. In thesSE LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoisepnvened workshops there was a consistent view, particularly
in CAM region, that SSC was already delivering a strong performance which was improving oviémase.

therefore felt that pushing harder was not needed. This was, in part, driven by théh&ghany customers had not
been directly impacted by a supply interruption. However, business customers were notably different in that they
could see the impact an interruption would have on their business operations so had a wish for SSC to deliver its
ambition to reduce supply interruptions faster.

Priority ratings are not provided for customer sgioups beyond the regional split, but it was possible to compare

the timing of when customers would want the ambitions to be delivered, as indicatédune 3.10. this indicates,

for example, that while over three quarters of customers want delivery of leakage reduction by 2040, the urgency is
greater in SSW than in Cambriddgimilarly, future customers place more urgency on improving water

quality. Regarding lead pipes, this ambition was strongly related to water quality in the way the values were
triangulated, so the driving issue is delivering on water qualityerestingly, Cambridge customers show more

urgency with regards to tackling water vy, even though their priority rating is lower than for SSW customers.
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Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence



Figure 3.9: Future Priorities over time, 2@32050 (HH Customers)

Improving Water Quality NN 1.4 I 10 . 21 1.0 1.0
Lead Pipe Removal I 1.0 I 0.7 I 1.7 0.6 0.6
Leakage Reduction [N 1.3 I 10 I 15 0.7 0.7
Tackling Water Poverty N >0 IS 1.7 0 0.2 1.1 1.1
Reducing Supply... INNEE 0.6 I 05 s 09 0.6 0.6
WINEP M 0.5 N 0.4 s 10 0.4 0.4
y W 2030
Drought Resilience NN 1.4 I 16 W 05 0.0 0.0
W 2035
Achieving Net Zero Carbon [l 0.2 M o2 I os 0.6 0.6
m 2040
Reducing how much... I 0.1 Il 0.2 I o8 0.8 0.8 2045
Offering better and... l 0.2 Il 0.2 M 05 0.4 0.4 2050

NB: The sum of each row corresponds to priority values in Figurei@u&the proportion of respondents who said they would not support the

ambition.

Figure 3.10: Timings for delivery ambitions: % wanting delivery by 2040

All . Future Vulnerable - All Domesti
e South Staffs Cambridge Customers Aged 3070 Low income (HH+ FC)
Leakage Reduction 77% 8204 5694 7504 7194 60%4 7994 80%4 7694
Lead Pipe Removal 63% 6494 5694 60%4 6394 100% 3794 9094 6294
Tackling WatePoverty 6294 5794 8194 6094 7194 6004 6894 7094 6894
ég?;,ivnmg Net Zero 54% 5794 44% 60% 46% 40% 479% 90% 599
WINEP 469 4394 5694 4004 5494 2094 474 8094 5394
g:g%’/mg Water 44% 43% 509 409 509 100% 3204 509 479%
Offering better and
smarter customer 43% 43% 4494 409 4694 60% 3204 60% 44%
service
Reducing how much 33% 2994 509 5504 2194 2004 3794 400 3504
water we use
Efgrliﬁlgt?o::pply 250 2504 2504 2504 2504 2094 26% 309 26%

Golden Threads: Customer Priorities

The need for customer
information and
engagement

\Water quality consistently heads the list of priorities, something that
needs to be sustained over time, particularly for future
customers.Leakage reduction and lead pipe removal are important
objectives, also to be sustained over tinommunication around how
SSC is performing against these areas is important to build trust tha
is delivering on these core priorities.

Protection forvulnerable

Important, with customers expressing a view that support, financial

Golden customers those relating to the priority services register must be provided.
Threads . — . . .
Bill affordability ranks highly, as does tackling poverty, though this
Cost of living appears to be mainly a shortéerm objective, as a response the curre
costof-living crisis.
Generally considered important but less urg@mterms of priority since
Concern for the 2022 with the exception of droughtesilience, which is a more
environment immediate priority for improvement, possibly in the light of recent
experience of a dry summer in 2022
September2023
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Demographic Splits: Customer priorities

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of thdémpgraphic groups, related to customer
priorities. Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each spilit.

Demographic group(s) Key findings/ comparisons

SSW vs CAM Appendix A.2.1 summarises SSW and CAM preferen
relation to customer priorities. SSW and CAM custom
showed fairly similar priorities, with differences appea
in relation to hard water and affordability (with SSW
prioritising these areas), andli@ble supply, leakage,
protecting water sources, and sustainability (with CAN
prioritising these areas). CAM also saw a relative lowe
priority for tackling water poverty and supply interrupti
in analysis of theipreferences

HH vs NHH Appendix A.2.2 summarises HH and NHH priorities in
relation to priorities. Both HHs and NHHs think that
reducing leakage should behggh priority, but NHHs
seem to value slightly more than HHSs.

FBP vs current bill payers Appendix A.2.3 summarises futucustomer preference
in relation to customer priorities. Future customers we
only mentioned once in the priorities chapter, but it is
clear they prioritise protecting the environment and
delivering services through digital platforms. The digit
platforms point seems unique to FBPs, but CAM HH
customers agree on the environmental point, and alsc
place the environment as a high priority.

Vulnerable vs other customers I LIWSYRAE ! dndn &dzYYl NR &S
preferences in relation teaustomer priorities. Vulnerabl
customers, specifically those who are hdodreach and
those above 60, were more likely to prioritise providin
financial and other support to vulnerable customers a
leakage reduction, respectively.
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6. BEST VALUE PLANBIINND INVESTMENT PRIORITIES

Bibliography

CCW and

Ofwatc Water
Consumer Views
(2022)

Published Date Participants

April 2022

HH, NHH and
future
customers

Sample Size

Online focus
group: 12
Depths: 16

Project Objectives

Research aimed at understanding
water consumers' views on water
and sewerage services, what is
AYLRNIFYyGS @ASs
proposed commonPC areas for
PR24, any new areas for
exploration and to test
descriptions and measurements ¢
PCs.

SRGCschemes
Researclt
Public Value
(2022) (Accent)

July 22

HH, NHH, and
future
customers

Qual: unknown
Quant: 5,902
HH, 533 NHH

To understand what added value
customers perceive is important ¢
part of infrastructure
development. Taunderstand
preferences for the added value
what should be the balance
between options such as econom
jobs, apprenticeships, leisure,
education and carbon
sequestration etc? Do the
preferences change depending o
the geographical location/type of
schemeor other factors? How
much are the customers preparec
to pay? What language should be
used to explain the added value?

SS& Customer
Preferences on
Added Value for
Large Resource
Schemes (2022)
(Accent)

April 2022

n/a

n/a

Literaturereview to understand
what types of public value
customers perceive are important
and preferences among those
types (and if preferences change
depending on the geographical
location/ type of scheme or other
factors).

To understand how much are
customers pepared to pay.

To understand what language
should be used to explain public
value.

SS Customer
Priorities Desk
Research (2020

September
HHDN

| NRA 2 dza

Mo NB LN

Review current SSC understandir
2T Ala Qiorlias, By SN
NBLE2NISR Ay {{/
Review methodologies for
customer priorities measurement,
including a review of research

(Accent) conducted by other water
O2YLI yASa F2NIt
Review Ofwat expectations for
September2023
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Project Objectives

t wHnX | & as tecestd:;
¢AYS G2 !''0G &adN

Explore what matters to customet
now and in the future to root
SSW/CAM plans in tt@dza G 2 Y

SSQ@; Customer 62NI RD
o HH, NHH
Priorities customers and Understand what customers want
Research Qual | May 2022 32 HH, 12 NHH | and expect SSW/CAM to focus ol
future :
Year 3 (2022) in the short term and long term to
customers
(Accent) HNpNno
Track and measure any changes
short- and longterm priorities and
gKIG A& RNAGAY3
¢2 dzy RSNR Gl YR O
uninformed and informed
priorities in the short and long
term.
Iiﬁc(ﬁitciia li‘stomer To understand what factors drive
Tracker Qual October 2020 HH customers | c60 in total any changes in prlorltles_ including
Year 1 (2020) Whethe[trlere are any Wlder,
(Accent) a2 0SNJ LYRdza u NE
To understand whether there hav
been changes since Summer 201
and what has driven those
changes.
Provide a benchmark against
GKAOK Odzad2YSNE
tracked for both wholesale and
SS_G:.C_:ustomer Total: 1,054 retail serwces_.
Priorities Explore any differences between
Tracker Quant | March 2022 HH customers SSW: 701 CAM: uninformed/informed priorities
Year 2 (2022) ' '| and qualitative/ quantitative
353 -
(Accent) insights.
Understand the customer impact
of Covid19 and, from 2022, the
costof-living crisis.
Total 1,134 . .
To monitor ongoing customer
SS@ Customer CAM: satisfaction, dgllver oigoing
. customer sentiment tracking,
Tracking Annual HH and NHH
March 2023 probe awareness and usage of ke
Report (2023) customers 837 HHs (268 . .
. services and track changes in the
(Turquoise) CAM, 569 SSW) . .
way customers wish to interact
297 NHHs (93 with SSC
CAM, 204 SSW) '
Total: 1250 Aimed at designing, implementing
and analysing a stated preference
SSQ NERA CAM: 424 survey in order to gain aestimate
Willingness to HH, NHH ) .
SSW: 833 of customer WTP for service
Pay forWater December 2022 | customers and . .

. . improvements from SSC with the
Services at PR24 future billpayers . . . .
(2022) overall aim of informing their PR2

Future business plan. HH, NHH and futu
billpayers: 54 customers were of specific focus.
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Project Objectives

Total: 807
HH: 609
NHH: 198
SS@ ODI . Aimed at a_nalysmg further
Medically segmentation of SSW and CAM
Research (2023 HH and NHH ,
March 2023 vulnerable: 109 | Water customer values on top of
(Accent and PJM customers T . .
Economics) Communicationg previous CollaborativeDI
vulnerable: 90 | research by Ofwat and CWW
Lifestage
vulnerable:89
Financial
vulnerable: 27
SS ODI A review of methodological
Research Pilot | June 2022 Euit?)rrfel?lsHH ist:r;[/(ijglls options aimed at informin@DI
(2022) (Accent) rate for PR24.
To understand customer priorities
SS@ PR19 Total: 93 for servicedelivery both now and
) June 2017 over the longer term (prompted
Foundation HH and NHH
) and unprompted) and to check
Research June customers HH: 70 these against previously
(2017) (Accent) NHH: 23 established priorities in PR14
work.
Appendxes for SSWs PR19
SS_G; PRlQ Data HH. NHH and triangulation research. A review g
Triangulation 2019 future 9000+ all SSW customer engagement
Study SSW cUStOmers activity relating to their WRMP
WRMP (2018) focusing largely on customer
priority.
To use the research findings from
Phase One tsupport the
SS@ WRMP RSOSt2LIYSyid 27
andLongTerm both supply regions, specifically
- Workshops 62, | /s SNE Gy RAY T O
Reslience business and on; levels of service, leakage
Customer stakeholder VeSS € , leaxage,
September HH and NHH water efficiency, metering, and (if
Engagement round tables 21, : ) ;

. 2017 customers } . possible) environment impact, an

Insight Full survey: 300 in | .- .
SSW. 200 in initial thoughts on options for the
Report (2(_)17) CAM’ future ard to use the findings from
(Community Phase Two to inform investment
Research) choices, by giving customers the
2L NI dzyAdGe G2
strategic challenges.
Total: 1,180 Core purpose of this study was to
SS& WRMP rovide evidence of customer
Themes land 3 | April 2022 CAM:427 P _
. HH and NHH i response and support for;
Quantitative SSW: 753 ) )

. customers managing droughts, universal
Insights (2022) metering, leakage, environmental
61 008yl HHs: 1,028 |- Yo}\g’ﬂxz?f’m

NHHs: 152
SS@ WRMP24 HH, NHH and | Total: 47 To explor.e household, future and
August 2021 future SME businesses customer
WRAP Theme 1 ) . )
customers HHs: 28 preferences in terms of;
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Research
Findings (2021)

NHHs: 10
Future
customers: 9

Project Objectives

environmental ambitia, levels of
service/resilience ambition, water
efficiency ambition, and best valu
planning criteria.

¢2 SyadaNB | 32
customer preferences in these
strategic areas, which sets the
context for the remainder of the

(2023)

engagemenprogramme.
Water UK ¢t2 SEIFIYAYS (KS
Omnibus UK general adult the water industry (including on
Research (2022 December 2022 population 2,061 nationalisation) and the effect of
(Savanta) the cost of living.
To understand consumer context
(general environmental priorities,
current awareness of lontgrm
HH: 20 (CAM 5, chatlllenges I<_';1nd implicatipns f?r
water suppliers, perception o
Efi%ﬁ;?fg))_lk water suppliers). _
WREC Club NHH: 14 Tq e_x_plore expgctatlons and
Customer September HH and NHH (Anglian 8, Esse Elr:nrg:ﬁ; re environmental
Engagement customers, and | & Suffolk 3, CAM A= A A x
2021 ¢2 SELJX 2NB NbaL.
report (2021) stakeholders 3) GltdSQ LXFY 202
(Blue Marble) Stakeholders: 20 :
organisations To ex_plore options preferences
across the 3 (ra_mkln_g of preferences and what
companies drives importance).
To explore intergenerational
economics (response to
affordability options to understanc
generational expectadins).
To ensure the customer input in
R Upat Tranguiton o | " S0 P st by
Regional Plan | March 2023 n/a 120 pieces of

research

conducting a triangulation of the
most recentcustomer and
stakeholder research).

Overview

The top three to five customer priorities have remained consistent across WRMP and broader customer priorities

since those identified for WRMP19: quality and reliability of service, affordability and reducing leakage.
Environmental concerns, customer seesiand support for vulnerable customers have also been top priorities;

however, in the last couple of years, although these are still importantierng priorities, they have slipped further

down the rankings for customers, as significant concerns far tven personal financial circumstandeave
increased; customensow feel nervous about prioritising others when the future seems uncertain for their own
household or busines€ertain stakeholder groups would also like to gesaterconsideration to thé specificareas

of interest;for example the NFU mentionedood production Historic England mentioned the historic environment,

andMOSL mentioned the nehousehold market.
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wSE I OADBS FFLIISEFEKAYLRZ2NIFFYOS 2F 20SNI NOKAY

During the engagement conducted fBR19 and WRMPI8SE PR19 Foundation Research June (2017) (Accent);
SSE WRMP and Longerm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Community Research
customer priorities were focused on contingiand quality of supply and service, keeping bills affordable and
reduction of wastage and leakage. This was found to be consistent across both the South Staffs and Cambridge
regions.

Since the PR19 period commenced, further research into customer p®h&s been conducted and showed that
household and nothousehold customers including haro-reach and future bipayers' priorities had a high degree

of consistency across engagement mechanisms. Initially$ 8@ Customer Priorities Desk Researd2(® (Accent)
AaK26SR (KSaS LINA2NAGASA 6SNB RAGARSR Ayid2 O2NB LINR2
RSt AGSNBR dzl2yd® ¢KS&aS QKe3aASYyS FIOi2NAWY AyOf dzZRSRY

high-quality and reliablevater supply

fair, accurate and affordableills

gred customer service

reducingleakageon pipes

protecting thenatural environmentg habitats and water sources

helping those customers who may neextra support¢ both through financial support and other
support when needed.

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 =9

Future hygiene factors to beetivered to customers included:

9 giving customers moreontrol of their water usage (e.g. smart metering) and provicédgcation
on how to use water responsibly, particularly for the younger generatior2g)6

planning forpopulation growthand managing the impact afimate change
ensuringaffordability of billsvs ensuring longerm resilience of assett meet future demand
meeting the challenge afsing energy costby lowering carbon footprint; and

investing innnovation to drive improvements in operational and customer services.

= =4 =4 =9

TheSSE Customer Priorities Tracker Qual Year 1 (2020) (AdRepyrtshowed more granular detail on the factors
customers expected to be delivered by three sSitNE dzLJa T WK e JRISYGA Wi Ofi 12 Bl DN W Slyy
0S82YyRQ® ¢KS Ke3aASYyS FIOU2NE 6SNB OSNE aAYAfFNI G2 0
study showed environmental responsibilities to be an enhancing factor, rather than a hygiene factor. The full
rankings are shown iRigure4.1.
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Figure4.1: Range of priorities generated fro88& Customer Priorities Tracker Qual Year 1 (2020) (Accent)

YIS 2F LINA2WA 6 SlAy R ST &NUzZNS R
bh?

10208 IyR .S882yR C' ¢!' w9
A { YFWgEid & NBE I
A LyOSyy@sama @15G SNJ 9YyKIYyOAy3 ttda
A ' RRASYVANZ YINBFEOG & A w2 &S i SINRB/ENT Y'Y S .
A { LRy a@NE KL A Ddzh NIfYEHrS®MzE G Ay oAt Afie
A | 2YYd X @ 8Bmd SEE MY G I A A { Yl RESNIINA@R §29KRY Sdza | 3|S
= A . SyANG &ALUBR GAaA2Y
9YyKIyOAy3 A 12YLIS¥bEESI
9YDANRYYSyYyUlt NBaLR2ysa A /I NF S gzl NI £
A 1 K22DSGSNJ A lRRNCBGifaM\YMGUﬁ 38
A D2aBoarids o o A whk Ay &I NSRIN2RS O 4
A 21 UC2NJ & S NIBI2 MByeRdzU & A RS A 1 00S D2 NYUFAAISY OWOSY S a
A2 | GABENRAT/SF 2 NBY yF@R23/yi N f A a2y A (IZ2INRAASS SHWEN ESNEND|S &
A 9RAOR §DK221% a
A hy 3 2MWWR @IFeyZFYWNI & G NHzO
A | RRNBaAaASRTO4 dzS$a
| @3A8yS
A 2} (iSdxIt A G e
A | 2yoe ¥ dZ2ZXIBNIS NE ZIHNSS & & dzN
A aAyAYAfaShyl3i K82 dxEKLI A yN
AyosSadvySyi
A 10 2 NRING IO &R ITZMdt Y S NI |6
A 9 Y 00N 2 $BBFOHSE R
A D2 DR YYdzy ROMNAgaAlI 3 S Alcent

In the SS@& WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (20&19n asked to prioritise company actions at th

end of the exercise, the provision of reliable, clean drinking water, minimising the environmental impact and
reducing leakage were the top three in both supply areas. This was consistent with priorities identified in previous
studies, including environemtal concerns once again as a key priority and expected by custofnsysithesis
NELR2NI 2F 2w2 NBAaSINOK F2dzyR GKFGX Ay HAaumMI Odzad2YS

The updatedVRW- Updated Regional Plan (20Z8und that more people were becoming concerned with

affordability, due to the wider economic situation, inflation, and the rising cost of fuel, energy and food. Although
this is particularly of concern to low income and vulnerable HH customers, almogstimers are voicing this as

their number one concern. Across water customers more generally (not just SSC), the environment was seen as an
important focus, bu{for the majority)it has been pushed to a longégrm priority area for investment when

balarcing the need for investment and keeping bills affordahle to the proliferation of economic concerns.

The SSE& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 €0@&2)lid find robust evidence of customers

being willing to pay for improvemestin supporting wildlife and natuttgighlighting that customers do want to see
increased investment to restore the water environmeW TP was also seen for three other attributes, in line with
customer prioritieobservedn previous studies; risk of tempd- N2 WR2 y 203 RNAY]1Q y20AO0¢
pipes, and chances of property flooding from a burst pipe. The finding that customesdllarg to payfor

improvement in such attributes is consistent with the results of other WTP studies condocteR24. That is,

customers are typicallilling to pay for improvement in environmental attributes or attributes that relate to
particularly adverse and inconvenient outcomes, but are less likely to be willing to pay for improvement in other
areas

TheSSE Customer Preferences on Added Value for Large Resource Schemes (2022k{Adygals) found people
considerservice aspects which can affect them direetlg most important Forexample, supply interruptions and
bill affordability. Also, peopleiew elements ofservice withanimmediate impact or consequences as a higher
priority than those with consequencésat will not be felt untilthe more distant future, e.g. the appearance, taste
and smell of water was seen as more important than biodiigr However, this does mean that service priorities
which are ranked lower are not important to customers, but sintpat participants were asked to place them in a
set order so some had to come lower down the priority list. This point can be applieddb of the other research
reports covered in this document.
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TheSSE WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Aatelgd into how SSC should balance various
investment priorities andSQustomers overall slightly favoured keeping bills as low as possible for customers
above all elseCAMcustomers as a population were more evenly split between keeping bills lowaastment into
other areas.

TheSSE Customer Preferences on Added Value for Large Resource Schemes (2022hi¢fkdicgné€d the top

GKNBS LINAR2NRGASE FT2N) oSad SrtdzS LIXFyyAy3d G2 0SS WHTT
S KIFIFSQ ONBRdAzOAYy3 € SFH{1F3IST SyO02dz2Ny IAy3 OdzalG2YSNAR
YS6kSYSNAAY3I O2yRAGAZ2YyaQd ! RILIWGFoAfAGE SYSNHSR a |
response to learnings fromthe Covi@ poy RSYA O G KI G KI @S I FFSOGSR SOSNE | ¢
demonstrated the importance of anticipating unexpected events and building in flexibility to adapt when necessary.

BySSC, Customer Priorities Research Qual Year 3 (2022) (Adadent)fied the top four priorities as reliability and
quality of water supply, bill affordability, leakage reduction and @rgn planning, in line with thgear 2study. At

this point in time the Covid9 pandemic had peaked and started to recede in terms of tmband behavioural

impacts. Indeed, two in five customers reported their water consumption had returned tpgmdemic levels,

though a similar proportion still thought they use more than before the pandemic (likely due to home working being
more common. However, a cosbf-living crisis initially sparked during the pandemic has taken over public
consciousness as a primary concern, with many feeling more financially vulnerable than ever before. Significantly
higher numbers of customers year 3reported concerns with paying their household bills when compared to year

2. This applied to both the present time and when thinking about the next 12 months.

The gqualitative research conducted @axrt of the SS& Customer Priorities Research Qual Yeg022) (Accent)
AaK26SR O0KIG W2LIWAYAAY 6KSY Y2@0Ay3 2dzi 2F LI pwR8GAO o
concerns (for both HH and NHH customers). The generalised cost of living crisis made many people think more ab
their own stuation compared with the more altruistic qualitative picture in October 2020. The Environment was
taken more seriously than ever in this study and understood better but has been pushed to a high priority longer
term issue and dwarfed by shortterm,pgry’ I t S O2y2YA O O2yOSNyao | A3K tS@S
plan to 2050 was very positive, mapping back spontaneoustkrng priorities to this made customers feel SSC were
covering the challenges raised and meeting future expectations. Matbmers opted for what they see as a
compromise of a linear, natural bill profile to 2050, with minorities supporting increasedisaded shorterm
investment or backoaded longterm investment. Customers expect more to be delivered as part ot lsasvice
compared to 2020.

The final report of the 3earSSC Customer Priorities Reseath? 2 SO0 A RSYUATFTASR a2vYS W:
which are considered as‘hust ddor SSC to deliver. These priorities are reliability of water quality and

affordability. These two customer priorities have remained top across the three year project, and throughout
responses to opewended questions. Ultimately, water needs to be affordable to everyone regardless of their
financial circumstance. Support for @ffordability was a slightly higher priority in SS8/CAM,and amongst DE

social gradess. hidner social gradesn the SSE Customer Tracking Annual Report (2023) (Turqud@s)income
customers appeared to be significantly mdikely to agree that their clean watill was affordablecompared to

higher earning groups, with 66% of the lowest HH income bracket of udded3 per year rating their bills as
affordable, compard with 75% the previous year.

Another way of indirectly evaluating customer priorities is through Willingness to Accept worBSIH©DI

Research Pilot (2022) (Accera3ked customers how much money they would need to receive in compensation in
order to accept a specific service issue. Although not a typical measure of priorityuseteim previous price

reviews the results provide some interesting points. For exampmongst HH and NHH customers, sewer flooding
had the highest impact of all service issues, and unsurprisingly, lsogply were considered more impactful than
shorter interruptions Looking at theesults by service area, it is clear tli2AM customes had higher WTA values

for most scenarios compared to SSW customers. Furtheg, younger people (aged i8) tended to have lower
WTA values than older people. Financially vulnerable customers had lower values than those who were not in
financially vulerable positions.

Only a few of the services attributes tested in the ODI WTA study directly relate to the WRMP24 themes, notably, tc
the Service level Resilience to Droughts aFea.example, HH customersthe S8V regionswere willing to accept a
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compensation level of £21 (£288 in CAMJ they were to experience emergency drought restrictions for 2 months,
whilst NHH customeris SSW regiofound a level of £,460 (£34,213 in CANY) be acceptable for the same issue. In
terms of relative importance, this attribute cansecond for both HH anHH customersbehind unexpected water
supply interruption (24h)in addition, the difference was not statistically significant at the 95% lefvconfidence.

Hosepipe bans were also tested in the ODI study, which could also come under the WRMP droughts area. For both
HH and NHH customers, this came near the bottom of the priority order, with HH custbegirgwilling to accept a
compensatioramount of £48 for having a hosepipe ban for 5 months, whilst NHH custorinegsWvere willing to

accept compensation of425, and NHHs in CAM £2,263xperience the same incident.

Figure 4.2: Willingness to Accept values for service issue scenarieebeiouth Staffs and Cambridge, fr&®& ODI Research
(2023) (Accent and PIJM Economics)

Scenario

Emergency drought restrictions (2 months)
Unexpected water supply interruption (24h)
Do not drink notice (48h)

Unexpected water supply interruption (6h)
Boil water notice (48h)

Discoloured water (24h)

Water taste and smell (24h)

Significant pollution incident nearby (4 weeks)
Significant pollution incident elsewhere (4 weeks)
Discoloured water (6h)

Water taste and smell (6h)

Planned water supply interruption (6h)
Unexpected low water pressure (6h)

Low flows in rivers elsewhere (2 months)
Minor pollution incident elsewhere (1 day)
Minor pollution incident nearby (1 day)

Low flows in rivers nearby (2 months)
Hosepipe ban (5 months)

Households
SSW CAM
£201.1 [ SR
£308.5
£215.4
£174.9
£206.3
£132. [ SIS
£119.9
£125.2
£112.8
£100.7

£106.2 [INENOS
£75.7 NI
£6o. NGRS

£67.6
£67.6
£62.5
£39.4
£48.1

What best value means to customers

TheWRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Mafbi)dzy R

Non-households

SSW

CAM
£34,213
£42,805
£24,247
£14,659
£12,635

£7,800
£11,539
£6,439
£3,543
£7,219
£7,934
£12,625
£5,865
£2,703
£1,443
£2,714
£2,310
£2,273

GKFG GKS LINRYOA LI ¢

(not necessarilyhe cheapest, but the best for society and the environment) won majority approval. However,
consumers wanted SSC to prioritise the core business activities (which included protection of the environment,

managing flood risk and drought resilience) overthe RRSR @I f dzSQ St SYSy i a

6o22ai?

customers and creating public amenities etc). However, it is noted that the terminology can be confusing to

gl £ dzSQ Ay 2iKSNI &eqyales$he iflen of vedt vy &
value plan as affecting customer bills directly. Customers in lower-sgoisomic groups (C2DEs) tended not to be
aware that investment choices impact their water bills.

O2yadzYSNAE | &

WoSai

Options should meet three criteria: financialligble; low carbon; and effective in the long term. Options that appear
short term stop gaps and/or poor environmentally, were largely rejected (including drought permits). Recycling

6L GSNI YR 6t26

OF NB2Yy 0

tankering water in from other countries had least appeal.

RS&l t Ay | supp® gptioasSWaker téarieter and2 a G |

SSC should develop a holistic approach to all aspects of water supply and waste management. Stakeholders wante
to see a joineeup approach, and this could helprisumers appreciate what appear to be contradictions (higher
awareness of flooding undermines the drought messalgd)s response tahe Cambridge Water WRMP

Consultatiorin May 2023the NFUwishedfor greatermulti-sector collaborative workwhich would include sectors

such asgriculture horticulture, landowners and land managersis would helpmaximise potential opportunities

such as those listed under the WINEP options
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In the SRO Schemes Researétublic Value (2022) (Accengport, which looked at public value going above and
beyond core investments, it was found that across customers of all the water companies who were involved, social
AN RSa FyR tAFS adlasSs GKSNB gl a f AYA (G Sdest, thére walNan 2 NJ d.
assumption that it means a company would make a positive contribution (economic, social, environmental) to local
and national society that would improve public wiedling.

GL KIF @S yS@OSNI NBIffe 02YS tHinbdmeitam pravi8ing é Srotct drddzo f A C
ASNIAOS 6KAOK gAff | RR @FftdzS G2 G4KS 3ISYSNIf LJdzo ¢
I ySOSaaArdeég | EltameA G& 2| G§SNE Cdzi dzNB
At worst, there was confusion, disengagementan®&a/sa S G KI G Fye O2YLIlkye GFf{Ay3
61 AKAYIQd 21 GSNI O2YLI yASa &aK2dZ R 68 YAYRTdzA | o62dzi d
Wi RRSR 1 £dz285Q A& Fy SFaASNI LIKNI &8 (02 Gi8yoR SiINGESH HO2RNEH VLR

objectives.

In response to th&VRMR4 consultation in 2023, Ofwatates thatgreater evidence ineededin SSQa Utdéf | y a
demonstratethat the range of options available is appropriate to the scale of the chall@rge also needs to be
clarity on the objectives of the plan, including on how those objectives are related to the best value nigtiscs.
clearly highlights thémportanceof offering best value to the regulator.

Paying for long term investments

The issue of how to fund long term investments was first investigated iS8@& WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1

Research Findings (2024hich found that customers were generally happypiay for investments that will benefit

future generations. They recognised that they already benefit from contributions paid for by previous generations
for the benefit of all. Making sure the environment is fit for future generations is the responhkibigtb do, not

least because current customers have contributed to the problems. Young current customers might actually benefit
themselves in future. Future customers, like current customers, were mindful of and concerned about the potential
bill impact fom investment were no different from other customers in their views about intergenerational fairness.

G2S KI@gS G2 G 1S NBalLRyairAoAfAde F2N GKS Syg@AaANRyY
protect it. We have to leave it in a better stat&in we encountered it, not leave huge bills for our children to
LI ed 2SS |faz KIFI@S G2 adGd2L) o0SAy3a aSt FAnmildayelRk 2y &

The minority who opposed this view felt the cost should be borne by future cus®ageit is not fair for current
customers to pay for something they will not benefit from.

TheWRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Maelglpred how customers felt long term

investments should be funded, whether investment should commaezarlier to spread the cost over a longer time

or wait delayed until closer to the time the investment is required, which means the generation that benefit the
most from investment, will pay more for it. Customers found it hard to decide which is tlestfawlution to this

ethical conundrum and there was no clear consensus. Customers were shown these two scenarios graphically, as
shown in4.3.
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Figure4.3: Intergenerational Fairness Investment Scenarios

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Tomorrow’s generation of Today’s generation of customers
customers pay more fowards § start paying today for future
future resilience to supply resilience to supply
INVESTMENT INVESTMENT

TIME

The bill increases appeared abrupt in both scenarios and there was a desire for a middle option with a flatter curve.

GL GKAY1l 6KFGUa FFEANBNI Aa AF (GKS&aS KdzvLia 2y (GKS
that would be fairer beause the rewards will be reaped for a considerable length of time so the increase in
tariff should be spread over a longer perio@€AM Non bill payer

Scenario 1 for many, felt unfair to be paying for something you are not using at that time and s@neusicbmers
thought that they would die before they would see any benefit from their contribution. Economically vulnerable
customers chose this scenario because they cannot currently afford a rise in bills, and some younger customers
considered that theyvould be more financially stable and able to pay later on in life.

GLOQR 32 F2NJ 40SyYIFNR2 2yS 680FdzasS AdQa KFENR G2 LI
488 6KIG 82d2OQNB 68Ay3 OKLI NB STRMNoa bilpager ( K 2 dzi & SSA Y =

For some, scenario 2 felt logical because customers pay for the investment whilst it is being made. Some older
customers would rather pay instead of their children and grandchildren, even though they may not see the benefits
themselves. ABC1s in particufaointed out that we have caused the problem of climate change rather than future
generations and therefore should bear the cost.

L GKAY1l AF 6S 6yl AYLNROGSYSydGa ¢S IINBE 3I2Ay3 G2
investing now as it fels urgent. It would be really unfair to pass onto our grandchildren the cock up we
made."E&S C2DE

The topic was not explored in great detail and insight here provides an indicative view only and therefore this would
be an area for further investigationf PR24.

Golden ThreadConclusionsBest value planning and investment priorities

Golden The need for When fully informedof { / Q& &[ 221 Ay 3 (i, 2ustOnus (
Threads customer arevery positivemaking them moreonfident thatSSC were covering
information and future challenges expectations
engagement
September2023
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Call for collective |/ dza G2 YSNE | NB 3ISYySNItfte Y2NB gt
responsibility and |2 NJ W& K2 NI ({oSréaf Qtury demandimdtIvateras these
fairness potentially offer less value in the long ternilowever, those on lower
incomes will be more focussed on measures that keep bills affordable

Concern for the Theenvironmentremainsan important issu¢o address especially due to
environment growing awareness of the effects of climate chargé,since early 2022 i
seenby many customerasalongerterm issueto addressdwarfed by
short term, personal economic concerns

Protection for In the same &y as concern for the environment, this remains importan

vulnerable to customers butfrom 2022 s slipping relative to more immediate

customers concernsat an individual household leyeduch asill affordability.
Emerging Cost of living The enduring theme is that sinearly 2022 affordability of bills and wide
thread concerns related to the cost of living are taking more prominence in

Odza2YSNBEQ LINAZ2NAGASaA®

Demographic Splits: Best value planning and investment priorities

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, retestviaiue
planning and investment prioritieflease see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

SSW vs CAM AppendixA.3.1summarises SSW vs CAM priorities in
relation to best value planning and investment
priorities. In general, both regions showed a high deg
for bill affordability, with CAM customers sometimes
additionally showing interest in other investment ared
HHvs NHH AppendixA.3.2summarises HH and NHH priorities in
relation to best value planning and investment
priorities. In most cases, HH and NHH customers are¢
aligned in terms of which investments they think sho
be prioritised.

FBP vs current bill paysr AppendixA.3.3summarises future customer
preferences in relation to best value planning and
investment priorities. Future billpayers are notably
more likely to be tecksavvy and prioritise online acce
to reaktime information through apps and websites.
They also seefrroactive information to reduce bill
costs and overall water usage. Their top priorities
include reducing water waste and improving water
guality. Environmental concerns play a notable role i
their choices as consumers and potential employees
Protectingthe environment is their highestted
priority and a core "hygiene factor." They prefer digitg
platforms for service delivery and align with other
customers on intergenerational fairness and concern
about bill impacts from investments, which is to eresu
that all generations pay an equal contribution over
time. Many future billpayers have limited interaction
with their water provider due to their living situations.
They express varying levels of desire for improveme
in different service attributes, ith a preference for
enhancements related to environmental issues and
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infrastructure such as developing improvements to th
hardness of water, lead piping, and prevention of
flooding due to burst pipes.

Vulnerable vs other customers Appendix A.3.4ummarda S& @dzf Y SNI 6 f §
priorities in relation to best value planning and
investment priorities. In most cases, vulnerable
customers were more likely to be concerned with
affordability of the service following investment plans
and its impact on the bill.

Stakeholders vs customers Appendix A.3.S5ummarises some of the key themes
relevant to best value planning and investment
priorities from the stakeholder consultation undertake
during the WRMP24 planning process. Whilst each
stakeholder might have ddfent priorities, as their
businesses / organisations focus on different things,
Y280 aidl 1SK2f RSNE I NB A\
best value planning. Stakeholders would like more
AYVF2NXYIGAZ2Y NBEtFGAy3 G2
planning, includig a greater understanding of the
Fyrtearxa {{/ dzaSR G2 RSI
comparison, SSC customers are generally less enga
and curious about BVP.
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL DESTINATION

Bibliography

Published

Date

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Cambridge Water Stakeholder

Stakeholders:
Attendees from
a wide range of
organisations,
including local
and national
environmental

To consider
stakeholder views at a

Awareness Index (2023)

Roundtabe (2021) (Community October 2021 orggnlsatlons, a| 18 stakeholders formative stage of the
Research) SOC"’?‘I housing plan development
provider, a local process.
authority
planning
department, a
university and
an MP
Research aimed at
understandingvater
consumes' views on
water and sewerage
HH, NHH and | Online focus services, what is
gocxgu"’;sg r\s?ef""wf\(’ggtzezr) April 2022 future group: 12 important, views on
customers Depths: 16 hTgl GQa LJINJ
common PC areas for
PR24any new areas
for exploration and to
test descriptions and
measurements of PCs
Review of campaigns
aimed at households,
) both large and small,
CCW 'Desktop Reww of ' _ on reducing water
Behaviour Change Campaigns| April 2023 n/a n/a usage reducing
(2023) flushing of
unflushables, and
disposal of fats oils an
greases in the sink.
The second phase of
the Environmental
Awareness index,
: tracking results in
CCW Environmental February 2023| HH customers | 1,466 HHs 2022. ’

Aimed at
understanding
attitudes around
environmentally
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

damaging water
behaviours including
supply and demand,
things flushed down
toilets and fats, oils
and greases poured
down sinks.

CCW Public Vievs on the

HH and future

The Consumer Counci
for Water (CCW)
wished to conduct
research into how
people value and
understand the water
environment, their

Water Environment (2021) July 2021 cUStomers Total: 62 preferences for how it
(Community Research) should be managed,
and their viewson
current policy
directions, taking
account of the
difference in policies
between England and
21 fSao
Tracking survey which
April 2023 tracks the views of
CCW Water Matters (2023) General UK HH | 1ol 5,502 household customers
CAM: 150 :
(DJS Research) customers SSW- 150 on the services they
' receive from water
companies in England
YR 21 fSaod
_ Aimed to understand
ISHH with 3 | o1 den watersage in
each from South o siomers, specifically
Staffs and to what extent hot
Cambridge, weather changes wate
Garden WateiBehaviour October 2022 | HH customers \?\?al:;t: s usage, V\-/hat drivers
Change (2022) Northtjmbrian and barriers th_ere are
towards behavioural
Water Group, | change in this area as
Portsmouth well as developing a
Water, and tool/messaging to
Southern Water | opapje customers to
change behaviour.
) 1,000 customers
Seve_rn Trent Environmental HH and NHH overall: 817 To understand
Destination and Compulsory | May 2022 customer views and
X customers HHs and 183 /
Metering (2022) (Accent) NHHSs. support on universa

(490 metered,

metering and
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

434 unmetered

environmental

South Staffs Wateg,
StakeholderRoundtabe
Feedback Summary (2021)

October 2021

customers) ambition.
Stakeholders:
Attendees from
councils, To consider

Citizens Advice,
Natural England
Waterwise and
consumer
industry
representatives

8 stakeholders

stakeholder views at a
formative stage of the
plan development
process.

SRO Schemes &earchg Public
Value (2022) (Accent)

July 22

HH, NHH, and
future
customers

Qual: unknown
Quant: 5,902
HH, 533\HH

To understand what
added value customers
perceive is important
as part of
infrastructure
development. To
understand
preferences for the
added value; what
should be the balance
between options such
as economy, jobs,
apprenticeships,
leisure, educatiorand
carbon sequestration
etc? Do the
preferences change
depending on the
geographical
location/type of
scheme or other
factors? How much are
the customers
prepared to pay? Wha
language should be
used to explain the
added value?

SSQE Appendix E Cusbmer
Research Findings Summary
CAM WRMP (2018)

2018

HH, NHH and
future
customers

7,000+

n/a

SSG Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire Green Party
Consultation Response to
CCW's draft WRMP (2023)

May 2023

Stakeholder

n/a

Consultatiorresponse
to CAM's WRMP draft
business plan.
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Published

Project Objectives

Participants

Sample Size

District Council Joint

CAM's draft WRMP

SSC Cambridge City Council
and South Cambridgeshire

Consultation Response to

Date

n/a

Stakeholder

n/a

Consultation response
to CAM's WRMP draft
odzaiySaa LI

Infographic (2022)

SS, Customer Priorities

May 2023

HH and NHH
customers

HH: 44

Vulnerable: 5

To provide insight
LINBaSydaAy3
priorities for now and
the future.

(2022) (Turguoise)

SSE Customer Promises
TrackingResearch Report

April 2022

HH and NHH
customers

1,106 customers
overall: 814 HHs
and 292 NHHs

To monitor ongoing
customer satisfaction
against the key metrics
that engagement has
shown to be important
to customers; these
include had and soft
measures.

To deliver orgoing
customer sentiment
tracking against key
brand statements.

To probe awareness
and usage of key
services and track
changes in the way
customers wish to
interact with SSC.

To monitor and track
the impact of Cowd-19
pandemic on
customersg new
objective added in
2020/21.

Annual Report (2023)
(Turquoise)

SS@ Customer Tracking

March 2023

HH and NHH
customers

Total 1,134
CAM:

- 837 HHs (268
CAM, 569
SSW), 297
NHHSs (93
CAM, 204
SSW)

Tomonitor ongoing
customer satisfaction,
deliver orgoing
customer sentiment
tracking, probe
awareness and usage
of key services and
track changes in the
way customers wish to
interact with SSC.

(Explain)

SSC H20nlinecCommunity
Feedba&k WRMP (20122022)

2022

HH customers

Panel responses
vary over time
CAM 360+
SSW 315+

To build an engaged
community of
customers, going
beyond gathering
insight to establish anc
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

sustain tweway
engagement.

To ensure that the
PR24 engagement
programme delivers a
further stepchange in
customer

engagement.
Total: 807
HH: 609 _ _
NHH: 198 Aimed at analysing
further segmentation
Medically of SSW and CAM
SSQ ODI Researct023) |\ 1 5003 HHand NHH | & ble: 109 | Water customer values
(Accent and PJM Economics) customers Communicationd ©n top of previous
vulnerable: 90 | CollaborativeODI
Life-stage researchby Ofwat and
vulnerable:89 CWw
Financial
vulnerable: 27
Appendixes for SSWs
PR19 triangulation
HH, NHH and research. A review of
SSG PR19 Data Triangulation 2019 future 9000+ all SSW customer
Study SSW WRMP (2018) customers engagement activity
relating to their WRMP
focusing largely on
customer priority.
This research was
43 customers | conducted in order to
via 6 qualitative | gather insight into
fO(;US ngOUpS- 10 customer willingness
in-depth HH to pay and aceptance
SS@ PR24 CSA Research | September | HH and HH interviews and 4| 2 ¥ { { | Q&
(2023) (Impact Research) 2023 customers NHH. 1.314 HH
(Unpublished) o well as to
P and 149 NHH | ynderstanding the
quantitative main supporting and
survey opposing factors
towards this plan.
Qualitative: 34
To understand
EBHFS,’SH NHHS Y & dza 62 Y S NE @
HH, NHHs and Quantitative: and perceptions
SSG, LT.DSReport (2023) July 2023 future 980 HHSs : G261 NRa -{{
(Turquoise) customers : . term vision to 2050
(including 82 and their spontaneous
EiFI)%Ss) and 100 preferences in terms o
long-term delivery.
September2023
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

l'faz2z SELX
performance and
future targets in 10 key
ambition areas, and to
understand the main
reasons that drive
customer preferences,
and to explore the
issue of
intergenerational
fairness.

SSG NFUConsultation
Response to CAM's draft
WRMP (2023)

May 2023

Stakeholder

n/a

Consultation response
G2 /! aQa 2
odzaAySaa LI

SS Stakeholder Roundtable:
Helping Businesses Save Wat¢
(2022)

March 2022

Stakeholders:
Universities and
local industry

To work with
businesses in the
Cambridge area to fing
out what can be done
with retailers to

further support,
promote and
implement water
efficiency in NHH in the
next 5 years and
beyond (challenges,
visions,
opportunities).

SSCG WRE Consultation
Response to CAM draft WRMF
(2023)

March 2023

Stakeholder

n/a

Consultation response
to CAM's WRMP draft
odzaAySaa LI

SSE WRMP and_ongTerm
Resilience Customer
Engagement Insight Full Repo
(2017) (Community Research)

September
2017

HH and NHH
customers

Workshops 62,
business and
stakeholder
round tables 21,
survey: 300 in
SSW, 200 in
CAM

To use the research
findings from Phase
One to support the
RS@PSt 2LIVYSy
WRMP19 in both
supply regions,
specifically
understanding
Odza 2 YSNE Q
levels of service,
leakage, water
efficiency, metering,
and (if possible)
environment impact,
and initial thoughts on
options for the future
and to use the findings
from Phase Two to
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date
inform investment
choices, by giving
customers the
opportunity to feed
Ayiz2 {{/ Qa
challenges.
Total: 1,015
9ELX 2NB Odz
SS@ WRMPMCDA July 2022 HH and NHH | ©AM:445 attitudes and views
Quantitative Insights (2022) customers SSW: 570 regarding the natural
(Accent) SYOJANRBYYSY
HH: 837 approach toplanning.
NHH: 128
Core purpose of this
Total: 1,180 study was to provide
evidence of customer
SS@ WRMPThemes land 3 | April 2022 HH and NHH | €AM:427 response and support
Quantitative Insights (2022) customers SSW: 753 for; managing
0! 00Syiov droughts, universal
HHs: 1,028 metering, leakage,
NHHSs: 152 environmental
I YOAGAZY ®
To explore household,
future and SME
businesses customer
preferences in terms
of; environmental
ambition, levels of
Total: 47 service/resilience
HH. NHH and ambition, water
SS@ WRMP24 WRAP Theme| \ . | future HHs: 28 eﬁg"sncty arlnb't'on'
1 Research Findings (2021) gus NHHs: 10 and best vaue
customers lanning criteria.
Future p 9 R
customers: 9 ¢2 SyadiNb
U KNE I RBtomeg T
preferences in these
strategic areas, which
sets the context for the
remainder of the
engagement
programme.
Transcript of a
SSG Your Water YouSay n/a n/a n/a customer engagement
event run by SSC.
HH: 20 (CAM 5, | To understand
Essex & Suffolk | consumer context
WREc, Club Customer September HHand NHH | 5: Anglian 10). | (general environmental
Engagement report (2021) 2021 customers, and | NHH: 14 priorities, current
(Blue Marble) stakeholders (Anglian 8, Esse| awareness of long
& Suffolk 3, term challenges and
CAM 3) implications for water
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Published
Date

Participants Sample Size Project Objectives

Stakeholders: 2( suppliers, perception
organisations of water suppliers).

across the 3 To explore

companies expectations and
priorities re
environmental
planning.

To exploe response to
GKS woSal
objectives.

To explore options
preferences (ranking o
preferences and what
drives importance).
To explore
intergenerational
economics (response
to affordability options
to understand
generational
expectations).

To ensure the
customer input in the
regional plan is wpo-

' Triangulation of | date by including the
WRW - Updated Regional Plan March 2023 | n/a 120 pieces of | latest knowledge (by
(2023) research conducting a
triangulation of the
most recent customer
andstakeholder
research).

Overview

As seen irthe drivers of best valueenvironmental concerns are high on the agenda for most custarhexsng

come to the forefront since engagement conducted for PR19 and WRNteE@ usually featire within the top five
priorities for customersYet despitebeing a priority, customers were not willing to pay much towards achieving
environmental goals and thereforsince 2020 when the pandemic initiatedise in thecostof-living,

environmental concerns hawdipped down the priority list for som@articularly during 2022eplaced by areas that
serve personal interests more and protect the financial impacts on them as customers

To illustrate this¥nvironmental ambitio@has slipped from most customers warg SSGo achieve the top level
(level 3 as recently as 202tb more recently favouring a lower level of ambition (levah2022. (The levels shown
to respondents are shown in Appenddd.1.) Of coursethose who value environmental factors hightill grioritise
the environment(higher in the Cambridge regipfuture customery despitethe costof-livingimpacts seen in 202
2022. Additionally, the Cambridge region tends to place more value on environmental featopsired to South
Stafs Waterregion the environment has stayed higher up the priority éistl Cambridge custometend to be
slightlymore in favour of a faster timetable of delivenftheir preferredlevel ofenvironmental destination

Stakeholdersire especially keen for SSC to reach, and even exessttonmental targetswith a particular focusn
the need toreduae abstraction ando protect local chalk streams. Goalse mainly focused around having a tangible
effect on the local and gla@b environment, with a high level of emphasis placed on more ambitargets with a
shorter timelinerather than simpf completing current goals set by regulators.
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Long term challengeD dza G 2 YSNBE Q Sy JA Wi gxpestgfionk df watdNRA 2 NA
companies to act on these

In the SS& WRMP and Longerm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Community
Research)the environment was not a tepf-mind concern for mostustomers, many of whom did not make a link
0SG6SSyYy GKSANI g (SN O2 Y LI yoavehenprériptéoto/da sol ayorlinginkdgativeS y @A N
environmental impact became more of a priorifgven with this in mindnotivation for solvingenvironmental
problemsis relatively low following campaigns stressing negative environmental imypaletss this threat is seen by
the customer as personal amminent CCW Desktop Review of Behaviour Change Campaigns, 20233re was
afinancial inentive (CCW, Environmental Awareness Index, 2D23owever, theSSE WRMP and Longerm

Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Community Rebeaved)there was already a shift

in customer views emerging towards prioritising enaimeental performance more highly, and customers wanted
SSQ@o go further to protect the natural environment and thtite business plans need to reflect this. This nee
highlightedby falling environmentgberformancecustomerperception scoresHowever SSC and wider industry
willingness to pagtudies showed that many customers were not willing to pay significant amounts to protect
habitats and rivers (compared to areas like leakage, reliability of supply and water q@algyymersvere keento

see evidence ahe impact that{ { /ac€divties to protect and improve the natural environmentdan their

community, for example,tiwas not enough simply to measure the amount of land prateichy SSThis view is not
however, limited toSSC custoers withCCW;, Water Matters (2023) (DJS Reseaffaiging thatslightlyless than

half of customerscross England are satisfied with what their water company does to protect the environment
(44%) This was largely due todissatisfactiorwith pollution and sewage in the watewjth satisfaction of the

cleaning of wastewater properly before it is returned to the environment dropping from 55% in 2021 to 53%jn 202
compared with 76% in 2013.

According toaCCW Environmental Awareness Ind@023) femalecustomershomeowners water bill payersas

well as those living in Wales or rural aréesl the highest awareness of their owffect on theenvironment Other
environmentally conscious groups were identified3arden Water Behaviour Ofnge (2022)F A Y RA Yy 3 'y @& S
enthusiasé group motivatedby & SaA NS (2 06S fSaid sradacS¥TdzZ> +a ¢Sttt |
love of natureand environmental altruismBothof thesegroups were highly inclined to seek water frafternate

sources from hosepipeand were more knowledgeablen the environment and more aware of issues surrounding it
compared to othersbut differed in their water usage, with ANB Sy 3IF NRSYSNE dzaAy3 &A3y
GSO02 Sy(dKdzAlalhaéod

Ona general levekustomers tend to place more priorityn factors that directly, and currently affect thef@CW

and Ofwat Water Consumer Views (2022 o this end, biodiversity and othenvironmentalservice elements tend

to be seen as lower priority timamore direct and immediate elements such as appearance, taste and smell issues
(SSE ODI Research (2023) (Accent and PJM Econjofitiécs is further seen i8S Customer Promises Tracking
Research Report (2022) (Turqudisbere protectingwater resources (including working to protect the environment

by not taking more water from rivers and underground water sources than neadédhelping to ensure sources
FNBY Qi RI Y 3 &dRe oo the nid2ll€f 2dzBMN2 WSy R 2 F O dza (havet& Ny asppels 2 NA
andbill affordabilitytaking up most of this priorityThelargestenvironmental concersappearto relate to

ecological protection, with a worry abopbllution (especially in when it affects human activity such as drinking
water)and a care for future generatior®ing seen as highly important, likely due to their immediate nature or

heavy news coveragever recent decades.

TheCCW, Public Views on the Water Environment (2021) (Community Resdatsty that water environmental

issues were very much seen as part of the wider environment agenda. Following the provisaa@kground

information, when asked which water environmerlated problems were of most concern, pollution elicited by far

the most concern corroborating with theCustomer Priorities TrackeZlimate change, biodiversity loss and water
shortages were also widely mentionddS @S NI t T O 2 NAR I TFS00-3éw quidkiNgroblés LI y
might emerge, how easy they lbe to reverse, how widely they might spread, and what actions are and could be
taken. Again, they considered impacts on both people and the environment/wilBEeicipants tended to have

very low levels of awareness of who has responsibility for rgauggthe water environmen®articipants from Wales
AaSSYSR (2 0SS Y2NB gl NBE 2F gl GSNI O2YLI yASaQ NRtS Ay
mentiontheir water compa <Xole unprompted, before being informedhen asked for theiviews on who should

play a role in addressing issues, the broad consensus was that it was a collective responsibility with multiple actors
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needing to play their part. The responseGvernments was felt to be crucial in terms of leadership and setting an
overarching strategy, as well as in terms of regulation and enforcement. The majority of participants felt that water
companies playing an active role was entirely appropridtey have a vested interest; they have the means,
resources and expertise arddirect relationship with consumers, so can influence behaviuwiure customers

were less likely to suggest water companies should focus their strongest efforts on their core business or central
remit. They were, conversely, almost universally likefitdz3 3Sa i GKI G O2YLI yASaAQ &0NP
combined issues of global warming / climate change; and the decline or extinction of plant and animal life.

SSE& WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Acsleoyed that whilst customensere still engaged
with and concerned about the environment/climate change, thexas evidence that the cosif-living crisis is
pushing environmental issués2 ¢y Odza (i 2 YsfisN@ater bl aidp®weds/inequality moved to 2nd and
3rd place respectively since the MCRAantsurveyin February 2022SS& WRMPMCDAQuantitative Insights,
2022, Accent) see 5.1). In addition to this, a general drop cée seen in relation to attitudes towards the
environmentin SSE Customer Promises Tracking Research Report (2022) (Tujquwils&9% ofparticipants
stating that they considewater to be a precious resourda follow up question confirmed this was due to not
changing water behaviourather thannot believing water was a precious resourca)d90% stating that they are
conscious of the world around them and that it needs to be looked after for future geoesafalling by 2pp
compared with thepreviousyear.

Figureb.1: Changes in concerns between early 2022 and late March 20258&&nWRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative
Insights (2022) (Accent)

Concerns — highest to lowest (Jan-early Feb 2022) Concerns — highest to lowest (late Feb — late Mar 2022)
| MCDAstudy | | Themel&3
Top 3 box Mean Top 3 box Mean
Future gas supplies and prices 59% 7.6 Future gas supplies and prices 70% 8.2
Covid-19 pandemic continuing 47% .2 _~Future water supplies and prices 49% A 7.2
Level of pollution - e.g. air, water 42% 6.7 -~ Poverty and inequality 41% A 6.7
Future water supplies and prices 41% 69 - Level of pollution - e.g. air, water 41% 6.8
Reducing carbon emissions 36% 6.7 KCovid-IQ pandemic continuing 38% V¥ 6.4
Poverty and inequality 35% 65 Level of carbon emissions 35% 6.6
Unemployment levels 26% 6.0 Unemployment levels 29% 6.1
Flooding 20% 54 Flooding 21% 51
AY e

Research conducted Bevern Trent Environmental Destiriion and Compulsory Metering (2022) (Acceamywed

that an overwhelming majoritpf customersagreed that it was important for Severn Trent Wat8TWY}o consider
FFF2NRFIOATAGEY OftAYIGS dzy OSNIFAyGe YR 2Nl Ay3a 6A0K
research to date) When asked spontaneouslyame customers supporte8 TWinvesting to the legal minimumwith
regards to the envonment,compared with 38% who suppo®TWnvesting extensively now to protect the water
environment. Once informed, more customers suppor&tWMnvesting extensively now to protect the water
environment compared to those who support investing to thealaginimum (45% compared to 42%#gflecting the
importance of educatiofior gainingcustomer buyin to investing in the environment from the outset.

Stakeholders have relatively varied areas of prioritisation and coscegarding the topic of environmeal

destination. These range from reducing lptibn, improving water quality, avoiding habitat loss, population growth

and its effects on the environmenand the current threat of climate chan¢&/RW- Updated Regional Plan (2023)

SSE Your Wateryour Say There is a specific level of urgency brought about by many stakeholder g&@aoyuth

Staffs Water; Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary, 2021; Cambridge Water Stakeholder Roundtable, 2021
Community Researgirecognising that climate changga current threat rather than a future threat. Other
stakeholders ling up concerns about the effectf @nvironmental changes on those who are currently financially
struggling, suggesting that leimcome and marginalised communities will suffer morthdre is no balance between

the speed of environmental improvements and what customers can afford.
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During the research from 20281 summarised in th8SE Customer Prioties Infographic (2022)ncluded in the
Appendix) customers stated that essential service levels should include addressing the impact of climate change,
including planning long term to meet future demands, to make sure water always comes out of cu§fomérs LJa ®
enhanced level of service would include running a sustainable business e.g. carbon neutral ambitions, removing
singleuse plastics from business operations and investing in projects that help to protect the environment.

Many participants in th&€CWt Public Views on the Water Environment (2021) (Community Reseaech)
comfortable in principle with the public paying for improvements to the water environment. They saw benefits in
terms of the environment, society and future generations. They atknowledged that it is acceptable and fair
because the public would benefit and have also contributed to the problems. However, a substantial minority
disagreed, arguing that polluters should pay, beneficiaries should pay, or water companies shdubdnparypfits.
There was some debate on the best way to pay for environmental improvements and the suggestion that a
combination of approaches (e.g., tax, water bills, charitable donations) would work besinly because each
approach had different strerigs and weaknesses. Overall, there was widespread support for paying for
environmental improvements through water bills. However, there were several caveats, limits and assurances that
would make them feel more comfortable about this approach relatindieamount charged (ensuring affordability
and keeping increases reasonable) and how the money is spent (money betfgndeg, activity being monitored
and there being evidence of a positive outcome).

Generally, participants accepted paying more for emvinental improvements (however, it should be noted, that

whilst hypothetical bill increase amounts were deliberately not given, some participants assumed that any increase:s
would be fairly small). They also believed that such increases need to be fartitular, the need for the polluter

to pay was mentioned repeatedlyiews differed about whether water biflayers should pay for improvements

related to all environmental issues or only some of them. Almost all future customers (who are not yethligying
themselves) were in favour of paying for action on all environmental issues.

CKSNB gla y2 OfSFNI ASLINIGAZ2Y 0SG6SSy LI NaygXhelkey i aQ
g a + aALISOGNHzY 2F @A SgayaoiSNReySHiye YGidaaNR2yYaS NeD dd A2 (KAAT £ SayTiQ
concerned about the customer and kildyer perspective throughout; many saw both perspectives at different

stages in the process and some took a more firmly citizen approach throughout. Many particlpamé&issigns of
thinking in both ways. From early in the forum, it was clear that the water environment spontaneously inspired
WOAGAT Sy (GKAYylAy3IQd LG 6+ a aSSy a | @rftdadotS NBazd
generations.

Participants said that the process of deliberative engagement had moved them from the potential to focus on
personal financial impact (customer viewpoint) towards support for collective and societal responsibilities (citizen
viewpoint).

Knowledge gleaned®S NJ 0 KS O2dz2NES 2F (GKS LINR2SO0 OKFy3ISR LIS2LJ
LISNELISOUADBSD® Yy2¢Ay3d o2dzi GKS AaadzSa yR ¢l GSNJ O2Y
perspectiveg seeing the water environment as a colige responsibility, with some even vowing to volunteer and

help with solutions; but it also made water bills more justifiable (givingpbifers understanding of what is

delivered, beyond the delivery of tap water and removal of sewage).

Withregardstd { / Q& LI I yyAy3s 2yS adl(1SK2t RSNJ TNRY S8oith Sy JA |
Staffs Waterg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (2@@inted out that there is no need to choose

between water quality, biodiversity value, and recrieail value. This is because improving one tends to improve
0KS 20KSNBE So3d Fa aK2gy oKSY AYLINRGAY3I NAGSNE (2 VY

TheSS(E Stakeholder Roundtable: Helping Businesses Save Water (RgIyhtedmore areas wherenon-

household customers and stakeholdéet SSC could support businesses and expedite achieving NehywZ2e50

Firstly, water should be included in Net Zero strategy. There was a recoghigibtné corporate strategy for zero

carbon targets needs to bigr tie in water and embed sustainability decision making into the organisation, such as
internal carbon pricing to drive investment decision making, costs and managing risks. There was also a suggestior
align new strategies to UN sustainability goald &dave carbon ambition targets, as well as biodiversity actions plans
in place with direct links to water quality and consumption. The importance of working together was emphasised
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and onenon-householdcustomerlj dz2 § SR Wa dzA ( | A y I Otht fellesiah a varge df paitddrshipd t& Q |
really achieve Net Zero, selianceon suppliers and the value chain to deliver true Net Zero will be required.
Opportunities for mnovation inthe agricultural sector to reduce water dependeneere discussedbyreduang

water usage and power generation with the useadifficial intelligencan terms of energy management (targets,
benchmarks)Machine learning can help identify patterns in use and recommend solutions. A holistic view is
important but more systers thinkingis neededabout how water is managed to understand where water is coming
from and how it is being useéinally, itwasdiscussed that we might see more regulation around water usage to
change the way water is valugih incentivise change in behaviour usage. Also increasing energy/fuel costs may
pushthe distribution model to be more regionalised around storage and transportation.

The SRO Schemes Reseay€tublic Value (2022) (Accestjowed that environmental projé@dditions weremainly
valuedmore highlythan social and economic ondublic Value in water infrastructure projects was well supported
but not unconditional.

d feel a lot of those environmental ones go in the top cogriek SNB Q& | f rewith peojects@@ y & (i |
there will be a negative impact. You should offsetand addbscR i 2dza G LI Fyad az2yvyS$sS
Water, Future

Public Value additions in water infrastructure were not universal; thege a number of project additions that
transend projects but customers expect different project additions/benefits according to core project needs.
Economic additions and Environmental additions were felt to transcend all infrastructure projects (reservoir, canal,
water treatment works and undergtmd pipelines)There was a high emotional resonance with these additions and
the narrative of supporting wildlife/new wetlands/habitats chimes with customers across water companies. The top
three most highly valued environmental project additions by households wereigigebabitats created for

wildlife' (£3.87 annually, on average), 'New wetland area' (£3.24 annually, on average), 'Space provided for
sustainable agriculture' (£2.61 annually, on averagajure customers had strong engagement with the

environment; they took alongerterm view and were keen to see environmental additioBecial project additions
generally tended to have lower importance than economic or environmental additions.

GLGQAa y20G lFo2dzi SRAzOFGAZ2Y Ay kieheNcng ahdFrespeSting\aidh y 3 ¢
understanding'Cambridge Water, HH, ABC1

Key economic additions (such as apprenticeships and boosting local employment) were felt to have strong
persuasive impact and positive impact on brand reputation.-Nonsehold customers had personal experience of
economic additions e.g. aware of diffidelt with apprenticeship schemes.

Public value in the water space was expected to fulfil five specific criteria; local community centric; long term
justifiable value; sustainable; water relevant and low maintenaht¢he quantitative work, overall, prog
additions at water treatment works were valued most highly, followed by reservoirs, canals, and pip&hies.
could be due to reservoirs/canals being naturally mpesitive/ pleasant. Qualitatively, people felt that the social
project additions at \ater treatment works would be less valuable as they would be unlikely to want to visit but
environmental and economic benefits were supported.

Environmental stewardship and level of ambition

TheSSC WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (28#tyedthat customers felt water companies have a
central role in caring for water environmeiut everyone else has a role to play too. Custonpeederred an
ambitious targetwith regards to the environmer(levelthree, the highest levewhich includegreater collaboration
for planning ecological surveyt® support decision makingeviewing supply option® compensate for taking less
water from rivers and streansin spite of this being the most expensive option, it waisstdered wath it to ensure
suppliesare maintained and t@rotect environment This was particularly the case in the Cambridge region where
there wasmore detailed knowledge about water environment problems and more support for ambitious targets
(level 3) compareda South Staffs.

At the Cambridge Water Stakeholder Roundtable (2021) (Community Resestait®holders argued strongly that
Cambridge Water should aim for the highest level of ambition and aim to achieve it as quickly as possible. There wi
less agreemenbn where to focus, with arguments for focusing on areas of unique significance and the wide water
environment, people and nature. There was a need to overcome barriers such as affordability, customer
acceptability and regulatory framework, but that thesgnnot be allowed to hamper progre$or these
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stakeholders, environmental impact was by far the most important criterion for choosing between supply and
demand options and cost was much less of a consideration. It was suggested that customers shdyabsionp
the cost, with measures put in place to protect customers in financial difficulty.

One stakeholder engageda theSouth Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (284d)that
their organisation would strongly support South S&affater working towards level three, i.e. the most ambitious
level, to help cope with the challenges of climate change.

TheCCW;, Public Views on the Water Environment (2021) (Community Resegpon)revealed thatparticipants
expectedthose who negatigly impact on the water environment (for example farmers, developsresell as

individual consumersghouldhave a significant responsibility; &aldition to individual consumers. Action by the

latter was felt to be constrained lgonsumers noknowing what to do and perceptions that individual actions do

not makemuch differenceParticipants spontaneously discussed how action to tackle water environment issues
YAIKEG 6S aidAvYdzZ I iSRd az2ail T2 0O0dzaa S Rine8whenlrulesiatelbieléR and I Y R
incentives to encourage positive behaviour change. Thdardihes and incentives applied at individual,

organisational and community levels, faxample fines for individuals who litter as well as fines for companies or
farmers whaopollute waterwaysParticipants were provided with information about the actions that water

companies camake on the environment in the form of an animation, which provided examplegsiasdribed three
possible levels of action that water compas might undertake irelation to different issues-or all of the stated

issues, the desire expressed by the majority of participants was foii SNJ 02 YLJ yASa (2 32 Wo
meeting the minimum legal requirementghis was particularly strmly expressed in relation to both the decline or
extinction ofplant and animal life and global warming / climate change, where half or (in the cagéraftion of

plant or animal life) over half, wanted water companies to go to the higpessible leel.

During he SSC H20nlirn&®Community Feedback WRMP (20®22) (Explaing7% of South Staffs Water and 75% of
Cambridge Watememberssaid thatlegally binding biodiversity targets were important. A further 25% of SSW and
15% of CANMnembersindicated that they felt that targets were important, but that they should not be legally

binding. Only one respondent (out of 44) indicated that they did not think targets should be set by the Government
in relation to biodiversity.

In2022, theSSE WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Aquevided information to customers
(see Appendix®.1.2) and found most support for level 2, rather than level 3 as seen in earlier research; the water
environment stays as protected as it imw but South Staffs/Cambridge Water also prioritises some of these to
protect and improve them
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Figureb.2: Allocations of Levels of Ambition fré@8& WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Accent)

Levels of ambition:
Around half of customers opted for level 2, and about a third chose level 1. Significant more customers in SSW chose
level 1 when compared to CAM. No sig differences between HH and NHH

3 levels of Ambitions

...................................................................

519 453 Sig lower among: Don’t bother me (38%), H
AR |
Level 2 53%
50%

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

mTotal mCAM ®SSW

as: & are broadly three levels of environmental ambition that could go into SSW/ CAM plans. Which option would you prefer SSW/CAM toimplement Sig higher or lower than at least ane
(n= 1,180, CAM: 293, S55W: 887) attribute in the same category

By selecting level 2, customers prefdvalance between protecting the environment atite cost to them

personally This is showing the pressures created bydbstof-livingcrisis are starting to change customer priorities
and ambitions, with environmental concerns taking the brunt of thengesin the shortterm. Those who

supported Level 3 were significantly more likely to be environmentally engaged/concerned as found in previous
work and for them the priorities are relatively unchanged. Those who support Level 1 are generally envirdigmenta
supportive butare concerned about the impact of tleestof-livingcrisis and uncertainty around household bills
which takes priority.

TheSS(E Customer Promises Tracking Research Report (2022) (Turdoorsgjhat 44% of household customers
agreed that SSiS environmentally focused and does a good job at helping to protect the environment in the areas
they take water from. This was highest in NHHs (51%), compared with HHs in the South Staffs regita(45%)
Cambridge (41%). A similar number of customers stated that they believe SSC runs an environmentally sustainable
business (44%), with more South Staffs HHs agreeing with this (45%) compared with CAM HHs (41%) or with NHH
(43%). This highlights the net¢éor SSC to better engage its customer base around the environngntalamsit

runs.

DSYSNIft gl NSySaa FT2N {{/ Qa Sy dA NP genmdngnhitablylon,dNB I NI YY S
gualitative groups duringS& PR24 CSA Research (2023péleh Researclsgtating that despite being impressed by
what SSC does during these initiatives, most were completely unaware that these programmes existed, with some
LI NOAOALI yia aLISOATFAOLIfEE FalAy3d AF Y2NB Olgheno S R2 4
displayed similar findings, with7% of the sample not being aware of any of the initiatives. Environmental initiatives
scored especially low in terms for awareness, with only 3¢Hs in both region§%of SSWNHHand 2%of CAM

NHH being aware dhe SPRING Environmental Protection Scheme, and even less being aware of the PEBBLE
biodiversity scheme. Please note these initiatives were displayed asagesl list, rather than customers being

asked to name them spontaneously.
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Figure5.2: Resultsrbm the quantitative phase of the CSA showing which SSC community initiatives customers had heard of, spl
via customer type and service area. (Base size: 936 SSW HH customers, 378 CAM HH customers, 107 SSW NHH
customers, 42 CAM NHH customers).

*only shown for CAM
**only shown for SSW

Customers knowledge of various initiatives run by SSC split by customer type and
59%
area

49%  48%

42% 44% 4%
39%
22%
18%4 17%
119 13% 10/ 12% % .
65 6% 7% g - -
il ol - o T
[ i, L mml

Education Employee WaterAid  Community Actively Additional PEBBLE SPRING None of the

outreach  volunteering vehicle* supporting  support for  biodiversity Environmental above
local those who fund Protection
communities need extra Scheme
through its help
Community
Hub**

m SSW HH m CAM HH = SSW NHH m CAM NHH

Time period for improvements to be funded

When asked in th&6SE€ WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2024ne was o clear preference foa
timetableto deliver the preferred level of environmental destinatjdut 20 years seerd a reasonable
compromisefor most, although Cambridge gave slightly more support for a faster timetable than the South Staffs
region.

TheCambridge Water Stakeholder Round&af2021) (Community Researgfere clear that changes need to be

made as a matter of urgencyhe consensus was that there is an urgent need to take action before it is too late.
They mentioned, for instance, that some local streams had been dry for@ecotlyears and local councils already
NBEO23ayAasS 020K OfAYFGS FTYR 0A2RAGSNEAGE SYSNHSYyOASa
3204 mn &@SEFENR €SFihe¢ (2 | FSNI (GKS ¢ 2 NERGBO EABSGdea = | YR
ambitious steps to address climate chan@ae stakeholder argued that Cambridge Water should make the most of
current opportunities by producing an ambitious WRMP. They noted several current opportunities that mean that
this WRMRY O2 dzf R 0 SOKI K &IB YEUERSYy 1 Qa aidlF SR F20dza 2y GKS
strategy for chalk streams; the current interest in integrated water management (i.e. the integration of water
resource management and flood risk managemeaty the welorganisel national and regional approach to water
NE&2dz2NOS LI FYyyAy3dad | y2GKSNI adl{1SK2ft RSN FStd dGkKFG /|
FYR 1y3tAly 2 lediSNJI d&ld yRIA MIYySBISRS ¢ ¢

In 2022 the SSE WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitatiasights (2022) (Accerdtudyconcluded that 46% of SSW
customers support the 2050 deadline for reaching their preferred environmental destination (level 2 for most).
(Stimulus materials shown to respondents in this study is included in the AppeDdiM) customergrho are known

to be slightly more supportive on environmental prioritiggre split between those supporting the proposed

timeline (42%) and those who belie it is too late (38%}choing the results seen in the earlier SSC WRMP24

WRAP Theme 1 research findings.
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SSE LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoisa) customers making preferential choices on legrgn potential investments

for SSC During this study suport for WINERnvestmentwas relatively high, with 92% of participants stating that
they support longerm investmenttarget proposedn this area. WINEP is a program of actions to be taken by water
companies for ensuring water environments have a hgalével of water flow by reducing human deméiod

water, for exampldoy 50 million litres per day by 205@ the CAMregion.Although a high number of participants
supported WINEP investments, it only ranked '8®dt of 10 investmenaimbitionareastestedin SSC workshops,

and 8" on a quantitative survey, suggesting it is highly important, but there are other more important areas to a lot
of customers.

Future customers showed a higher level of concern for this priority, while vulnerablénémme customers, as well

as those whdave difficulty paying for water bills shedlower support than other customers (although support

was still relatively high, with 82% of those who struggle to pay water bills stating that they supported this area of
investment). The main reasons for spfing this investment were to protect the environment, and future proofing,
with 65% of participants (69% in future customer groups, and 74% in NHH groups) stating they would prefer to have
this work completed before the 2050 deadline, and 28% statingteR &1 yi Al O2YLX SGSR 0 ¢
however noting that some customers suggested that with the-oddiving crisis in minghey would consider

longer term goals as an option. Customers appear to be much more supportive in terms-tdrlongnvionmental
investment in comparison to previous evidence shown, with almost universal support for funding being mitigated
only by stronger support for other investments. However, this could be due partiatetambitionspresented

beinga preferential forinvestment phasing, with no bill impacts being shown, and investments being relatively
NEY2BSR FNBY LI NIAOALIYy(iaQ OdzNNByid aAiiddz daAzyazr 6A0GK

Impact of abstracting water on the water environment

Consumers in th®VRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Mahllé)no awareness of previous

levels of abstraction causing environmendaimage butvantedto see rivers recoveilhemajority of customers sd
they were willing to pay for environmental improveants, however, there was clear message that it should not be at
any price.

Abstraction was a much more prominent topic of discussion during stakeholder engagérhere area wide range

of groups including farmer§&EC Your Water Your Sa8SC NFUConsultation Response to CAM's draft WRMP
(2023, local authoritieSSC Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Green Party Consultation Response to CCW's
draft WRMP (2023)SSC Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council Jointa@ionsult
Response to CAM's draft WRMeénvironmental organisation&South Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable

Feedback Summary (202WRE $SC WRE Consultation Response to CAM draft WRMP J2@8Bg for

substantial reductions in abstractionsith adesire for targets to be met earlier than the proposed 2050 date, as

well asimproving the resilience of watercourses and chalk streams across the area.

Golden Threads: Environmental destination

Customer support for environmental programes is reflective of their

The need for understandingwhen informedof what SCC is doing and the benefits tha
customer result. For example, the strong level of support for the new reservoir
information and among Cambridgeustomerspartly reflects the perceived benefits of
engagement relying less on environmentally impactful measures such as abstrdotion

Golden underground aquifers that feed chalk streams.

Threads Call for collective Customers are looking for more of a balance between the costs of
responsibility and protectingthe environmentand keeping their personal financial burden tq
fairness acceptable levels

While environmental concerns remain high on the agenda for most
cusiomers,they arenot willing to payasmuch towards achieving
environmental goalas other areasf the core servicewhere needs are felf

Concern for the
environment
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to be more immediate With the steady rise of concerns related to test
of-living, environmental concerns haueevitablyslipped down the priority
list for some, replaced by areas that serve personal interests more and
protect them from thefinancial impactsHowever, the environment
remains an important area of focusrfcustomers.

Protection for There were no topics relating to vulnerable customers in the context of

vulnerable concern for the environment
customers

Emerging . The lower shorterm priority of environmental ambition among customer
Cost of living . - .

thread reflects the growing emergence of the castliving crisis.

Demographic SplitsEnvironmental Destination

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to
environmental destinationPlease see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

SSW vs CAM Appendix A.4.5ummarises SSW and CAM preferences in
relation to environmental destination. There was relatively
little difference between the environmental views of SSW
and CAM customers. CAM customers were slightly stricte
terms of legally binding tgets surrounding biodiversity,
while SSW customers were slightly more likely to believe t
the company is already sustainable.

HH vs NHH Appendix A.4.3ummarises HH and NHH preferences in
relation to environmental destination. Although all
customers value the environment, it appears that NHHs ai
more likely to believe that SSC is environmentally focused
and NHHSs are more in favour of SSC investingl MBR
ahead of the set targets, than HH customers are.

FBP vs current bill payers Appendix A.8 .summarises future customer preferences ir
relation to environmental destination. Environmental and
pollution concerns are both key spontaneous priorities of
future billpayers. They place a higher emphasis on a
company's environmental approaches, both as customers
and potential employees. Future billpayers have a noticea
higher willingness to pay for protecting wildlife and habitat
and are generally more @fined to invest in environmental
improvements compared to current customers. However,
while they discuss the environment often, they often lack
specificity. Future billpayers exhibit significant support for
water industry environmental investments, everore so
than the average customer, and prefer these goals to be
achieved before 2050.

Vulnerable vs other customers Appendix A4a dzYYlF NAaSa @dz ySNI of
preferences in relation to environmental destination.
Vulnerable, lowincome customers pridtised tackling water
poverty over reducing leakage, and are less keen on payif
more to fund WINEP investment.

Stakeholders vs customers Appendix A.6 summarises some of the key themes releva
to environmental destination from the stakeholder
consultaton undertaken during the WRMP24 planning
process. Many stakeholders place high importance on the
SY@ANRBYYSyYyGs FYyR NS AyidaSN
RSalGAYyFGA2Y | LILINRIF OK® {2YS
protect the environment, whilst others wamhore
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information on exactly how SSC plans to reach the most
ambitious targets. Furthermore, some stakeholders still dg
not believe SSC is doing enough to combat climate chang
This care for the environment comes across strongly for
some stakeholders, eggially among those with an
environmental focus. This is similar to future customers (w
also often prioritise the environment), although most
customer group place high importance on the environmen
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8. SERVICE LEVEL RESILIENCE TO DROUGHT

Bibliography

Published
Date

Participants

Project Objectives

15 HH, with
3 each from
South Staffs
and

Aimed to understandjarden water

Cambridge, | usage in customers, specifically to whg
Garden Water South East | extent hot weather changes water
Behaviour Change Zoocézber HH customers | Water, usage, what drivers and barriers there
(2022) Northumbri | are towards behavioural change in thig
an Water area as well as developing a
Group, tool/messaging to enable customers tc
Portsmouth | change behaviour.
Water, and
Southern
Water
35
customers | Todzy RSNRAGFYR |5 Od
overall: 4 | the initial WRMP proposals. Specificall
Hairen Dyfrdwy ¢ June 2022 | HH, NHH and | future, 20 | to gauge response to proposed use of]
WRMP Customer future HHs, 6 water restrictions, ways to reduce
Research (2022) customers NHHs, 5 demand, use smart meters, meet the
(Blue Marble) digitally new leakage targets, water transfers,
excluded and response to plans to suppontiyate
Odza i 2 Y supply households.
aSl adz2NBE Odzad2YSNA
water resources, levels of service and
Severn Trent May 2022 HH and NHH the options or plans that Severn Trent
WRMP24 (2022) HH: 624 mightcreate to address any changes t
(DJS Research) customers NHH: 149 | levels in service or to address a supply
RSYlIYR RSTAOAUOD
To develop a Best Value Plan in line w
2 §SNJ wSa2dz2NDS t ¢
SSE Appendix & HH. NHH and
Customer Research 2018 future
Findings Summary cuStomers 7,000+ n/a
CAM WRMP (2018
SSC Cambridge
City Council and
South
Cfamprldgeshg n/a Stakeholder Consultation response to CAM's WRM
District Council na RN} Fi odaAiySaa LX
Joint Consultation
Response to CAM's
draft WRMP
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Published
Date
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Project Objectives

Qualitative: | Todzy RSNA G YR Odza i 2
34HHs, 12 | LISNDS LI A2y a G-l N
NHHs, 6 vision to 2050 and their spontaneous
HH, NHHs and | FBPs preferences in terms of lonagerm
SSE LTDS Report July 2023 | future Quantitativ | RSt AOSNE® ! f a2z S
(2023) (Turquoise) customers e: 980 HHs | performance and future targets in 10
(including | key ambition areas, and to understand
82 FBPs), | the man reasons that drive customer
and 100 preferences, and to explore the issue (
NHHs intergenerational fairness.
SSC National Trust
Consultation n/a Stakeholder [ 2yadz GFGA2y NB&aL
Response to SSW na RN} FG odzaiysaa LX
draft WRMP
Total: 1250
Aimed at designing, implementing and
SS@ NERA HH, NHH CAM: 424 | analysing a statedreference survey in
Willingness to Pay | December | customers and | SSW: 833 | order to gain an estimate of customer
for Water Services | 2022 future WTP for service improvements from S|
at PR24 (2022) billpayers with the overall aim of informing their
Future PR24 business plan. HH, NHH and fut
billpayers: | customers were of specific focus.
54
Total: 807
HH: 609
NHH: 198
Medically
vulnerable: Aimed at analysing further
SSG, ODIResearch |\ HH and NHH 109 .| segmentation of SSW and CAM Water
(2023) (Accent and Communica -
- 2023 customers . customer values on top of previous
PJM Eonomics) tions _ | CollaborativeDDIresearch by Ofwat
vulnerable:
and CWW
90
Life-stage
vulnerable:
89
Financial
vulnerable:
27
S.SQ ODI Research HH and NHH 552 total A review ofmethodological options
Pilot (2022) June 2022 . . . . .
customers interviews | aimed at informing ODI rate for PR24.
(Accent)
To understand customer priorities for
SSE PRlQ June 2017 93 Total: 70 service delivery both now and ovére
Foundation HH and NHH longer term (prompted and
HH, 23 .
Research June customers NHH unprompted) and to check these again

(2017) (Accent)

previously established priorities in PR]
work.
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Published
Date

Sample
Size

Participants

Project Objectives

To use the research findings from Pha

Workshops | One to support the development of

SSE WRMP and 62, {{/ Qa 2watwmdgp AYy 0

LongTerm business |&LISOATFTAOLFff& dzyRS

Resilience and views o1; levels of service, leakage,

Customer September | HH and NHH stakeholder| water efficiency, metering, and (if

Engagement Insigh{ 2017 customers round possible) environment impact, and

Full Repot (2017) tables 21, | initial thoughts on options for the future

(Community survey: 300| and to use the findings from Phase Tw

Research) in SSW, 20(¢ to inform investment choices, by giving
in CAM customers the opportunity to feethto

{{/Qa adNrdS3Iao O
Total:
1,180 .

SS@ WRMP Core purpose of this study was to

Them(_asl.and 3 April 2022 HH and NHH CAM:427 provideevidence of cus'Fomer response

Quantitative _ and support for; managing droughts,

. customers SSW: 753 . .

Insights (2022) universal metering, leakage,

o! OOSyuo HHs: 1,028 SYOBANRYYSYyulf Yo
NHHs: 152

To explore household, future and SME

businesses customer preferences in
Total: 47 terms of; environmental ambition,

levels of service/resilience ambition,

SS@ WRMP24 HH, NHH and HHs: 28 water efficiency ambition, and best

WRAPTheme 1 August ] . o

Research Findings | 2021 future NHHs: 10 | value plannlvng crltg,_rla. .

customers Future ¢ 2 Sy adzZNH KINBY RXf R

(2021) ) : .
customers: | customer preferences in these strategi
9 areas, which sets the context for the

remainder of the engagement
programme.
HH: 20 To understand consumer context
(CAM 5, (general environmental priorities,
Essex & current awareness of lonerm
suffolk 5: | challenges and implications for water
Anglian 10).| suppliers, perception of water
: suppliers).

WRE Club EI;ZI”;: g. | To explore expectations and priorities |

Cugomer September HH and NHH Essex & , enVironmental p|annll’lg

Engagement report 2021 customers, and Suffolk 3 ¢2 SELX 2NB NBaLRY

(2021) (Blue stakeholders CAM 3) ’ plan objectives.

Marble) Stakeholder! To explore options preferencéganking
s: 20 of preferences and what drives
organisatio | importance).
ns across | To explore intergenerational economic
the 3 (response to affordability options to
companies | understand generational expectations)

WRW- Updated March Triangulatio| TO €nsure the customer input in the

Regional Plan 2023 n/a n of 120 regional plan is ufpo-date by including

(2023) the latest knowledge (by conducting a
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.. Published ..
Date @ g;azrgple Project Objectives

pieces of triangulation of the most recent
research customer and stakeholder research).

15 HH, with
3 each from
South Staffs
and Aimed to understandjarden water

Cambridge, | usage in customers, specificallyvithat

Garden Water South East | extent hot weather changes water

. October Water, usage, what drivers and barriers there
Behaviour Change HH customers . . S
2022 Northumbri | are towards behavioural change in this
(2022) .
an Water | area as well as developing a
Group, tool/messaging to enable customers tc
Portsmouth | change behaviour.
Water, and
Southern
Water
Overview

Themajority of customers are in favour ofirrent resilience plansservice levels, targetnd timelines associated

with these, and usage GlUBs andNEUBS; in facmultiple studies show customers would be willing to accept more
frequent drought interventions or lower service levels than theperience at present. Business customers seemed
more mixed in their views than household customers, perthjssis becausé KS& 4SS GKSANJI dzal 3
where others might define it as negssential.

Although also in favour dhe drought targets and timelines, stakeholders remsdepticalaboutthe targets and if
they are achievableas they want greater clarity on howé targets are going to be met.

Customers were unwilling to accept the most sewseger userestrictions (drawing water from a standpifpeta
cuts) and therefore these scenarios should be avojdeatept in the case of extreme emergencies.

Speed at whictcustomers want to move from 1120 to a target of 1:500 resiliencith
regards toemergency drought restrictions

TheSSE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2@i2dyissed theesiliencetargets and found that the
Environment Agency 1:500 year emergency drought target was widely suppbuethere were mixed views on

speed of delivering thisThis was a complex area for customers to understand and comment on, perhaps leading to
the conficting views some suggested the ambition is unrealistic given climate change that is already happening; a
couple thought that the longer time frame is important to spread out the castnall number thought that 2040 is

too long to wait for change; someelieved it will be difficult to bring companies together so think the timeline is

slow but realistic; and lastly some believed that the companies will fail to achieve the target unless they also invest
educating customers

Similarly SS@ LTDS Repof2023) (Turquoigestudyalso found most customers felt the ambitionteduce the

YSSR (G2 ONAYy3I Ay Iy WSYSNHSYyO& RNRdAzZAKG 2NRSNR NBadN
acceptable. Many felt this could be done dydressing leakage issues anetlal A £ A aAy 3 WIANBE g1 0
harvesting rainwaterd water gardens and flush toilets.

Ly { S @S nifionthtlEeyein @rént WRMP24 (2022) (DJS Resepreportfound that & present, the risk of
an extreme drought that might involve such things as mobile water tanks having to be deployedri280lyears
YR {SOSNY ¢NByd oAttt 0SS F2ft26Ay3a GKS 9YyDBANBYYSYI
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to 1 in 500 by 2039Three quarters of both households and rbouseholds (both 75%) stated they would find this
timescale acceptale.

Majority of Stakeholders were also found to support brining forward standards to 1 in 500 years by 2025 from 2050
in the WRW- Updated Regional Plan (202Blowever, some stakeholdesse not convinced the plans are being

realistic with prevention of droughts as there axenultitude of natural factors that are going to bring greater
RNRdzZKG&a |yR a2 FSStAy3da | a G§KS ySmalgOhkat absamuhen faedingm A
back ondraft plans thathe targets set are lacking sufficient testing or explanation and so exegitthalwater

resources planningroups toexplore full the tradeoffs around different pathways to 1 in 500 year drought

resilience and to identify and present costs and benefits of varying the timings of the final plans.

Drivers of customer support for the level of resiliencge the plan

Although most of the literatre reviewed seems to support currergsilienceplans (or even tougher restrictions),

not much has been explored in terms of the reasons why this mightheWRE; Club Customer Engagement

report (2021) (Blue Marblépund that drought resilience shoufdcus first on making the most of whaiater there

is, before increasing supptiirough new optionsDemandside options were favoured above new supply options,
with leakage the number one issue that water companies should address (unaware that customers have a part to
play here too). Other options involving customer behaviour change and universal ngetegie secondary.
Businesses, always with an eye on cost, were interested in recycling their water and want water companies to
prioritise this.

Anotherstudy, theSSE WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Actaumid thataround three

guarters ofcustomers support the use of more frequent TUBS/NEUBS, particularly during long periods of dry
weatherwhen around 50% support their use every timéhich is driven by customers having environmental
concerns and wanting to ensure long term resitie. There was also hope that it might discourage those who use a
lot of water for nonressential purposes from doing so.

In SSE LTDS Report (2023) (Turqudiskought resilience wasanked %' out of 10ambitionsas apriority for
investment forHHoveral (Figure 61). The key reasons for thigere due to climate change and the changing
environment, coupled with the need to maintain supply and prevent droughts.

w2 § | NB Y2NB f A Ste G2 KI @%anée?so Mdﬁo?d@anitfﬂitdﬂmbrmhmm R dz
S E O dzaAmH#E Qustomer
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Figure 61: The average poin{®ut of 100)allocated by region across the 10 ambitipfremSSE LTDS Report (2023)
(Turquoise

Please allocate your points across the 10 ambitions...

151

e
eakane Reduct 15.8
Leakage Reduction —4']45,2
Sl e s Pt —51# .]EI?
e ﬂ %
eclience 7.2 I
e
Reducing how much water 10.1
we Use ot home and at... e — 9.1
Reducing Supply 5 8.7
Interruptions e — 8.2
Water Industry National 5.9 7 south Staffs Water HH
Ernvironmental... L FWa
_ Cambridge Water HH
Offering betterand smarter e 6.4
customer service I . | B 55C HH Overall

Achieving Met Zero Carbon

Planningbalances foresilienceand trade-offs customers would accept

TheSSE PR19 Foundation Research June (2017) (Actemt)ed that customers expect innovation from SSC to

help reduce wastage, monitor usage and ensure resilience of the network in the face of population growth, climate
change and energy challenges. This was reinforced i88#®/RMP Full Reportater the same year, which showed
avoiding restrictions is not a priority and that levels of service could potentialigcdeced,and few would worry if

this were the case. AldughSSE Appendix E Customer Research Findings Summary CAM WRMP),(&@i&d

that a reduction in service could be considered, this report was more cautious, highlighting that as many customers
cannot recall experiencing the most recent temporary ban, there was no sure way to know how this would impact
on their overall satifgaction levels if they were to experience one. Maintaining the current service levels was
therefore recommended. There was no evidence from the group of business customers from the same study, that
the 1 in 50year service level commitment should be chatigéhe WTP study also backed this up with business
customers giving temporary bans a relatively low valuation. However, there was a clear call for businesses to recei\
more detailed information about what water usage is restricted during a NEUB, if dtkewer arises.

TheWRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Maaiskdd customers to trade off two resilience
scenarios. The first being using drought permits more versus investing in new infrastructure such as desalination
plants, new resenvios and water recycling treatment. Overall, customers found this a difficult decision, but
investment in new infrastructure is the more popular option. Most felt new initiatives providedgterm strategy

for water resiliencewhereas at present drouglpiermits are being used but there is still a risk of water shortage and
therefore it did not feel like dong-term solution. Bill increases were a concern, however many felt that the need to
invest is inevitable and it would be better to do so now, thantowe damaging rivers until they run dry. For some

the risk to the water supply did not feel so bad as to warrant building new infrastructure, particularly given the high
associated financial and environmental costs of some of the associated optitsalination in particular. They

would prefer to carry on using drought permits to avoid even greater damage to the environment from the new

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 66



measures. However, the possibility of using renewable energy largely dispels negativity over the environmental
impactsof the new infrastructure.

The second trade off captured was investing sooner or later, to avoid supply restrictions before 2039, and on this
point opinion was divided across the sample, with no clear consensus on the best option. Many felt that if new

inF NI &G NHzOGdzZNB Attt 06S ySSRSR G a2yYS$8S LRAyGES AG ¢2df
is divorced from the actual benefits of a shorter timescale. However, for many the amount of time saved did not feel
significant, and prefemnce is based on the associated supply options rather than the pros and cons of the different
GAYS&a0FtSd C2NJ SEIYLX ST &a2YS OKz2a$sS w{22ySND o06S0I das$s
previous tradeoff. Some younger customers mled that better technology may exist in the future which would
increase supply with fewer impacts on the environment. Customer sentiment around this issue is less about avoidin
supply restrictions and more about feeling that tleeg-term water supply$ being safeguarded, as that is their

bigger concern.

Some stakeholders like the National Trust explketdevelopment of strategic regional level drought resilience
measuredo bein parallel with the new infrastructure programn{8SC National Trust Consultation Response to
SSW draft WRMP

Acceptable levels of resilience expected frdaE@villingness to pay forany
Improvements

Temporary use bans (TUB&d)ousehold

TheSSE& WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (28#iwed that Level 1 (information) & 2 Temporary Use
Bans (TUBS) restrictiomgere acceptable and justified for mgstlthough there wera slightly higher number of
objections to more frequent restrictions in SSW even though the majority were still inrfailmse on the PSR were

less willing to accept lower service and were more likely to voice issues and concerns with restrictions because of tl
impact on them personallyhere was a slight preference for TUB restrictions to be done via a rota in S#t/invh
CAMcustomers were more likely to be in favour in principle but identified issues inclatlimgt how they would be
policed, potential confusion about the rules and whether it is too drastic a solution

The SSE& WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Adoaimt) that without any prior education on

the topic,around three quarters of customers support the use of more frequent TUBs/NEUBS, with around 50%
supporting their use every time there idang period of dry weather. This is driven by customers having
environmental concerns and wanting to ensure long term resiliefimee propositionsvere testedfor reducing
customer demand for wategindthe highest level of suppowasfor the use of TUBBIEUBS every summer where
the amount of rainfall is well below average (62% supportatthough it received the lowest level of support, 43%
of customers support the use of TUBS/NEUBs every summaénly to discourage heavy users of water.

Similarly, theGarden Water Behaviour Change (20@2per also found broad support for TYBspecially during
prolonged periods of hot and dry weatheexross the 15 households who took part in the st(@ypresentings
different water companies includin§SE Most customers also expected TUBs to be implemented more frequently
with the expectation thahot and dry summerare becoming more likely with global warminbhe participants were
alsoquite familiar with whatthe rules were and felt it was easy to comply with the ban on a practical lewel
nonetheless they expressed sorfmastration with not being alloved to use the water as they want.

ThissentimentA & SOK2 SR Ay | I T NBffen ByEdWwWRRMP CistolNg Researghs(20225(Blue
Marble)found that customers and future customers supportiti@oposed level of risk of drought restrictions:
many would accept more frequent restrictionghe najority supporedthe proposal for managing risk of drought
restrictions based on a 1 #0-yearlikelihood and/or would not mind a more frequent likelihood of restrictions. All
respondents were asked about n@ssential usage banthe riskwas clearly acceptabjenost bdieved a 100year
frequency is a reasonable risk and mavsre relaxed about the frequency increasing.

Ly { SOSNY ¢thaSeyein Orant WHEVEP2432022) (DJS Resepreport, found that overall, household
customers were most likely to recall tastions on water usage (such as hose pipe bans) with 59% experiencing this
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issue at some point (compared to 41% who have never experienced this issue). A half of household customers hav
also experienced interruptions to their supply, with 30% recatlvag this happened within the last three years.

Most recently, theVRW- Updated Regional Plan (2028port showed that in 2022 customers supported the need
for TUBs and NEUBS as it was the most popular way to reduce demand during the summer months (e.g. versus
higher charges for the highest consumers). However, in 2023, it is less clear whether custonragdificequent
restrictions acceptable or not since they had more direct experience of restrictions compared to previous years as
TUBs were given in parts of the UK during the summer 2022. Although there was support for more frequent
restrictions, if necesmy, with three quarters c§SCustomers support the use of more frequent TUBs/ NEUBs
particularly during long periods of dry weather, others expressed they would like them less frequently.

Non-essential use bans (NB$) ¢ non household

TheSSE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (ZoRhy that SMEs were more likely to raise concerns
about restrictions than other groupgliiven their experiences over lockdown

In the Hafren Dyfrdwy WRMP Customer Research (2022) (Blue Mardpert, businesses (who would be affected
by nonessential usage bans) had mixed vi@asonessential usage bans and the frequency of any restrictions

Droughtrestrictionssuch astandpipes rota-cuts

Specifically, th&SE WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitativeighss (2022) (Accenshowed that 52% of customers
find the current level of risk of drought restrictions to be acceptable (49% in the SSW region compared with 57% in
CAMCc See Figure§.2and6.3

Figure6.2 Managing Droughts StuStaffs WateHouseholdCustomer}y. Respondents over 65, those on a meter

and males in the SSW region were more likely to look for more frequent TUBs than at pre&akivithere were

fewer demographic differences, except that the lowest social grades and males were more likely to suggest TUBs
should remain as frequently as now, and this was higher than in the SSW region overall.

Figure6.2 Managing Droughts Sdlu Staffs WateHouseholdCustomersfrom SS@ WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative
Insights (2022) (Accent)

) Current service level: Once every 40 years
Level of service for Temporary Use Bans
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Figure6.3: Managing Droughts Cambridgeshire Water Household CustomensSS& WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative
Insights (2022Accent)
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Level of service for Temporary Use Bans
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Once informed on the topic, broadly the same proportion (54%) supported reducing the risk to once every 500 year
by 2040, from once in every 200 years. One in three would like to this target achieved earlier than 2040. Around he
(54%) suppded the target reducing the need for rota cuts and standpipes to be used to no more than once in every
500 years on average by 2040. This was significantly higher among those on the Priority Services Register (69%).

TheWRW- Updated Regional Plan (202&@searchfound customers wanted drought resilience targets brought

forward and may be willingness to pay for this. Specifically for SSW, the current restriction service level targets wer
seen as acceptable. Additionally, when informed of the issues ardundyhts, around half of HH and half of NHH
customers supported reducing the risk to 1 in 500 years by 2040.

It alsofound that current restrictions and EA targets are seen as acceptable and when informed of issues, around
half of all customers supporte@ducing risk to 1 in 500 years by 2040, three in ten would like this even sooner than
2040. However, this view is not informed by customer experience, and it is possible that if restrictions such as these
were brought in customer experience may not be asifive therefore any changes to increasing frequency of TUBs

or NEUBSs should be undertaken with caution and public perceptions carefully monitored.

In terms of severe restriction§SE Appendix E Customer Research Findings Summary CAM WRMB)showed
that having to draw water from standpip@s the street (or any other severe restrictions of the supply) is not a
scenario that customers are willing to accept.

In terms of WTP, th8S& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2#%)found both HH and NHH
customers in both regions were not willing to pay to reduce the percentage chance of temporary use ban in a given
year as the model used to calculate returned négataluesKigure6.4). One suggestion for this value may be

because customers Yy { { / Qa & dzLJLJ &TURSMpokedl duding RORARd ryag tiherefote BeSwilling to

accept TUBs with greater frequency. Additionally, based on some of the free$gdnsesmanycustomers seem

to view TUBs positively with some suggesting it should be used as a tool to manage water resources and to convey
customers the need for behaviour adaptation in drought situations.

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence



Figure6.4: Main Model WTP per Unthange for Status Quérom SS& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24

NHH WTP (% of
HH WTP (£) bill}
Attribute Unit SST CAM SST CAM
A Customer service reduction in the percentage of 0.07 000 MNIA MNIA
costumers that wait more than 10
minutes
B Risk of temporary “do reduction in number of properties 0.74 097 0.013  0.015
net drink” notice that received "do not drink” nofice
C Installing “smart” water  increase in the percentage of 021 -0.30  -0.004 -0.008
meters properties having an operational
"smart” meter by 2030
D Hard water supply increase in the number of 000 003 -00002 -00OO1
properties that benefit from
investment (thousands)
E Lead pipes reduction in the percentage of 0.86 -0.13 0017 0017
properties that have a lead supply
pipe by 2030
F Water lost fo leakage reduction in the percentage of 0.61 1.40 0.001  0.010
from pipes water that is lost to leakage
G |ssues with fap water reduction in the percentage of 017 01 -0.001 -0.014
colour, taste, or smell properties experiencing issues with
tap water per year (tenth of 2
percentage)
H Chance of property reduction in the flooding incidents 016 1.03 0.002 0005
flooding from a burst per year
pipe
| Low water pressure reduction in the percentage of -0.27 -0.12 -0.003  -0.001
properties experiencing low
pressure per year (fenth of
percentage)
J  Supporting nature and increase in the number of acres 003 028 00002 0003
wildlife protected and enhanced (tens)
K Unplanned short reduction in the percentage of -0.19 -0.01 -0.002  -0.002
interruptions to water properties experiencing a short
supply interruption per year (hundreth of a
percentage)
L Risk of temporary use reduction in the percentage chance -5.99 -0.30 -0.089 0024

ban, including
_hosepipes

of temporary use ban in a given

year

Note: NHH customers were not asked about atiribute A (customer servicel.
Source: NERA analysis gf SSCW WIP survey

Instead, customers showadTA when it comes to drought restrictiochs ¢ KS aO0Sy Il NA2 aK@sy
months SSC cut the tap water supply from 2pm tm&veryday in the SSE ODI Research (2023) (Accent and PIJM
Economics)eport. On averageSSW HH expected £29Q.ih compensation for the emergency drought restrictions

for 2 months(Table6.5). This was slightly lower for HH CAM custome 287 ..

For NHHSs, there was a big difference between SSW and CAM with CAM NHH customers expecting a compensatio
£34,213 whilst NHH SSW customers expected £7,460 compensation. Howeselatpe difference may partly be

due to the small CAM NHH salasize resulting in wide confidence ranges around the estimates (NHH SSW 155
versus NHH CAM 43 customers).

Table6.5: WTA values for Emergency drought restrictions among HH and NHH customers between SSC and CAM.

Scenario

Emergency drought £291.10 £287.60

restrictions (2 months)

£7,460 £34,213

For vulnerable customeia the SS& ODI Research (2023) (Accent and PJM Econoiicayerage, the
compensation expected was higher for emergency drought restriction foor&hs than the average HH customer
except for those who are financially vulneral@ble6.6). Those who were medically vulnerable expected £410
compensation whilst those with communication vulnerabilities expected £4%d £379.6 for those with life
stage vulnerabilities.

Those who were financially vulnerable expected £68.90 compensation which is considerablyl lig/aighlights
the importance of communicating clearly what emergency drought order i® vulnerable PSBuUstomersand
having the ight support in place based on their need.
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Table6.6: WTA values for Emergency drought restrictions among vulnerable customers

Scenario Vulnerability
Medical Communication Life stage Financial
Emergency drought| £291.9 £410.® £493.90 £379.@ £68.9
restrictions (2
months)

Changestodza 1 2 YSNB Q @A Sga 2y aSNWAOS fS@gSta a
In 2017, all the evidence pointed towards customers being happy to accept lower service levels and by 2021 the
picture was very similar in that tHeS€C WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (28&tyed that most

expected more frequent restrictions @m current service level&ven in the most recent research, in spite of the
costof-livingcrisis acceptability of current service levels is very high and evidence suggests customers would be
willing to acceptn increased frequency of NEUBRere was broad support for TUB rotas, especially in SSW. This
would allow for planning and better than an outright ban, but there was some concern about how these would be
policed, potential confusion about the rules and whether it is too drastic a solutinnual TUBs were rejected by

most, and mixed views on TUBs in hot summers as these are likely to become more frequent in future.

Support forharmonisation of the service levels across companies in the same regional
area (WRE/WRW)

Little has been expleed on this specific question, howevdredWRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021)

(Blue Marble¥ound that local service is more relevant for comms on lodadlsed restrictions, however national
O2YYdzyAOF A2y a ¢SNB f A JrBcalRed thiezonfisio@(8nd di@sNdess) 6f loadzérxdring 2
lockdown and worry about very localised restrictions. The general view is that restrictions should be region (not
company) wide as this is likely to most effectiveeSS& WRMP24 WRAPTheme 1 Research Findings (2021

showed that most believe restrictions should be regional / national rather than more localised.

Qustomer supportduring drought periodsand communications and suppontequired

Current evidence on this topic is limited asshcustomers cannot accurately remember a drought period within
recent years and therefore claim to be willing to accept lower service levels or stricter restrictions. For example, the
Garden Water Behaviour Change (20@2per foundthat some HH customerlacked awareness UK scarcity issues

and felt droughts are only faced by hotter and drier countries than the UK. Those who were relatively aware, this
was due to experience when abroad in drought prone counteasd, not specifically from recall of drghts in the

UK.

Consequently, it is not possible to accurately predict how customers would react if restrictions were to become
stricter and happen more frequently at present as there is an overall lack of experience in such restrictions as the
customes themselves may not be aware of what it may entail.

There is very little research information found during this review on the communications and support customers
would like during drought periods. Some evidence comes fronGielen Water Behaviour Crga (2022yeport

which found much of the communication around drought announcements did not explain enough about what a
drought is, why a drought restriction is taking place in terms of how it affects water resporeelsy droughts do

not disappear as sm as the weather changes. This contrimitetonlyto Odza 1 2 YSNBE Q Y2 G A O (A 2
of water saving behaviours, but also how the lack of both experience and knowdédgeughts in the Ukvould

most likely mean customers are not quite sure what support they would require.

Nonetheless, the Red Cross currently have an information page available for areas suffering from drought:
https://www.redcross.org.uk/getelp/preparefor-emergencies/heatwavesk/drought

In Cambridge City Council and SoG#mbridgeshir®istrict Councta 22 Ay G NBALR § SR8 a 2 RN
WRMP, the councils outlindtle need for greateclarity about what the plan means about drought measures in
practice, and how frequent the TUBs and NEUBs wouldlbeg with details on how long these restrictions would
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lag and whether theywould no longer be needed once other sources of supply became operat{S&.

Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council Joint Consultation Response to CAM's Jiraft WF

Golden Threads: Service level resilience to drought

Golden
Threads

The need for
customer
information and
engagement

There is a need to better educate customers when and why droughts
happen to give a holistic understanding of why resilience plans and ta
are put in place. Additionally,ven informed, mag customers are in
favour of current resilience plans and targets, timelines associated wit
these, and usage of NEU&sd TUBs

Call for collective
responsibility and
fairness

Customersare unwilling to accept the most severe restrictions (drawing
water from a standpipe), except in the casevefy extreme emergencies.

Concern for the
environment

There vasa notable level osupport for use of TUBs and NEUBs
(potentially more so than nowh order to protect the water environment
over the long term.

Protection for
vulnerable
customers

Thosecustomerson the PSR were less willing to accept lower service g
were more likely to voice issues and concerns with restrictions becaus
the impact on them personally.

Demographic SplitsService level resilience to drought

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, retatedct
level resilience tarought Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each spilit.

Demographic group(s)

Key findings/ comparisons

SSW vs CAM

Appendix A.5.5ummarises SSW and CAM prefereng
in relation to service level resilience to droughts. The
are limited differences between SSW and CAM view
this topic, but it does appear that CAM customers are
more likely to raise concerns about water restrictions
than SSW.

HH vs NHH

Appendix A.5.2 summarises HH vs NHH preferences
relation to service level resilience to droughts. There
are limited differences between HH and NHH view ot
this topic, but it does appear that NHHs are more like
to raise concernabout water restrictions than HHs.

Vulnerable vs other customers

Appendix A.5.3ummarises future customer
preferences in relation to Service Level Resilience to
Droughts. Future billpayers have high expectations f
service levels. Despite increasingaaaness of climate
change and its association with rising temperatures,
respondents, including future billpayers, rarely menti
drought risks or the potential for running out of water
There is some variation in how respondents, includin
FBPs, perceivéne risk of a 1 in 200 chance of drough
restrictions. However, they generally consider
emergency measures to have a low impact and occuy
with a low frequency. They believe they would rise to
the challenge if such restrictions were imposed. Whe
future cusbmers are presented with the challenges
faced by SSC in the future, they express particular
concern about droughts. They anticipate the need to
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reduce their water consumption and be more mindfu
of usage, along with fears of higher water bills due tqg
prolonged droughts and water scarcity in the future.
Vulnerable vs other customers AppelRAE | dpdn adzYYl NA & Sa
preferences in relation to Service level Resilience to
Droughts. Vulnerable customers are less willing to
accept lower service and expected to be compensatg
more than nonvulnerable customers for any
disruptions.

Stakeholders vs customers Appendix A.55 summarises some of the key themes
relevant to service level resilience to droughts from ti
stakeholder consultation undertaken during the
WRMP24 planning process. Whilst a few stakeholde
& dzLJLJ2 NI { {rekilRrice tRrdeBs, dnBsK viant
more information about how these drought measureg
and the timings have been calculated. Multiple
stakeholders mentioned the need to reevaluate the
likelihood of droughts, based on the hot recent
summers experienced in Englar@takeholders are
more engaged on this topic than SSC customers, an
are in pursuit of more information.
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9. BALANCING SUPPLY AND DEMAND SIDEOPTION

Bibliography

Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

Stakeholders:
Attendees from
a wide range of
organisations,
including local

Cambridge Water .
and national
Stakeholder . . .
environmental To consider stakeholder views at a
Roundtable October organisations, a 18 formative stage of the plan
(2021) 2021 9e . 7| stakeholders g P
. social housing development process.
(Community .
Research) provider, a local
authority
planning
department, a
university and
an MP
Stakeholders:
Attendeesfrom
South Staffs councils,
Water g Citizens Advice, To consider stakeholder views at a
Stakeholder October Natural 8 formative stage of the plan
Roundtable 2021 England, stakeholders develo mentg [0CESS P
Feadback Waterwise and P P '
Summary (2021) consumer
industry
representatives
SSE Appendix &
Customer HH, NHH and
Research Findings 2018 future 7,000+ n/a
Summary CAM customers
WRMP (2018)
SSG Cambridge
City Council and
South
C.am.b ”dgeSh'Te Consultation response to CAM's WRM
District Council n/a Stakeholder n/a - AR A x x
. . RN ¥U o0dzaAySaa LI
Joint Consultation
Response to
CAM's draft
WRMP
SSC Natural
Ergland « s A x
Consultation n/a Stakeholder n/a 2ya ng u | u A2y . ’V\I‘B a Ly
RN} ¥U0 o0dzaAySaa LI
Response to CW
draft WRMP
SSE PR19 Data
Trig;gulation HH, NHH and Appendixes for SSWs PR19 triangulat
Study SSW WRMF 2019 future 9000+ research. A review of all SSW custom
customers engagement activity relating to their
(2018)
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Report

Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

priority.

To use the research findings from Pha
One to support the development of

SSE WRMP and {{/ Qa 2 wat md regigns,o
LongTerm Workshops | 4 | Js SA FAOK t t & dzy RS
= 62, business | . : .
Resilience and views on; levels of service, leakage,
Customer September | HH and NHH stakeholder wate_r efﬂmenpy, meter!ng, and (if
Engagement possible) environment impact, and
; 2017 customers round tables | = - .
Insight Full Report _ initial thoughts on options for the
21, survey: -
(2017) 300 in SSW future and to use the findings from
(Community . " | Phase Two to inform investméen
200 in CAM . L
Research) choices, by giving customers the
2L Nl dzyAde G2 FS
challenges.
Total: 1,015
SS& WRMP
MCDA July 2022 HH and NHy | CAM: 445 ExploreOdza G 2 YSNB Q | G
Quantitative customers SSW: 570 regarding the natural environment and
Insights (2022) {{/ Q& F LIWNRI OK G2
(Accent) HH: 887
NHH: 128
To explore household, future and SME
businesses customer preferences in
Total: 47 terms of; environmental ambition,
' levels of service/resilience ambition,
SSG& WRMP24 HH, NHH and ) water efficiency ambition, and best
WRAP Themé HHSs: 28 . o
Research Findings August 2021 | future NHHs: 10 value plannlng criteria. o
(2021) 7 customers Futuré ¢ 2 Sy adz2NH KINBd RXf R
customers: 9 customer preferences in these strateg
"7 | areas, which sets the context for the
remainder of the engagement
programme.
To understand consumer context
(general environmental priorities,
HH: 20 (CAM| cyrrent awareness of lonerm
5, Essex & | challenges and implications for water
Suffolk 5: suppliers, perception of water
Anglian 10). suppliers).
WREC Club NHHI{ 14 To explore expectations and priorities
Cugomer entempber | HH @nd NHH g;g%)'(ag 8, | re environmental planning. ]
Engagement 2051 customers, and | ¢ ¢2 SELX 2ZNB Nbalk2Zy
report (2021) stakeholders ’ plan objectives.
| bl CAM 3) To explore options preferencésanking
(Blue Marble) keholders:
?éa €NoIders: of preferences and what drives

organisations
across the 3
companies

importance).

To explore intergenerational economic
(response to affordability options to
understand generational
expectations).
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To ensure the customer input in the

WRW- Updated Triangulation | regional plan is ufpo-date by including
Regional Plan March 2023 | n/a of 120pieces | the latest knowledge (by conducting a
(2023) of research | triangulation of the most recent

customer and stakeholder research).

Overview

Customers have consistently preferred demand side options rather than increasing supply side options, particularly
focussed on reducing leakage. Altholsime of theresearchshowedrestrictions on usage were not populas an

option to meet the demand fowater longterm, other evidence shows that when explored in more detail customers
are comfortable with the current levels and frequency of restrictions and would likely tolerate an increase to
restrictions if necessaryHowever this context is criticakthat customers expect leakage to be dealt with alongside

the introduction of or increased frequency aiy restrictions, in order that SSC amen to beplaying their part as

well as customers reducing their usage.

Of supply side optionsncreasedvater abstractionfrom riverswas the least popular, and at times unacceptable to
customers, whilst there are other options such as water recgeiirhomeandnew reservoirsthat were preferable.

Cdza G 2 YSNAE Q LINE T S NBtgrd Seinand/fupply Bafuice chédl&hgefta22¢g5a

Initially, there was not a lot of evidence tmderstand customer views on how to balance supply and demand
challengesTheSSE WRMP and Longerm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Communit
Research3tated thatdemand management options, especially reduced leakage and increased metering, were most
appealing to customers in both regions. Customerstfely should be included by the company as part of the

strategy In terms of asset managesnt, two medium treatment worksvere preferred over one mega works tis
wasseen as safer option in terms of ensuring reliability of supply.

Bythe time theSSE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2034 )available, this showed that many

wanted a balance between demand management and increasing supply. Demand management options came first
for many and supply solutions should be considered a lastrésosome. In general, negative environmental

impacts are to be avoided. The report also highlighted that there was stronger suppartif@rsalmetering in
Cambridge than in South Staffauture customers were more likely to feel that redudexiseholdwater

consumption targets were achievable compared with bill payers and some PSR customers were less likely to feel t
reduced consumption targets were realistpp{entially because daving health conditions which rely on greater

water usq.

TheWRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Mashi@marised thasupplyoptions should meet

three criteria: financially viable; low carbon; and effective in the long tédptions that appeared short term stop
gaps and/or poor environmentally wetargely rejected (includintpe useof drought permits). Recycling water and
6ft26 OFND2y0 RSAFEAYIGA2Y 6SNB § Khnkafiggfrdm dthérOdinties had S
the least appeal.

The prioritisation of demand solutions wesinforced diring theSouth Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable
Feedback Summary (202When stakeholders from environmental organisations prioritised demand over supply, in
line with UKWIR guidance, in order to minimise the negativdronmental impacts associated with supgide
measures. Other stakeholders did not have strong views on the balance between sengpl/demand investment
andfelt that South Staffs Water should use whichever options come out as best frorheostit analysis.

Similarly, during th&€ambridge Water Stakeholder Roundtable (2021) (Community Resdherh)was strong
support for Cambridge Water to do more on demand management and quickly e.g. increase ambition on per capita
consumption; introduce univeal metering; and use restrictions as part of business as usual rather than only in the
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most extreme situationsGenerally stakeholders did not have a preference on how &ddmce demand and supply
investment though some preferred demand management, nydilcause of the smaller environmental impacts.

Most recently, he SS€& WRMP MCDA Quantitative Insights (2022) (Accmdjvedcustomes 9 (in SSW) or 10 (in
CAM) supply and demand options with their relative costs, and environmiempaicts, ancasked thento give a
measure of preference intensity on al00 scale. The studgund thatboth regions prioritisd reducing leakage,
then redudng usage through education, then recycling at homes/businesses #gain underlining demand as a
priority rather than supplySeeFigure 7.1)

Figure7.1: Supplydemand option preferenceffom SS@ WRMP MCDA Quantitative Insights (2022) (Accent)
SSW REGION: HOUSEHOLDS AND NON-HOUSEHOLDS

1st
Reduce leakage by 50% by 2050 1st
1st

2nd
Reduce water use through education and advice | 2nd
2nd

3rd
Recycle or 're-use' water at homes/businesses ard
4ath

ath
Recycle or 're-use' waste water indirectly | ath
3rd

5th
Increase the size of existing reservoirs | 6th
5th

6th 8
Reduce water use through universal water metering 5th F 8
6th 6

7th 3
Take more water from under the ground | 7th |23
7th

8th 2
Transfer water in from other regions | 8th 3
8th 2

9th 2
Impose regular restrictions on customers' use of water Joth* 2

10th* 1
10th 1
Take more water from rivers 10th 1
gth 1

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

B HH & NHH combined M Households (HH) B Non-households (NHH)

30 Base: Households=661; Non-households=76 (weighted)

Similarly the WRW- Updated Regional Plan (2028)stomer research found that amongst demand side options
reducing leakage was most favoured, whilstter userestrictions were least popular.

This has also been the case in other water araashown ir§SE Appendix E Customer Research Findings
Summary CAM WRMP (2018)ceptforWo dzA t RAYy 3 | ySg 41 6§ SNI NBASND2ANDE
side ones. The engagement carried bytAnglian Water also showed that their customers generally prioritised
demand options over new water resource options, preferring interventions that avoid perceived wastage (leakage
reduction and recycle/reuse sewage), promote efficiency (provide waténgalevices) and make use of existing
resources and infrastructure (store water underground/aquifer storage and recovery and extend existing reservoirs)
There was also evidence to suggest that customers were against the concept of drilling new baeholes
environmental impact grounds as a supplge option, but were in favour of bringing existing underground water
sources back ofine. However this finding must be treated with caution as the stimulus material shown to
customers did not inforncustomersthat these options would only proceed where abstraction levels would be

within an agreed sustainable threshold.

Furthermore, the\NRV\{- Updated Regional Plan (20Z8und customers and stakeholders across 5 different water
companies$SE 5ANJ / @ YNHzZ | YAGSR ! yAlGASaT {SOSNYy ¢NByld | yF
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as reducing leaks, which has been consistently the most favoured demand/ supply solution in 2021 and 2022 (with
broad support for 50% reduction by 2050). Smand anandatory metering was seen as another popular demand
management solution which customers are growing to accept and to view as the fairest way to pay for water and
reduce demand.

Figure7.2shows specifically fd8SCthat both HH and NHH SSC custoni@veured demand options to reduce
leakage, in line with most of the other water companies in 2022 with nothing to suggest this has changed in 2023.

Figure7.2 Comparison table summarising the hierarchy for demand and supply side options expresséd byOsacY LI y & Q &
customers in 20225SGs the top line in the tablefrom theWRW- Updated Regional Plan (2023)

Most favoured Least favoured
Reduce Reduce Recycle Recycle ase Universal Ground ‘Water Restrictions River
leakage water use water at waste metering water transfers abstraction Supply
(education home / water abstraction
-

and advice) business indirectly

Reduce Improve Recycle Manage Install Increase Increase Ground River / lake Demand
. leakage 'WE water land to water capacity at size of water abstraction
indirectly improve meters treatment existing abstraction
water works reservoirs
quality NB: For
SSW,UuU
sevERNE Recycle Increase Maximise Increase Increase New water Water Additional Ground and ST
water size of output of capacity at connectivi- treatment transfers surface water !
indirectly reservoirs treatment treatment ty of supply works for storage abstraction the views
works works system river water of HHand

w Reduce Make Raise Increase
leakage homes awareness

Water ndin e- Re-using Restrictions Ground NHH”
transfers salination metering wastewater water match
reservoirs abstraction
efficient reduce use

more water of howto

Some stakebldersfeel uncertain about theliscussions and decisioasound supplhanddemand being heavily
reliant on reduction of demand-or example, the Environment Agermslieve unrealistic assumptions are being
made about the capacity of water supply assets for SSW. Specitisajhargue thatapacity igreatlyover
estimated andthere is a risk thatigpliesare not reliable in times of high demand as the plan suggests
Consequently, greater certainty is neededhat public water supply demand reductions will be achieved.

Cza 12 YSNEQ LINEFTSNBYyOSa Tsld\dptions tobtaih Sidightg fier |-
water resource regional planning (WRW and WRE) MCDA decision metrics and at a local
level in WRMP24 plans

TheSSE WRMP MCDA Quantitative Insights (2022) (Acdent)d that the top supply and demand preferences for
both regions were the same, with reducing leakage at number. tim&SWeducing use through education second
and recycling at homes/businessgasthird. In CAM, reducing use through metering was second and building a
regional reservoir was third. Other diffsnces emerged between regians

1 CAM customers had higher valuations compared to 8@&Amers carbon emissions weighisere
substantially higher for both SS&vd CAM customers than the original SEA and NCA values

1 The eosystenresilience/habitats weightaere lower for both SSvédnd CAM customers than the original
SEA and NCA valugsibstantially so for SSW)

1 For SSW customers, weights for flood risk and huaratsocial wellbeing in line with NCA, weight for multi
abstractor kenefits in line with SEA

1 For CAM customers, weights for flood risk higher than@EANCAweights for human & social wellbeing
and multiabstractor benefits in between SEA and NCA values

Qustomer preferences for supply side options

Abstracting more groundwater had the least appeal of various supply side options presentesB@&/RMP and
LongTerm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Community R83esnvh} true of both
regions, mainly driven by eneinmental impact concerns. However, customers attending the workshop viewed
reusing existing boreholes as a good use of resources. IntB&@/wasno clearOdzli & dzZLJLJX & &aA RS Wg
participants were most positive abotrading,but this was noteflected in the subsequergnline surveyconducted

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence



In CAM the most popular supply side option was a new reservoir, with workshop participants torn as to whether or
not this should be a shared resource.

By summer 2021, th8SE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Resch Findings (202%howedabstracting more water was
still an unpopular choice in both areas.

During theCambridge Water Stakeholder Roundtable (2021) (Community Reséavrely) of detailed knowledge
about the supply side options varied amastgkeholders. A new reservoir was generally seen as an essential
component of the plan. Transfers elicited mixed feelings, ranging from an essential component of the plan in the
medium term to unacceptable because of environmental impacts. Water recyediagpopular.

Although customers in th&/RW- Updated Regional Plan (2023&eferred managing demand side options to

increasing supply in 2023, they ideally wanted any supply side option to minimise the amount of water taken out of
the environment. This ihaded reservoir expansion which was seen as the most obvious choice for increasing
supply. However, some were concerned about new reservoirs impacting wildlife and habitats. Customers were also
favourable towards transfers, especially as they expect dipesimpact on local economics during installation.

21 20SsFGSNI NBOeOf Aya FIOSR I LI NIAOdzZ I NJ OKIFffSy3asS 2

Regardless of the supply side option choserthe SSC Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District
Council Joint Consultation Response to CAM's draft WRKkHring there ismenvironmental deterioratiomnd
that past ecological damage has an opportunity for repeais important for stakeholders.

In the samdight, Natural Englanémphasisethe needto ensure that demand and supply options within the plan
are deliverable, so thahere is a reduction imbstraction(SSC Natural Emgland Consultation Response to CW draft
WRMB.

Golden Threads: Balancing supply and demand side options

The need for customer | Reducing demanthrough meteringand promotingwater recycling both

information and benefit from education, though both these areas are behind reducing
engagement leakageasa priority.
Customers prefer demanside options over increased supgige options
Call for collective and are generally accepting of current level and frequency of restrictio
responsibility and The implicationisthat greater participation of customers is part of the
Golden | fajrness solution. However, their efforts need to be backed up by reductions in
Threads leakagdevels

Increased water abstraction from rivessthe least popular, and at times
anunacceptablesupplyside optiondue to its perceived negative
environmental impacts

Concern for the
environment

Protection for vulnerable | There were no specific mentions of vulnerable customers in the conte
customers balancing suppkand demaneside options.

Demographic Splg: Balancing supply and demand side options

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, retetiethéing
supply and demand side optionBlease see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

Demographic group(s) Key findings/ comparisons

SSW vs CAM Appendix A.6.summarises SSW and CAM preferences in
relation to balancing supply and demand side options. SS
and CAM customers preferred slightly different supply and
demandpreferences, both however had reducing leakage
their number one priority.

HH vs NHH Appendix A.6.8ummarises HH vs NHH preferences in
relation to balancing supply and demand side options. No
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Demographic group(s)

Key findings/ comparisons

differences are seen between the two customer types, as
demand side options, especially reducing leakage, are
universally favoured.

FBP vs current bill payers

Appendix A.6.3ummarises future customer preferences in
relation to balancing supply and demand side options. Fut
billpayers preferences tend to focus more on demand side
options in comparison to supply side. Metering holds
relatively low interest. However, due ttsiuse as a lorterm
solution to save money, it is favoured relatively highly in
comparison to other supply and demand options. In additi
to metering, leakage reduction is a highly sort after deman
side option. In relation to supply side options, désation is
popular, however, future billpayers worry about the
environmental impact of this. Future billpayers anticipate t
need to reduce their water consumption and be more
mindful of usage, along with the possibility of higher water,
bills due to prolmged droughts and water scarcity in the
future.

Vulnerable vs other customers

Appendix A.6.4 dzY Y NRA &Sa @dzZt y SNI o f
preferences in relation to balancing supply and demand si
options. Vulnerable customers seem to lack confidence in
reduced consmption targets being met.

Stakeholders vs customers

Appendix A.6.5 summarises some of the key themes reley
to balancing supply and demand side options from the
stakeholder consultation undertaken during the WRMP24
planning process. Multiple stakeh@is are concerned that
SSC has not provided enough evidence to explain any
significant changes to the supply demand balance. Also,
multiple stakeholders are concerned that supply is dwindli
and that SSC might not be able to deliver the demand
measures tiey have proposed in their plans. Here,
stakeholders have a much more niche view than SSC
customers, as most customers did not pick up on the fact
that SSC might fail to deliver in accordance with future sug
and demand expectations.
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10. DEMAND SIDBEPTIONS

Bibliography
Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date
The aim of this project is to captur
and understand theollective
stakeholder view of current state 0
metering technology in the retail
market and to develop a
technology strategy and framewor
. for assessing the business case fg
égﬁ;'&?nﬁﬂos" 30 smart, AMI, AMR and data
1cing April 2022 Stakeholders solutions which will benefit
Metering stakeholders X .
stakeholders in both theetail and
Technology (2022)
wholesale market.
Provide a consistent approach to
support adoption of future
standards and protocols and more
efficient rollout across the
industry.
Stakeholé@rs:
Attendees from
a wide range of
organisations,
including local
Cambridge Water and national
Stakeholder environmental To consider stakeholder views at ¢
October . 18 .
Roundtable(2021) organisations, a formative stage of the plan
) 2021 . . stakeholders
(Community social housing development process.
Research) provider, a local
authority
planning
department, a
university and an
MP
Review of campaigns aimed at
CCW, Desktop households, both large and small,
Review of . on reducing water usage, reducing
Behaviour Change April 2023 na n/a flushing ofunflushables, and
Campaigns (2023) disposal of fats oils and greases ir
the sink.
To understand people's water
habits, specifically abnormal habits
- 2,126 HHs . .
CCV\ Lifting the January such as running taps tmover toilet
. HH customers | (from England ~ . A
Lid (2023) 2023 and Wales) noises, and skipping shower days
and how these habits differ by
region.
CCW; Smart . March 2023 | NHH customers _524 N_HHs, To assess NHH awareness of smeé
Thinking Metering including 313 | water meters.
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

for Business smart water | To identify the most appealing
Customers (2023) meter owners | benefits of these meters.
and 148 who | To investigate benefits experience
did not own | already.
ne.
one To assess how much NHHs would
be WTP for smart meter installatio
and access toonsumption data.
5ANJ / &Y NJX: 30 onllne_ To collect feedback from custome
Water ¢ Metering community, to understand their iews
L October DCWW 700 online A
and Efficiency , . preferences and priorities on the
2021 customers interviews . -
Research Report subjects of water efficiency,
) and 100 CATI : :
(2021) (Relish) . . metering and tariffs.
interviews

Research aimed amnderstanding
water consumers' views on water

CCW and Ofwat HH. NHH and Online focus and sewerage services, vvhat is ]

. _ AYLRZNUFYUOUEZ OASH

Water Consumer | April 2022 future group: 12

. _ proposed common PC areas for

Views (2022) customers Depths: 16
PR24, any new areas for
exploration and to test description:
and measurements of PCs.

The second phase of the
Environmental Awareness index
tracking results in 2022.
CCWQ Aimed at understanding attitudes
Environmental February . .
HH customers | 1,466 HHs around environmentally damaging

Awareness Index | 2023 . : .

(2023) water behaviours including supply
and demandthings flushed down
toilets and fats, oils and greases
poured down sinks.

Desk research ansynthesiof
: existing research to focus on 4

CCW Evidence (KSYSa FTNBY o dza

Review of Retail January . _ )

. NHH customers | n/a experiences: experience of the

Business Water HNHO X

Az market, perceptions of the market,

al NJ SU oH .
causes of adverse impacts and
SEIFYLX Sa 2F 0Sa

15 HH, with 3

each from Aimed to understan@arden water
South Staffs | usage in customers, specifically to
and what extent hot weather changes

Garden Water October Cambridge, | water usag, what drivers and

Behaviour Change 2022 HHcustomers South East barriers there are towards

(2022) Water, behavioural change in this area as

Northumbrian | well as developing a

Water Group, | tool/messaging to enable
Portsmouth | customers to change behaviour.
Water, and
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

Southern
Water

35 customers

¢2 dzy RSNRGF YR |
of the initial WRMP proposals.

HafrenDvfrd overall: 4 Specifically, to gauge response to
WRMP gust\:)vr):\cer June 2022 HH, NHH and future, 20 proposed use of: water restrictions
Research (2022) future HHs, 6 NHHs,| ways to reduce dmand, use smart
(Blue Marble) customers 5 digitally meters, meet the new leakage
excluded targets, water transfers, and
Odza G 2 Y ¢ response to plans to support
private supply households.
20 SSW and .t A .
20 CAM each I AUAIl SyaQ Wdz_NJa
: . customer preferences relating to
including .
online jury their plans to reduce carbon
Net Zero Citizen HH and NHH members emissions.This paper specifically
Jury (2023) June 2023 customers including 5 aimed to look at what SSCs Net
(Explain) NHH an% 15 Zero ambitions should be, when
should these be achieved, and ho
HH, as well as . .
customers should be involved in
8 F2F DD . i
helping this
customers.
1,000
customers
Sev_ern Trent overall: 817
[E)g\gtrigg?oin;l q HH and NHH HHsand 183 | To understand customer views an
Compulsor May 2022 customers NHHs. support on universal metering and
p_ y (490 metered | environmental ambition.
Metering (2022) 434
(Accent) unmetered
customers)
Severn Trent wanted to conduct
deliberative research to understan
Severn Trent, 34 HH and five key themes, relating to
Proactive Metering . metering; views on metering,
Research Report | June 2021 E'uit?)rr]:el;lsHH NrI:EsS(Zg n installation of the meters, drivers
(2021) (DJs ge tﬁs)’ and barriers to metered water
Research) P billing, Severn Trent
communications, and mardory
metered billing.
aSl adz2NB Odzaid2YS
for water resources, levels of
service and the options or plans
that Severn Trent might create to
\?\fé’fﬂr;;‘?ggzz) May 2022 | i and NHH | 624 HH, 149 | address any changes to levels in
customers NHH service or to address a supply

(DJS Research)

RSYFYR RSFTAOAGO®
To develop a Best Value Plan in li
with Water Resource Planning
JdzA RSt AYySao

September2023
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

South Staffs Water

Date

Stakeholders:
Attendees from

councils, Citizens

¢ Stakeholder October Advice, Natural 8 To consider stakeholder views at &
Roundtable 2021 England, stakeholders formative stage of the plan
Feedback Summary Waterwise and development process.
(2021) consumer
industry
representatives
SSQ, AppendixE- HH. NHH and
Customer Reearch | ), g future 7,000+ nia
Findings Summary customers
CAM WRMP (2018)
SSC Cambridge
and South
Cambridgeshire . ,
GreenParty May 2023 Stakeholder n/a Consultation response (OAM's
: WRMP draft business plan.
Consultation
Response to CCW's
draft WRMP (2023)
SSGCCW
Consultation [ 2yadz GFGA2y NB
Response to CAM May 2023 Stakeholder na 2wat RNI TG odzah
draft WRMP (2023)
44 HH
SSE Customer May 2023 HH and NHH customers To provide insight presenting
Priorities cuStomers and 5 Odza 12 YSNEQ LINR 2
Infographic (2022) vulnerable the future.
customers
Provide a benchmark against whig
SSQ@ Customer 2021: 511 HH| Q928 U2 YSNRE Q- LINJ 2
S _ for both wholesale and retail
Priorities Research May 2023 2022: 1,054 services
Tracker y HH ' .
S HHcustomers _ Explore any differences between
Quantitative 2023: 1,072 . . L
. uninformed/informed prioritiesand
Insightsyear 3 HH-745 SSW qualitative/quantitative insights
(2023) (Accent) and 372 CAM Understand the customer impact @
the costoft A Ay 3 ONR 3
1,154 HH To identify and explore the
ﬁﬁgitii:usssgi;rch May 2022 - y 1 m| priorities with SSW and CAM
Qual and Quant y HH and NHH - 353 CAM | households and nehousehold
Year 3 (2022) customers NHHc¢ 5 customers and understand what
(Accent) depth matters to them now and for the
interviews future.
1,106 To monitor ongoing customer
SSQ& C ustomer customers satisfaction against the key metric
Promises Treking . HH and NHH .
April 2022 overall: 814 | that engagement has shown to be
Research Report customers . )
(2022)(Turquoise) HHs and 292 | important to customers; these
NHHs include hard and sofineasures.
September2023
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

To deliver orgoing customer
sentiment tracking against key
brand statements.

To probe awareness and usage of
key services and track changes in
the way customers wish to interac
with SSC.

To monitor and track the impact of
Covid19 pandemic on customers
new objective added in 2020/21.

(QA Research)

Total 1,134 , .
customers: To monitorongoing customer
SS@ Customer 837 HHs (268 Sausfaction, deliver ogoing
Tracking Annual HH and NHH CAM, 569 customer sentiment tracking, prob
March 2023 . awareness and usage of key
Report (2023) customers SSW), 297 . 4
(Turquoise) NHHS (93 services and track changes in the
a CAM. 204 way customers wish to interact
SSW3 with SSC.
SSC H20nline Panel
: responses
Community varv over
Feedback WRMP | 2022 HH customers timZ
(20192022 CAM 360+
P SSW 315+
To build a truly engaged communi
lr:eorotrr][: dpglr: of customers, and raise the profile
SSG20rine (anut of the SSC brand among the
¢ Monthly Report Auqust 2022 | HH customers schemes they customer base.
(August 2022) 9 support), To gain insights more quickly to
(Explain) there were 38| allow the customer voice to be bui
SSW voters | into more dayto-day decision
and 23 CAM. | making within the business.
¢2 dzy RSNEGIYR O
. |FYR LISNODSLIIAZ2YaA
Sfﬁ'ﬁlas“"lez' longrterm vision to 2050 and their
NHHS 6 FBP: spontaneous preferences in terms
SS@ LTDS Report HH, NHHs and Quant}tative' 7 of longterm delivery. Also,
PO 5uly 2023 | future ISELX 2NAY3 {{/ Q&
(2023) (Turquoise) 980 HHs : -
customers (including 82 future targets in 10 key ambition
FBPs) a%d areas, and to understand the main
100 NI’-le reasons that drive customer
preferences, and to explore the
issue ofintergenerational fairness.
SS@; Metering 101 CAM. 101 To understanq thg key barriers to
Presentation (2017) July 2017 HH customers | <o\ customers switching to a meter. T

understand what messages and
communication channels would be
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

most effective in switching
customers to take up a meter.

1250 HH
_resporldents, Aimed at designing, implementing
including 833 .
SSW and 424 and anglysmg a state_d prefergnce
SSC NERA CAM. 91 survey in order to gain an estimate
Willingness to Pay | December HH and NHH futuré bill of customer WTP for service
for Water Services | 2022 customers improvements from SSC with the
at PR24 (2022) payers, 54 of overall aim of informing their PR24
which were .
business plan. HH, NHH and futur
from SSW and customers were of specific focus
37 from CAM. '
247 NHH.
807
customers
overall: 609
SSC HH Aimed at analysing further
SS ODI Research HH and NHH customers segmentation of SSW and CAM
(2023) (Accent and | March 2023 customers (404 SSW and Water customewalues on top of
PJM Economics) 205 CAM), previous Collaborative ODI resear
and 198 NHH | by Ofwat and CWW
customers
(155 SSW and
43 CAM)
Appendixes for SSWs PR19
SS@ PR19 Data HH. NHH and triangulation research. A review of]
. ) all SSW customengagement
Triangulation Study| 2019 future 9000+ activity relating to their WRMP
SSW WRMP (2018) customers .
focusing largely on customer
priority.
To understand customer priorities
SSC, PR19 June 2017 for servicedelivery both now and
Foundation HH and NHH 93 Total: 70 | over the longer term (prompted
Research June customers HH, 23 NHH | and unprompted) and to check
(2017) (Accent) these against previously establishg
priorities in PR14 work.
Qual:
SHs 6
HHs 52 To engage with consumers about
the future development of the
Quant: Assure tariff, and establish
SS@ Social Tariffs September HH and Total: 1238 | customer vie\_/v_s tow_ard; a possible
Research (2023) 2023 Stakeholders . new affordab_lhty tariff alme_d at
HHs Panel: | those struggling to pay their water
130 bills, but who don't qualify for
Vulnerable Assure due to their HH income
HHs: 99 being too high.
On PSR: 23
H2Online: 21
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

Towork with businesses in the
Cambridge area to find out what

SS(, Stakeholder ) can be done with retailers to
_ Stakeholders:
Roundtable: . ”» further support, promote and
. . March 2022 | Universities and | 6 . - .
Helping Businesses local industry implement water efficiency in NHH
Save Water (2022) in the next 5 years and beyond
(challenges, visions,
opportunities).
SSG Waterwise
Consultation « oz
Response to CAM | April 2023 Stakeholder n/a é \?v)a[? dz% llil JI ; ﬁ 2 éf dzl:;}?
draft WRMP- April
(2023)
SSC Waterwise
Consultation « P A
Response to SSW Eggguary Stakeholder n/a 2 ig? dz% KIJI __L; ﬁ 2 gdzg‘f
draft WRMP- Feb
(2023)
87 customers
overall:
Forum 1: 47
Total
CAM: 25
SSW: 22
Billpayers:
28 To explore household customer
S.SQ WRAP Deep HH, NHH and Future: 9 future customer and SME busines
Dives (2021) November Small : . .
) future . ) customer views in depth on;
(Community 2021 business: 10 . .
Research) customers universal metering and water
Forum 2 40 transfers.
total
CAM: 20
SSW: 20
Bill payers:
26
Future: 6
Small
business: 8
SS@ WRAP Focus 11 customers Ir?ni)ép;:;iéie- :ﬁg;’g"’ri':g ;%%Igﬁsw't
Groups Report | February :'H’ NHH and overall f5 (covered in both regions), new
(2022) (Community | 5555 uture HHSs, 1 uture, types of tariffs/incentives (SSW
Research) customers L NHH (6 SSV only), water transfer options (CAM
and 5 CAM) '
only).
September2023
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Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

To use the research findings from
Phase Onéo support the

RS@OSt2LIYSyid 27

SSE WRMP and Workshops | both supply regions, specifically
LongTerm 62, business |dzy RSN&R G yRAY 3 O
Resilience and on; levels of service, leakage, watt
Customer September | HH and NHH stakeholder | efficiency, metering, and (if
Engagement Insigh{ 2017 customers round tables | possible) environment impact, and
Full Report (2017) 21, survey: initial thoughts on options for the
(Community 300 in SSW, | future and to use the findings from
Research) 200 in CAM | Phase Two to inform investment
choices, by giving customers the
2L NI dzy Ae G2
strategic challenges.
Total: 1180 Core purpose of this study was to
SSG& WRMP rovide evidence of customer
Themes 1 and 3 April 2022 CAM:427 P i
o HH and NHH ] response and support for;
Quantitative SSW: 753 . )

) customers managing droughts, universal
Insights (2022) metering, leakage, environmental
61 008y o HHs: 1028 I-YOAg’[']AZ?/’CD

NHHSs: 152
To explore household, future and
SME businesses customer
preferences in terms of;
Total: 47 environmental ambition, levels of
SSE WRMP24 HH. NHH and service/resilience ambition, water
WRAP Theme 1 ’ HHs: 28 efficiency ambition, and best value
o August 2021 | future i . o
Research Findings customers NHHSs: 10 planning criteria.
(2021) Future ¢2 SyadaNB | 32
customers: 9 | customer preferaces in these
strategic areas, which sets the
context for the remainder of the
engagement programme.
Strategic Metering Identifying a set of potential
¢ Roles and .
L options to reform or enhance
Responsibilities in U
June 2022 Stakeholders n/a current roles and responsibilities ir
the NHH Market : :
Report (2022) (PA relation to metering and related

port { activities in the NHH market.

Consulting)
UEAC Behaviour To identify existing _g_ood practices
Change as well as opportunities for
. : improving how evidence bases ca
Interventions in the . . .
January 2022 n/a n/a support the design of interventions
Water Sector .
and how the effectiveness of
(2022) JUEA and ) . :
interventions can be monitored an
CBESS) . .
evaluated over various timescale
SSG Waterscan February [ 2yadzZ GFGA2Yy NB
Consultation 2023 Stakeholder n/a 2wat RNJ} TG odzaa
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Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Response to SSW
draft WRMP (2023)

Date

Observe, through ethnographic
filming, garden water usage
behaviour.

Assess dissonance between recal
and actual (filmed) behaviour.

. November 15 HH(3 per | Provide insight to support
Water Usage in the 2021 water communications and behaviour
Garden (2021) HH customers OKIvIS | OhGAGA A
(Blue Marble) company . Y . o u
area) aol RE Il NRSY g1l
Explore whether garden water
usage is thought to have changed
as a result of the Cowti9
pandemic.
To understand consumer context
(general environmental priorities,
HH: 20 (CAM current awareness qf Io!q(:erm
challenges and implications for
S, Essex & water suppliers, perception of
Suffolk 5: water suppliersi P P
Anglian 10). PP s
To explore expectations and
NHH: 14 L :
WRE¢ Club : priorities re environmental
(Anglian 8, .
Customer September HH and NHH Essex & plannlng.“ A A
Engagement report 2051 customers, and Suffolk 3 ¢ 2 S E LX 2NB NbalJ
(2021) (Blue stakeholders CAM 3) ' gl ftdzSQ LYy 2028
Marble) Stakeholders: To explore options preferences
20 ‘| (ranking of peferences and what
L drives importance).
organisations
across the 3 | To explore intergenerational
companies economics (response to
affordability options to understand
generational expectations).
WREG NHH To find out water retailers views
Demand Club and opinions on water efficienc
Projectg Stage 1 January 2922/ NHHcustomers | 9 NHHs P . Y,
and on strategies to encourage
(2022) (Blue NHH water efficienc
Marble) y
WREC NHH
Demand Club Todevelop and refine solutions
Project¢ Stage 2 April 2022 NHH customers | 4 NHHs . P
with retailers and wholesalers.
(2022) (Blue
Marble)
WREC Promoting To find out current role of water
Water Efficiency efficiencycHow, it at all, have
among Non August 2022 | NHH customers | 26 NHHs businesses adopted water
Household

Customers (2022)
(Blue Marble)

efficiency? Barriers to water
efficiencyg What is, and could be,
preventing adoption of water
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Published
Date

Participants Sample Size Project Objectives

efficiency? WRE proposition
responsec! 246 R2 0 dza A
aboutWR® Qa ¢ G§SNJ S
propositions?

To ensure the customer input in th
regional plan is upo-date by

WRW- Updated Triangulation | . .
. . including the latest knowledge (by
Regional Plan March 2023 | n/a of 120 pieces . . .
conducting ariangulation of the
(2023) of research
most recent customer and
stakeholder research).
Overview

As concluded in section 7, customers have strong preferences for demand side responses over supply side and thi:
preference has remained consistent since 2017. 3édsion looks in more detail at 5 options:

1 Leakagés an emotive issue for customers, with the majority believing that ethically, levels must be reduced
as much as possible. Furthermore, some feel that leakage must be reduced if customers are to bedhotivat
to play their part with water conservation. Despite this strong sentiment from customers, they were
reluctant to pay for this on bills and expect this to be funded by SSC in other ways. This situation has been
exacerbated by financial hardship since i@eh@. In addition, leaks on customer properties are unlikely to be
effectively addressed without an education programme to inform customers of the scale of this problem,
how to detect leaks and how to reduce them. The national leakage target appeardtodmly in line with
customer expectations (once educated) and there is some scope to bring forward the date by which targets
are to be achievedsimilar to customersnoststakeholders tend tahink that progress on leaks is a
prerequisiteto talking about water efiiency.

I The national targets fareducing customer demand for watawere largely acceptable to customers,
although the stretch targets seemed too difficult to achieve at this point. There is apfretitestakeholders
in the bulding sector and wider sectors (e.g. environmental) and customers for building in water recycling
into new builds Other sikeholders seem to bparticularlyconcerned with reducing NHH consumption.
Customers are still keen to have education on watecifficy strategies, whether via schools, directly to
their homes or information on water saving strategies for large businesses.

1 Water recyclings popular with both household and ndrusehold customers, however the reality of
installing a systerprovides some challenges which would require education up front on the benefits and
likely costs, potential subsidies to help customers accommodate the costs of retrofitting a system and
information on how to maintain itThese would all need to be in ptabefore large scale adoption is likely to
take place.

1 Metering ¢ On balance, customers support metering as the fairest approach to charging, although this is
backed more strongly by customers who already have meters installed, future customers andttieese i
Cambridge region. Customers and stakeholders have some concerns about how to move all customers to
universal metering, including concerns for vulnerable customers. More recent studies suggest targeting
areas of higher consumption for metering, finstight be a good approach for rolling out universal metering.
Most recently, speed of roll out has depended on a mixture of speeding up the roll out to deliver a reduction
in demand as quickly as possible, and potential increased cost for customerdjehbdéing more
prominent since Covid9 and the more recent rise in the cost of livingvork in other regions echoed the
findings in SSC, although the need for education on how installation works, and the potential benefits was
more evidentin Severn Tyel Qa NBIA 2y d 2 AGK NBIIFNRA (2 LINSFSNSY
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customers had a preference for AMI over AMBtering technologynd some willingness to pay for the
programme, due to a perceived small price differebeéween the two technologies

1 Behaviour changés an area that overlaps with other demand and supply side options, but in general
customers need to have a full understanding or any particular issue before any change is likely e.g. the
amount of leakage that takes place on customesparties, or the benefits of smart metering versus the
costs of installation. For the most part, customers agree they could save more water than they do at present
(but need motivation to do so and barriers removed). There is valuable literature advistagtics to elicit
behaviour change, such as using multimedia education materials rather than static printed media,
collaborating with local businesses and the community to spread positive messages, and informing and
behaviour change campaign with sounels& and primary research before commencing.

Leakage

Customer aspirations for leakage reduction over the next 25 years to 2050

SSE WRMP and Lonrglerm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Community Research)
showed very clearly thaall audiences want SSC to do more, going beyond current taagéte time The moral
imperative outweighed the economics for many. Leakage levels can act as a barrier to reducing consumption for
some.

SSE Appendix E Customer Research Findings Sumyn@AM WRMP (2018nhd SSE PR19 Data Triangulation

Study SSW WRMP (20i@nforced this, saying that the evidence all pointed to the need to reduce leakage levels
well beyond current levels. Customers thought this was morally the right thing to douglihthe more informed
customers were about the costs and operational challenges associated with reducing leakage by significant levels,
the more balanced their judgement became. The triangulated WTP value among household and business customel
to reduce eakage by 1ml/d was £216,977 (per year).

TheSSE& WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2@igh)ighted the fact that leakage was still a customer
LINA2NAGEe® /ESIHYy gFGSN) gla aSSy G2 0S I LINGE Geasundd NB a
that the issue would only worsen with population growth, but on the flip side, there was an expectation that
technological advances would help achieve targets.
GL ¢2dzf R KIS (K2dz3KG 6AGK | ff (KSentify_iHoga®@Sa Ay
leakages quickly and so reduce wastage quite a lot over the next 25 Y&ME: hotel)

There was little concern expressed about the disruption associated with leakage. Educating customers was seen to
be key to reducing leakage from tin@ipes, coupled with incentives to tackle the problem.

TheSSE Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Ats®ifnund that leakage
remained a priority for HH and NHH SSC customers. In a Max Diff exerciseigtitt attributes, leakage reduction
came third out of all factors. Interestingly, customers in CAM ranked leakage as a higher priority than SSW
customers, placing it second and third respectively in the ranking exercise.

TheSSC H20nlirn&cCommunity Feedback WRMP (2&122) (Explainfound that when members were told about
{{/ Qa fSI {1 3S NBRM {159 r¢dudiidnNE@% WwantedFSputld Staffs Water to go further and
deliver a 20% reduction or greater, and 47% wanted Cambhtgter to go further and deliver a 20% reduction or
greater.

oShould definitely go for 20% target but customers should not be charged extra. Losing water costs money ¢
by repairing more leaks saves the company money. Invest in engineers to repair sare toore! | know
AGQa y20 ljdzZAdS GKFd aAYLX SE odzi GKAA A& K2g @&2dz
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o
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SSC; LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoismyk also found leakage reduction to be a gx priority amongst almost all
customersegments and it came out as the"®highest priority in both the qualitative and quantitative phases of
work. It is clear, throughot the SSC regianthat leakage is a very importaateato customers.

SSE Customer Promises Tracking Research Report (2022) (Turgstodsedd évels of satisfaction were 45%
positive agreement, on average, for how quickly SSC repair leaks on public highway/footpath although for non
householdcustomers, satisfactiowas lower at 35%. Perceptions had improved during the first year following the
COVD pandemic (2020/21) but had slipped back again in 2021/22 to previous levels.

Net Zero Citizen Jury (2023) (Explhighlightshow high of a priority leakage reduction is in comparison to other
factors, agurors wereshownit only contributes 11% towards 2030 carbon targetgmparedwith 69% for

renewabk energy generatiorDespite this|eakage reduction received highiority scores across all participant

groups across SSW and CAM samples, while renewable energy generation received medium/high priority in online
samples for SSW and CAM, anddomwriority for the F2FJuries Despite the relative low impadh has orreducing

carbon emissions, pipe leakage maingtin S NE KA IK LINA2NAG& Ay Odzaid2YSNEHEQ

Detailedresearch in other regions shows similar resuttafren Dyfrdwy; WRMP Customer Research (2022) (Blue
Marble), showed that customers prioritise leakaga@uetion. They saw leakage as a bigger problem than they
NEFfAASR YR (GKFIG GKA& A& lo2dzi Ww3IShaGAy3d @2dzNJ 26y K
irrespective of the cost and see long term cost and environmental benefits in doing sehAsmaller number

supported leak reduction only where it is economically beneficial.

AmongstakeholdersWRW- Updated Regional Plan (2023)ows thatthey believe)ike most customers, that

progress on tackling leaks is a prere@ai$or having a more meaningful conversation about water efficieAtso,

SC CCW Consultation Response to SSW and CAM draft WRMPré2@e28 a clear message from customer
research/engagment, thatthepla®d &GNy 3 F20dza 2y RSYIYR YIyl3aSySyi
the best possible use of the current water resources before investing in anydeadge supply side options. Much
depends on leakage andCE, supported by univelgaetering (the latter two options are explored later in this
chapter).

Some stakeholders want more detail aroumol leakage targets are sdtor example, thCambridge Valley Forum,
in its consultation responsaote that it is disappointing to be unable to tie down the issue of actual volumes of
water leaked per unit time.

Acceptability of the national target of a 50% reduction by 2050

In the summer of 2021SSE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2@iyed that leakage was a key
priority, but there were mixed views on the national target. Around half of participants (slightly more in SSW) were
happy with the target given the challenges and the associated cost/disruption of addressing them, as hayg as t
were convinced about effective planning. There needs to be communication with customers about their role. There
was a strong call from both regions for interim targets to ensure SSC stay on track. Half of participants (slightly mor
in the Cambridge mgion) called for more ambition because of the urgency of the issue and the need for action. There
were some mentions of technology to facilitate achieving the target.

WRE; NHH Demand Club ProjecBtage 1 (2022) (Blue Marbli®und customers agreethat a 50% reduction in
leakage was acceptable, but the timeframe of 2050 is too long and would prefer to see a target of 2030. However,
many customers do not understand why addressing leaks should take 30 years to achieve, they just see it as an
extremelyimportant target.

TheSS@2 wat ¢KSYS&a ™ FyR o vdz y(dsked disko@d&s withbdt Ang §idrda O H N H H
information, to provide their views on leakage reduction and 46% of all customers wanted to see leakage reduced t
as close as zero @sssible. Once informeon the challenges around reducing leaka8@% supported the national

target for reducing leakage and just 2% opposed the target. Key reasons for supporting the national target for
reducing leakage were that wasting water does ndtinS &Sy asS FyR GKFd WwWgSQft Sl
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water usage and shortages. It was acknowledged however that it is ilbssireduce leakages to 0%. As would

be expected, customers who were more engaged with protecting the environment were significantly more likely to
have a higher level of support for the national target for reducing leakage.

TheWRW- Updated Regional &h (2023)ooked at going beyond leakage targets and found there was an appetite
to go further i.e. 15% reduction by 2025 and 50% by 2050 is seen as not fast ehbegimdatedsynthesis report
from WRWnN 2023also found there are still widespread cdtisincrease leak reduction targets, Gthis continues

to be an emotive topic and top priority for both HH and NHH customers. Across WRW, here is clear appetite for
targets to go further. Looking at SSC specifically, customers supported the leakageorethuget of 50% by 2050,
but some questioned whether this could behieved sooner.

Similarly, theSS& LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoesep found leakage reduction to be a tapr priority for

customers. As seen in the other research, the vast majority of customers (96%) in the LTDS research supported the
ambition of reducing leakage levels by 50% by 2050 (from the 2017/18 figutbg qualitative workshops, leakage
reduction was viewed asgiority due to participants being concerned by the curravel of leakage and they felt

as if it was a strong contributor to water shortages and perceived high prices. They felt that SSQ@rahvitise

fixing leaks before asking customers to reduce their water consumption. Participants in both the qualitative and
guantitative phases were asked when they wanted this ambition to be achieved by. Over three quarters of the
sample wanted this amhin to be achieved in advance thie national2050 targetwhich SSC is targeting to deliver
(84% in workshops and 76% in surv®0th NHH (78%) and Future Customers (7at%¢qually likely to want this
ambition achieved before 2050, however, a lower mdjfon of future customerswanted it achieved by 2035.

Looking at specific stakeholder voices, we can see thautid,n response to the Cambridge Water WRMP
O2yadzZ GFrGA2y T INB Ay &dzZlJR NI 27F /! aQ=201718 N&IS By 266@ NIB R
However, the NFU said there needs to be a toolbox of options to meet future supply deficits, through demand
managenent, such as reducing leakage agxploringsupply options.

h¥gl G F3INBS GKIG az2YS I Ndnpleéthe2e@ikage hrabition lale  Nda with thiir- y a = F
expectations for this stage of the draft WRMP/ 2 | f 42 &a4SSY G2 06S Ay &dzlll2 NI 2
targets.

Furthemore, WRW- Updated Regional Plan (2023pid they expect compées, working as part aegionalgroups,

to reduce demand for water to rigive pressures on watesupply, and they expect companies to adhere to demand
targets;includinghalving leakage across the industry by 2050 compared to 2017/18 I®VRBIE.think thee is a lack

of a robust path to meet this target, and hence amncernedaround thederivabilityof some demand management
strategies WRE would like to see companies work together to robustly testing and tleitoand management
strategies, in order to be confident with these proposals.

Other stakeholderssuch asVaterscan $SC Waterscan Consultation Response to SSW draft WRO23) are
concerned that SSW are just defaulting to targets and not going fargintm show suitable and ambitious targets,
especially for leakage reductioalso,Cambridgeshire County Couratgo thinks the 50% reduction in leakages
figure is not ambitious enough, and needs a more urgent delidety (Cambridge CougtCouncil Email to CW)

Willingness to pay more to achieve the target quicker

Whenever the subject of who pays for reducingkage was put to customers, in most cases, they feel this is a key
area for investment and should be prioritised, but customers were not keen for this to be on their bills. Customers ir
other regions such adafren Dyfrdwy; WRMP Customer Research (202R2)g¢BAarble) supported ambitions

targets beyond the immediate cost benefit, although there were indications that customers will not want to fund

this on their bills. Customers were shocked by how much water leaks and consequently wanted Hafren Dyfrdwy to
halve its2017/18leakage level ahead of the statutory timeframe (2050).

Alternatively,SS@ NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2823jchfound that leakage was a
priority for customers, and that customers were willing to pay SSC to combat this. Out of multiple attributes tested,
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water lost to leakage from pipes was oneaofiandful ofattributes that customers were WTP for, and the amount

was higher amongst CAM customers compared to SSW customers.

Table8.1: HH WTPfrom SSE& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2022)

Attribute

HH WTP (£ per unit per household)

Risloftemporaryd R 2 Y reduction innumberof properties thateceived
B RNRAY 1€ y2idA("donotdrink"notice £0.74 £0.97 £0.79
D | Hardwatersupply increase in the number of propertitgat benefit £0.00 £0.03 £0.01
from investment (thousands)
F Waterlostto leakage from| reductioninthe percentageof water that is lost £0.61 £1.40 £0.77
pipes to leakage
Issueswith tap water reduction in the percentage of properties
G P experiencingssuewith tap water per year - £0.11 £0.08
colour,taste,or smell
(tenth of apercentage)
H Chanpe of property . reductioninthe floodingincidents per year £0.16 £1.03 £0.34
floodingfrom aburstpipe
3 Sgpportmgnatureand increasean the numberof acresprotected and £0.03 £0.28 £0.08
wildlife enhanced (tens)

We should note that not all customers might be WTP for reducing leakéB&/- Updated Regional Plan (2023)
found that,while most customers were willing to pay for reducing ledkeye wereexceptiorsin vulnerable and
lower income customers.

In SS& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2G22bridgecustomers were more ready to

select leakage improvementisan South Staffeustomersand price played a more influential role for the lattér.

the qualitative workshopsf the LTDShere was reluctance to increase the target due to potential cost implications.
Customers felt that tackling leaks would beexpensive task, and some believed it might be worth waiting for
technology to innovation that could reduce the cost. Additionally, customers that were finding it difficult to afford
their water bills recorded a lower level of support for the leakage redacambition. This shows that cost does have
an impact on ambition levels.

Further research shows that this can be a somewhat contentious point in the SSC regior5H&thd DS Report

(2023) (Turquoisejnost participants (84% in the workshops and around 70% in the survey) wanted SSC to invest in
greater leakage reduction now rather than wait for new technology. This was seen amongst both HH and NHH
customers. Interestingly, future customers displayeslight preference for waiting for innovation. As seen before,
when customers started to think about who would pay for leakage reduction, ambition levels can sometimes
fluctuate.

The primary concern for customerstie WREg Club Customer Engagement rep(@921) (Blue Marbleyas

companies reducing leakage, with 62% rating this as one of their top 3 options (the next option was 24pp behind at
oy:20® [/ dzZAG2YSNA SELISOGSR O02YLI yAaSa (G2 w3asSh GKSAN K2
or before demands are made of customers to reduce their own leakage. Customers believed leakage reduction is tt
responsibility of companies rather than the customers. Customers would be happy with a 50% reduction in leakage
across company and household pip&sorder for customers to address household leaks, they need support from

companies in the form of; leakage allowance, being alerted if there is a leak, smart metering and insurance policies

3 For consistency with prER24 outcomes, we have taken the value from each region and calculated an average tetal valu
weighted by number of customers
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TheSSE WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community Resslaered that most customers were unaware of
GKS LINBLRNIAZ2Y 2F tSF{1a 6KAOK INB 2y 0Odzald2YSNARQ LINR
customers will make any changes to their behaviour or property to reduce leakage.

Engagementvith businesses vi&S(E Stakeholder Roundtable: Helping Businesses Save Water g@@®&)d that
provision of usage data and understanding of where water is being used was critical to enable implementation of
water efficiency interventions and help idéfly and fix leaks. Leakage, Wastage (internal leaks e.g., loos, urinals) and
Retrofits are already being considered for new sites but there needs to be more i.e. what is the next generation of
solutions from the water sector and business case studiesppat.

Depending on if leakage fixing covers company, and or, customer pipes, the priority of this service attribute could
potentially changeCCW and OfwagtWater Consumer Views (20Z2und that water customers imagined that the
description detailed natork leaks versus property leaks, and the importance of this attribute is likely to increase

af AIKGE& AF AdG A& OftSIFEN GKFG GKS £SI11 FAEAY3I O02YYAl

Figure8.2 Supply pipe leakage options from WRE NHH demanghjgrtc Stage 2

TheWRE; NHH Demand Club ProjecStage 1 (2022) (Blue Marble)
and WRE; NHH Demand Club Projecbtage 2 (2022) (Blue Marble)
found that most norhousehold customers were not engaged with
water efficiency considerations. The expeaatwas that

wholesalers should be responsible for water efficiency and post
COVID they are just surviving. Retailers felt that commercial
pressures are a priority. Then Net zero and carbon reduction
dominate climate change priorities. Water efficiency megture in

/[ {w o6dzi fALI AaSNBAOS 2yted ¢KSNS
WR22YaRFe G(G2L) dNHzrLlAaQ G2 o6S | R
customers have a specific need for water efficiency, better service
with accurate billing was more enticing. [ng the Stage 2

Provide pro-active engagement, three propositions for handling supply side leakage

notifications when . . .
e were put to the retailers for evaluation (see Fig@.@).

(increased analysis . o )
required to review Retailers responded enthusiastically to all three options for the

any night use vs supply pipe leakages though had some key suggestions to make
leakage) them more appealing/ less risky for NHH customers. Alerts were

particularly well received, as was data (though some not keen on
being provided with lots of data, preferring alerts only). There was

o SUPPLY PIPE LEAKAGES

Retailer engages

direct with NHH recognition that customers need information on looking out for
customer leaks, and the benefits of leak repairs to customers. Customers
Wholesaler offers £500 would be more motivated to fix leak if they understood thestto
LZC::S'L”;Z Iﬁgem"ers them. The incentive level may not be attractive enough to make it
customer makes worthwhile for larger sites. The barrier for customers is investing on
fimely repair leak detection, hence this should be funded. Nausehold

customers were already motivated to repair leaks odetected.

Engagement in the proposed way still requires a lot of resources and effort from the retailer (in a low margin
context).

The recen®WRE NHH engagement conducted in June and Julyg2022d responses from Anglian water business
customers to groposition to reduce leakage via water meter detection. In particular, for those who had
experienced leaks in the past, this proposition felt valuable as it could help identify and help fix leaks more quickly
which in turn saves money and potential damage
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Reducing customer demand for water

Level of ambition for the home of the future for household usage levels and the best way to deliver this

In SSE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2€24re was a call for greater ambition in terms of speed
of consumption reduction, but not in terms of the stretch ambition of 80l/p/d. WiBRW- Updated Regional Plan
(2023)provided feedback from stakeholders (experienced in water related matters) anoh#jority ofSSC

customers suggested current target for 110L per capita consumption by 2040 should be brought forward, with the
focus being on expediting targets rather than increasing them e.g. 80L.

TheCCW;, Environmental Awareness Index (20BB)hligited that understanding of the impact of decreasing

personal water usage has increased since February 2022. This is especially apparent amongst women, those living
the east of England, and those without a water meter. These customer groups are incyeasing likely to

understand how reducing their personal consumption can help the environment.

WwSRdAzOAY A 41 GSNJ O2yadzyLIiA 2y Q S&E ETDSRReSort @A23) (THr@uaiddis 6 A G A 2
ambition is aimed at meeting two natiaftargets in the Environment Act: for HHs, reducing the average amount
eachperson uses at home by 26%SSW22% in CAM}his is a reductiorin SSWrom 148 (CAM 141) litres per day

in 2023/22 to 110 litres per day by 2050. The Environment Act alscehasasget for NHHs, where water
companiesshould aim to redue NHH waér use by 9% by 203[.was found to be a midier priority ranking, and
overall,it was ranked 8 in the workshops, and'6in the survey responsesf the 10 ambitions testedThe ambition

of reducing water consumption was not tested in depth in the survey, but the gqualitative results found that 82%
supported this ambition. In general, participants supported the efforts to encourage people to asedts, but

they believed that reducing water usage from 148 to 110 litres would be difficult, and cesextacation would be
required.Future bill payers agreed that customers should be persuaded to use less water and were concerned that
SSC was behinte target.NHH customers felt thaargetingbusinesses in the same way would be a challenge as
each business has different usage requirements.

The results of the survey in tI&SE LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoieeind that the key reasons for wanting to
NBRdzOS GKS FY2dzyd 2F 4 GSNJ dza SR urnécessapvdastaget gzl 3E N | YR
WNEB R dzO Hnly(32% ai wiofkshoparticipantsand 52% of the survey sample wanted SSC to actiéve

ambition before the target date of 2050. NHH customers and FBPs were more willing for SSC to achieve this
ambition before 205@ 69% of NHHs and 72% of FBPs edyrim the qualitative workshops, there was some

pushback from HH customers about contributing to funding investment plans to help businesses reduce their water
usage, and some felt that NHHs should contribute since they were generating profit.

Moving further, the South Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (s that different
stakeholders have different levels of understanding, and different viewsdegpPCC targets. Some stakeholders
feelthe target of 2050stoo far away, and mgress should be faster. Othersfé is a reasonable timelin®thers
said that f depends if abstraction can be reduced and environmental goals met with 2050 timeline, then it is
acceptable but i not, then PCC should be reduced sooner.

Some consultation responses show tleattainstakeholders disagree with the PCC targets. For exar8I€,
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Green Party Consultation Response to CCW's draft WRs4yq2023)10
litres per pe&son per day by 2050 target needs toinere ambiious, and they think it should be &p/s as soon as
possible On the other fand, the consultation respoesfrom Ofwatand Waterwiseshow that they think the plan
delivers in its expectations of setting its ambition towards demand management targets, inclediogpita
consumption/ / 2 G KAY 1 GKF G { fukh€ &hanlibe 119 I/p& deddetibld GoAsurdpion reduction

by 2050 and think they should increase this &2 litres per personperdaol f A3y gA0GK 59Cw! Qa
Improvement Plan.

SSC Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire DisitiotiCJoint Consultation Response to CAM's draft
WRMPconsutation response shows support for reduction of HH consumption to 110 litres per person by 2050
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however, they believe this cannot be achieved through just smart metering and educational work, and it needs
investment into more water #iciency homes and businesses, with the option of retrofitting where appropriate.

TheCSRSNIY GA2Y [ | Yo NAtRE®ntionSdtHaRtSigents riight nat ®e2a@drd of thegency of the
situation, and theywonder how SSC is communicating changing behaviour and saving water. This latter point is
explored further in the chapter.

Should SSC support the development of leater use homesg partnerships and incentives with new
developers?

WRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Mafbl&)d support for using grey or rain water, especially
from developers andlocal Authorities (LAgJho were interesting in collaborating to achieve this particularly in new
builds. This also had strong support from environmental groups when thinking abautlevelopments to address

both floods and droughts. There is a need for better incentives to encourage more grey water schemes, including fc
businesses, the payback period for grey water id2@ears, this is too long and so requires incentives.

SSE20nline; Monthly Report (August 2022) (Expla@isked about smart villages, a potential new housing
AYYy20F A2y RSaA3IYySR (2 RSEAGSNI 2y (KS D2OSNYYSydQa
Cambridge regions felt similarly abdytwith the largest proportion of members stating that they think the plan is a
good idea, but they would not be willing to receive a small bill increase to fund the scheme (42% of South Staffs
Water voters and 44% of Cambridge Water voters). This sugtesitsmart villages are not a main priority for SSC
O2YYdzyAl& YSYOSNE® a2NB /!a @20SNB OoumM:0 adldSR GKS
voters (9%), illustrating that this innovation may be more effective in the Cambridge Watersome members

a0l GSR GKFGX dzyf Saa GKSeé ¢gSNB (2 LIz2NOKFasS | ySg o0dzi
paying for this. Collaboration between businesses was mentioned as a possibility for funding and one member felt
that allnew homes should be built with water efficiency in mind.

On a more general note, research from 2022 has found that customers respond well to clear advice aided with
visuals in order to help them change their water behaviour. Gaeden Water Behaviour Qinge (2022study found

that giving tangible examples of how much water can be saved, in either litres or GBP, can be really motivating whe
it comes to persuading people to save water.

Some stakeholders had some ideas about how SSC could support lomusateomes. For example, the WRW
customer research showed that stakeholders would like to see subsidised water saving products available for
customersFurther, Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council said retrofitting existing
buildings to reduce water use will be essential and is urgently required.Councils would like CAM to explore this
further, in conjunction with themselves and the Environment Agency.

Should SSC continue to run education programmes at schools to raigaltigeof water? Would
customers support additional investment in this area?

TheSSC H20nlirn&Community Feedback WRMP (2€122) (Explainfound that 48% of South Staffs Water

members and 61% of Cambridge Water members indicated that water companies, including SSC, should play a
supporting role for teaching children about issues such as water efficiency. 33% in SSW an@2B¥&linthat it

gla {{/Qa Fdzf NBalLlRyaioAfAide G2 tSIR 2y (KA&AZ 6A0GK

5ANJ / @ YNMz 2% Rdteiirfg arid Effic®My Research Report (2021) (Rédishd customers would like their
water company to deliver higher profile campaignsénauuy 3 g+ G SN) aSyairot ez O2y @Sea
which is supported by education at schools on water efficiency, as well as those about to leave home so they adopt
good habits.

How far should SSC go to encourage NHH businesses to reduce ttegicarssumption?

TheWRE; NHH Demand Club Projecbtage 1 (2022) (Blue Marbligund that for small business, according to NHH
retailers, that water efficiency is less relevant and so messaging has to be targeted to larger businesses, where
efficiencyis more relevant. Some NHH retailers felt that there is a lack of water efficiency options available for
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businesses, and information that is available is targeted towards households. Retailers think smart metering could
a solution; is it the simplest @neasiest way to target and measure water efficiency but the cost of smart meters is
excessive for smaller businesses and investment support is needed from wholesalers.

Furthermore, theWRE; NHH Demand Club Projecbtage 2 (2022) (Blue Marblg)milarly found that messages
YySSR (2 0SS NBtSOlIyd yR GFAf2NBR (2 RAFTFSNBY(G o0dzAy
technologies so companies can vie for business based on water efficiency criteria. Wholesalers need to motivate
busy SaasSa wiz2 KI@GS aiiAy Ay (GKS 3IFHYSQX (2 RNAGBS |46 NB

The WRE NHBlemand Club Projeeffinal debrief (from August 2022 tested 4 propositions with NHH customers).

t NELRAaAGAZ2Y ™M gl & Wi2 NI RdzO Snefs &Ho hdd BxPerighded aleak idzheipyssidta
this proposition was valuable as it can help identify leaks to be fixed more quickly and thus saves money and preve
potential damage. Some improvements that were suggested:

T 9yadz2NBE AdGQa QdmérliskbparisiBieN® leakk S O dza

1 Provide case studies or cost examples to hep contextualise the financial support against the cost of leak
repairs

9 Ouitline clear guidelines for support eligibility and how funding will work

t NELR2AAGAZ2Y H gd8aVviz SHFR@EedDS 6Idi 3 NIS &-persdralidi by ghbidwatér 2 dzt
company, the was especially important for larger companies asthé s##RA G (22t Aay Qi & dzZFFTA
suggested are:

1 Important to be clear whether an iperson asessment would come at a cost

9 Offer or advertise specialist support and guidance for more complex or unique businesses

1 Optimise seHaudit tool to offer a hybrid and tailored approactselfaudit with support from online chat or
video call

Propositon3w & Wi2 Sy O0O2dzN} 3S odzaAySaasSa (2 | R2LIG & G§SNJ NE
recycling measure resonated mor with high volume users and those on an environmental platform. The
improvements suggested are:

f 550St 2L WANBSY Hoh&pNdadmasaes iindefstad wiy dzNduli & Néneficial and who
would recognise it

1 Water company should provide expert advice; outside the scope of a water retailer who are considered
Y2NBE 2F I WYARRES YIyQ

9 Target new businesses as they set up

ThefinalINR LI2Z AAGA2Y S nX ¢l a Wi2 SyO2dz2NI IS o6dzaAySaasSa G2
incentives felt the most relevant for businesses that are able to make significant changes. Web based sources were
most relevant for those businessgsKk A OK I NB Wa il yRFNRaQ Ay GKS gl & (KSZ

1 Give examples of small behaviours that would be eligible for incentives and rebates
1 Show how this accreditation scheme differs from other and who would recognise it
1 Offer a wd-chat option as a resource to talk to a real person about your unique business.

CCW9 PARSYOS wS@ASs 2F wSil fodnd thatziokt WISHs Zapatt froin $hilhighdstNg S
consumers, are complacent about their water usage. This Isgity NHH customers (not necessarily in SSC region
specifically), find the idea of water usage aullégsiewsvery attractive.

Many stakeholders tended to be passionate about reducing consumption amongst YWHRHs Promoting Water
Efficiency among NeHousehold Customers (2022) (Blue Marfdahd that around half of the NHH customers

studied were aware aghort or longterm demands for water, but not to the level of detail they were shown. Results
showed that the market is open to reducinguer usagebut the main barrier is complacencyhis research tested
specific propositions withNHHs andound that NHHs are busy and neeglfiito navigate the services available, and

AG aSSya Yzal R2y Qi KI @&&veiiTKehortieknmypBpogithhis AhgudHt th belthé masty G 2
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effective are leak alerts with incentives, andaerson audit and install. Further, longer teambitions seem to have
the potential to engage NHH once wider societal and environmental drivers exist, suchses\ge# tools, generic
advice and accreditation schemes.

The Strategic Panel and committees open letter to wholesaler CEOs regarding \84RiMRat water efficiency
ySSRa (2 0S02YS O2NB (2 S@SNE O XRyagamenio rekEtianyfoShe IHH Yy R Y S
YEN] SG A8 ONRGAOFE S FyR ¢ (S Natégk Pardkl goin& Believeethatanatdr | NB
companies are currently considering the needs and potential contributions of NHH customers, andghtety go

further with these commitments, and theinclusionin the plan.The NHH market must be fully integrated into these
plans as business customers represent a significant opportunity to reduce demand and as the majority of NHH
customers use water for the same purpeses HH customers (e.g. taps and toilets).

Water recycling

SSE Appendix E Customer Research Findings Summary CAM WRMP) &@il8S( PR19 Data Triangulation

Study SSW WRMP (20%8ted that the feedback from the WRMP and other projduthlighted an appetite for

water recycling, particularly when customers are informed about the challenges we face in terms of meeting future
demand for water. However, whilst customers viewed it as a priority, there were affordability issues that came
through in the engagement. This included the low level of likely take up of a retrofit scheme at an individual propert
level and the longerm concerns over whether customers would keep up the maintenance of a greywater system.
Household customers also exgeed an interest for more advice and support to help them to install simpler

rainwater harvesting system, such as water bultts.

Findings from th&sSC H20nlirge Monthly Report (September 2021) (Explé)nd that customers generally

thought water recyctig should be something that is done in all homes (67% SSW, 64% CAM). All Cambridge
customers were happy to use recycled water for flushing the toilet (91% SSW) or in their garden (73% SSW). Thos
who did have concerns was because of hygiene and poteptiehd of disease, they want SSC to be clear on the
guality of the water that has been recycled. Black water was the type of water customers were least happy to use ir
their homes at all. The majority of customers (68% SSW, 82% CAM) indicated that timeyduaterns about using
recycled surface rainwater in their homes, but customers were generally more concerned about using recycled
greywater in their homes. Theouth Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (Zeklhat grey

water recyding elicited more enthusiasm than any of the other suggitie options put to them. This was partly

because it was thought to have low environmental impact and was minimally disruptive for customers. Also, the
public were thought to be familiar with andpitive about the concept of recycling. However, stakeholders would
want questions answered. For instance, what could the water be used for; were the chemicals used in grey water
recycling safe; and who would bear the costs of e.g. retrofitting an extraf ggpes in existing homes? Water

recycling was also popular at tidambridge Water Stakeholder Roundtable (2021) (Community Research)

TheSS( Stakeholder Roundtable: Helping Businesses Save Water (R§@IR)hted a lack of understanding of the
benefits vs costs. There was a need to provide more support on the cost benefit analysis of water reuse
interventions and wider nomonetary benefits to help businesses make informed decisions. New builds were also a
key area flagged a few times as an oppaity area to explore options for water #@se/harvesting if the right

support and expertise was provided. There was a discussion around what is the best route for water recycling on
large developments. The return on investment would be key to understanihéobusiness case to stand. There was
mention of some negative case studies of water recycling not working, so more success stories need to be shared i
what has worked to help shift perceptions.

A survey at the start of 2022 in neighbouring Severn Teeént NB ISe\&eryi TrentiVERSMP24 (2022) (DJS
Research)eport gathered views on the eight or nine supply options that Severn Trent is considering to ensure there
is sufficient water to meet demand both now and in the future. The top water supply oftiidmouseholds (based

on nine options) was recycling or-using water indirectly through a treatment works. For Amouseholds water
recycling did not feature in the top three options, instead they preferred to see increasing the size of existing
reservars, increasing the capacity of water treatment works and maximising the outputs of our current water
treatment assets.
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Ly GSN¥a 2F adl(1SK2t RSN GASgas GKS |/ lintentvibelvdteBrécycting. NHdzY
They believe the water industry should put its energy behindwadhmodifications to locabuildingreguldions, and
Local Authorities should demand the facility to better influence local planning laws.

Metering ¢ including smart tech

The fairest way to charge for water, lotgym aspirations for metering and universal metering approaches

TheSSE Metering Presentation (2017) (QA Reseastigwed that likelihood to adopt a meter was driven by bill
reduction potential, but only 27% clustomers thought a meter would save them money. Small financial gains were
not necessarily enough to drive take up and therefore there was also a need to focus on emotional motives.

SSE WRMP and Lor@erm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight FultRpa7) (Community Researdaid

that most believed that metering is the fairest way to charge. Views on universal (compulsory) metering were more
mixed, with suspicion about water company motives and concern about leakage being a disincentive for some.
Smart metering (an indoor device giving a real time reading) was popular.

Echoing other studies at that time, 185 Appendix E Customer Research Findings Summary CAM WRMP (2018)
F2dzy R GKIFIG YSGSNRYy3 gt a aSSy Eudtonier Br chidmingifodBaier] but that INR |
any policies should not disadvantage customers in vulnerable circumstances. Most unmeasured customers were
F3FAyad O02YLlzZ a2NB YSGSNAYy3a FyR WKIFEZAy3a (KS HEDAOSQ
per property (per year) to have a meter installed and only £2 for giving the customer a continuous meter reading to
their home (i.e. an ifnome device).

TheSSE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (Jo2hy strong agreemerfor universal metering

especially strong in Cambridge. In South Staffsjersalmetering was picked as one of the top three options by 3

of the 4 future customers. It was a much less popular option amongst current customers. Likewise in Cambridge, 4
5 future customers chose this option, although in this region it was a more popular choice for all. However, no SME:
in South Staffs choamiversalmetering within their top 3 options.

In South Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (Z@2bd that household stakeholders felt
strongly about universal metering and had a range of responses. For some it was welcomed, and universal meterin
was seen as an effective way of making people more aware of and more careful about their water useal$owa
generally regarded as a fair and therefore acceptable way to charge. For others, they did not welcome it as it was fe
Al ¢2ddZ R AYyONBlFasS oAffta F2N) a2yYS Odzad2YSNAE FyR a2 N
that now was nothe right time to do this, with so many people already in debt because of increasing food and
energy bills. Some stakeholders were cautious but positive; while there was concern about bill impact and
affordability, this was balanced against a sense thaversal metering made sense. It should therefore be
AYUNRRdAzZOSR 6AGK OFNB® 9@Sy I aidl{SK2f RSNJ 6K2aS a¥20
metering for demand management, so long as customers were protected from unmanagdhibler&ases.

At the Cambridge Water Stakeholder Roundtable (2021) (Community Resgakehjolders were also strongly in
favour of universal metering for household customers as soon as possible, for several reasons:

Because of the urgency of the situ@ti compulsion is now needed to reduce demand.

Universal metering sends a clear message to customers about how serious the situation is and reinforces tf

value of water.

9 It enables the use of tariffs that encourage more careful use of water, such aghisik tariffs. Tariffs were
raised repeatedly during the group, and stakeholders strongly encouraged Cambridge Water to use them as
an incentive mechanism.

1 Finally, there seemed to be no good reason not to introduce universal metering. While affoydahbgita

concern, this could be addressed through targeted support measures.

T
)l

However, it was thought that metering might have only limited impact while water bills are low so would not be a
panacea; other demand management measukeslld be needed tooOther stakeholdeMVRMP24consultation
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responses show some general support for universal metemthsmart metersbut many stakeholders think the
SSW and CAM plans are not clear enoygftonthe detail around metering.

TheSSE& WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Researstgmers called for a universal metering programme to
prioritise reducing the demand for water as quickly as possible. The majority wanted to see universal metering fully
implemented in the next 145 yeas. There was agreement with the need to support customers through the
transition, however, water companies need to consider how much customers are being asked to contribute. Recent
energy prices rises have brought household bills to the forefront of pdofle YAYR& | YR GKSNB A a
household budgets are being squeezed.). The focus should be on installing new meters (or retrofit and install new &
the same speed) to support achieving this.

TheSSE Customer Priorities Infographic (202kpowedthat a full smart meter rolbut programme, so customers

can receive regular information and comparisons about their water usage to help control how much water they use
was expected only as part of an enhanced service to customers. Future 2050 essqra@édxservice should

include use of innovative technology to predict problems and/or quickly fix pipes, treatment works and pumping
stations, to reduce wastage of watele.g. use of artificial intelligence.

SSCWRMP Themeslandv3dzl Yy G A G GA @S L y Fourd khat amongst mninforimediclistordessy]ust
under half (47%) supported the introduction of universal metering, which was significantly higher in CAM compared
with SSW and amongst metered customers (see Fig®fr more information).

Figure8.3: Uninformed perception of Universal Meterjrippm SSE WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022)

61 00Syio
Support Significantly lower in:
- Severn Middle Worcestershire (30%),

- 18-34 (41%),
- Female (43%),
47% - Unmeterad (23%),
- Caring but Time Pressed (31%) & Don't bother me
(33%).
- DE (45%)
Significantly higher among :
59% - 65+ (58%),

- AB(55%)

Total

Significanthy higher than SSW

4 4 0,
S5W A
M Strongly support W Support
B Neither support nor oppose B Oppose
W Strongly oppose H Don't know

£ £ - - e e e e e v Sig higher or lower than at least one
hich of the following best represents how you feel about the introduction of universal metering? (n= 1,180, CAM: 283, S5W: B8 attribute in the same category

Once informed, the support for universal metering increased (significantly) by 6%. Customer suppoivaabyl5
key reasons;

Greater equitability;

control and awareness;

the incentive to reduce consumption;
protecting the environment;

the potential to save money.

aprwNPE

When considering options for a universal metering roll out programme having been provided with some education,
38% of customers supported the approach that minimises apatshift from previous Community Research
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qualitative work, where the highest levef support was to minimise the demand for water as quickly as possible
(27% supported this approach in this study). Even when informed 37% were not prepared to pay any more to delive
universal metering. Of those who are prepared to pay more to delivereusal metering, customers in the

Cambridge region (27%) were significantly more likely to pay an additional £4 per year to see universal metering
delivered by 2035. SSW customers were most likely to support an extra £2.50 by 2050 (24%) Customers who
supported universal metering were significantly more likely to pay for an additional amount (71%), while those who
opposed this approached are more likely to opt for not paying any more (21%).

When looking at stakeholder views, we can see thatEnvironmentAgency would like CAM Water complete the

full smart meter roll out by 2030 or earlier. Fast and effective rollout of smart metering is key to reduce demand, anc
they note that CAMs suggested titiree of implementationis slower than other programmes in @and.The

pressure on CAM water resources means they shouldetigeringsmart metering at a faster pace.

TheSSC H20nlirn&Community Feedback WRMP (2&122) (Explainhighlighted that saving money is a key selling
LRAYG 2F WaYIFINIGQ 61 G§SN) YSGSNBR Ay (GKS {2dz2ik {GFFFa =2
benefits of saving water through leakage detection and supporting the environment, assviiett aonvenience of
automatic readings. In June 202, 52% of Cambridge Water community members (base 44) indicated that they felt
metering should be universal for all customers, whereas only 32% of South Staffs Water members (base 47) share(
this view. 43%f South Staffs Water members indicated that customers should have a choice when it comes to a
metered supply and should have the option to switch back if they are unhappy; 18% of Cambridge Water members
shared that view. In Feb 2021, when asked what 3SWA Q& YSUGSNAy 3 L2 f A0& &aKz2dzZ R
members thought (base 27) water meters should be universal but starting with those with high water usage,
compared to only 13% of Cambridge members (base 23). However, 57% of Cambridge memigbtsathaier

meter should be universal for all customer homes, compared to 26% of south Staffs members. In June 2021,
members were asked what they thought the benefits of being on a water meter were, the most common positives
included monetary savings an@ibg more conscious of water usage. However, those who were not on a meter
already had concerns over the uncertainty of charges.

GLAY y20 OdNNByidfe 2y || YSGSNE o6dzi KF @S O2yaAaRSN
keep hearing bthese 'standard charges' that are included in your bill whether you have used the water or
not, so I'm thinking, would it benefit me? Would | be paying more for water | haven't used? Still on the fence
gAGK (0 BSWaMerdbgrS ¢

TheSSE NERA Willingnesto Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2022archdid not observe a positive WTéY
installing smart metes; whichseems to implyhat many customers do nairioritise havinga smart meter in their
home, and/or that they do not want to pay extra ttave one Conversely, th®VRW- Updated Regional Plan (2023)
found most customers do support smart metering, including the universabublThis was especially apparent
when customers understood the future challenges around water supply. Howeveretgswnoted that there is a
lack of WTP data for smart metering, which is in line with the NERA rediiiese showed that customers in both
regions were more mindful of price in relation to this attribute compared to most other attribi@escifically,
customers preferred the idea of fully smart meters, as opposed to-semait or nonsmart meters, because of the
data visibility and consumption data they would offer. SSW customers tended to support universal metering as long
as vulnerable customers woudbntinue to be supported. There were also some wider concerns around the
prospect of smart metering, for example, the worry of increased bills, especially for larger househtidse who
are currently unmetered.

There has also been some discussioousmart meters for business customerheSouth Staffs Wateg
Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (Zo2byd that whilst they were thought to be helpful for businesses
proactively looking to cut costs, there was less interest from farmers wheeagral water sources (mains,
abstraction, private water supply).

The water retailers consulted as part of ttRE; NHH Demand Club ProjecBtage 1 (2022) (Blue Marblsthted

that inaccurate data was a major barrier to encouraging water efficiency in the sector. Retailers felt it is difficult to
promote water efficiency with the current data which was seen as poor quality, with meter readings repeatedly
missed. Smart metering was seas the solution and would be the simplest and easiest way to target and measure
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water efficiency. Howevethe cost of smart meters was prohibitive for smaller businesses and therefore investment
support would be needed from wholesalers.

G2 K2f S ant kn@Nghoudgh Aabout meteravhere they are, if they're broken etc. If they could deal with
GKFd 6SUR 0SS 6Stt 2y (K@nassodated)2 0SGGSNI 61 GSNI STT

CCW, Smart Thinking Metering for Business Customers (2€28f that, among NHHs, smarteters are viewed
positively as they are understood to help to reduce water usage and allow businesses to become more efficient.
Most businesses were already aware of this concept, and the associated benefits, due to the growing popularity of
other utility smart meters in both homes and businesses. 82% of NHHs supported the broader rollout of new water
meter technologies, and expected them to become commonplace as they offer time and financial savings. Howevel
businesses need educating on how smart wateters actually work, and how the installation process works. There
seems to be a lack of knowledge amongst NHHs about how AMI meters differ from AMR and basic water meters,
meaning some benefits regarding time savings may b@aowk or underappreciated ahe moment.

Severn Trent Proactive Metering Research Report (2021) (DJS Reseancimarised the perceived advantages of
metering to be that it could work out cheaper (depending on household make up), meters were seen as way of
ensuring that everyonill pay for what they use, they make people more careful about what they are using, they
enable people to cut down wastage and to 'do their bit', provides accurate billing, could help to inform water
companies and help detect leaks and it is a fairer tsagharge. Perceived disadvantages were that it could work out
more expensive (depending on household make up and life circumstances), customers might modify behaviour to
the point where people are worrying too much about usage or feeling guilty, it caulske arguments in the home,
there is hassle associated with having to read them, customers were unsure whether the customer pays to install
plus added installation hassle, it could impact on where you can live or house sales, people would need teenter t
home to service it (post COVID concern) and that bills would fluctuate. When revealed that most water meters
are not in fact smart, participants were clear that not being able to access the information in real time, for some,
defeats the purpose ofdving a meter in the first place.

A more recent report fronSevern Trent Environmental Destination and Compulsory Metering (2022) (Accent)
foundsimilar conclusions t8S@2 wat ¢KSYSa wm | yR o vdz yiAndhatamogyst Ly & A
uninformed customers, half supported the introduction of universal metering, significantly higher amongst metered
customers compared with unmetered. Once customers were informed with education on the topic, support for
universal metering increased (significhiitoy 8%. When considering options for a universal metering roll out
programme, 49% wanted rollout to be undertaken as soon as possible and this was significantly higher amongst
metered customers, middle social grades (C1C2) and those who do not reqp@s iwith paying their household

bills. Significantly more customers supported the roll out of smart meters with the associated increase in costs
compared to cheaper, neamart meters (42% compared to 29%). 44% supported the rollout of smart meters by
2035 Monthly meter reads were the most preferred frequency for receiving meter reads (37%). There was no clear
preference for replacement method (38% replace at end of life/40% before end of life).

The5 ANJ / & Y NHz % Blétaiirig artd Efficety Reseaibport (2021) (RelisB)dzLJLJ2 NIl SR FA Y RA )
region, in that unmetered customers were often open to more info and to their barriers being challenged. Most also
expressed support for the fairness of paying for what you use, thus progressive metkeirsya stepped approach

to adoption without making meters compulsory. Customers recognised that better understanding their usage will
help them reduce consumption, and they saw a potential role for smart water meters in helping achieve this. They
did, haovever, harbour cost concerns and have high expectations based on energy smart meters, with (for example)
IHDs, apps and real time info. Applying a tiered pricing tariff structure to control demand did not gain traction with
customers, primarily becausevitas felt to penalise families and vulnerable customers. Although not ideal, reducing
pressure across the network was often felt to be a preferable and fairer solution.

The GB wide study rtesiag MOSL Enhancing Metering Technology (26@2)d thatadoption of smart metering
across all retail market regions would have the following benefits:

9 For retail customersaccurate bills, based on consumption. Fewer complaints. NHH customers can make
more informed choices about their retailer based on vahe services and should be able to switch more

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 103



easily due to accurate bills speeding up the psx: More opportunity for water efficiency, leakage will
reduce, and bill shocks minimised.

1 For wholesalersEach transaction will be settled based on accurate consumption data. Improved visibility of
consumption from each NHH meter, allowing sites witltential wastage or leakage to be identified, and
this information will be shared with retailers. Opportunities to improve water efficiency and reduce leakage.
Improved consumption data to improve demand forecasting and water resource planning. Improved
consumption data for use in water balances and performance commitment reporting. Accurate consumption
will also improve settlement calculations.

1 For retailers More accurate settlement and reliable cashflow, due to improved billing and settlement
accuracyReduced costs for meter reading, and the opportunity to deliver a more efficient service. It will
allow retailers to innovate and provide customers with the services they want. It should provide more
confidence in taking on new customers.

91 For the market perator - Improve market performance, allowing the market to be more outcome focussed.
Provide a data rich environment to deliver value added insight and drive evidenced based improvements. It
should allow the market to become more efficient.

The Artesia@port also stated that enhanced meter technology exists now that can deliver the benefits via remote
communications, daily metered consumption values from every meterdsilly consumption data to identify
continuous demand which can reduce leakage oivdelwater efficiency. Delivering enhanced meter technology in
AMP8 is cost beneficial and will deliver beneflts into the future. Enhanced meter technology could be delivered by
gK2f SaltSNAR +Fa I af2¢g NBINBGa& Asudderaiiangd gigceranbs.t wu n

A recent reportHafren Dyfrdwyg WRMP Customer Research (2022) (Blue Mashigyed that a majority of the
sample felt positive about smart meters. They would be motivated to monitor use and (hopefully) save money.
Many were unsure or had concerns, however, suggesting clear communication of potential benefits is needed.

Approach to fitting and retrofitting meters

Information gathered iIr8SE PR19 Data Triangulation Study SSW WRMP (201:&) that the opportunity to

revert toan unmeasured charge within the first two years of opting for a meter remains a vital policy to offer. Also,
offering a guarantee that the customer will not pay more than their rateable value during this period would also give
customers reassurance. Tisisould be supported by targeted communication of any savings made during this period
as a way to help overcome the main barrier that customers highlighted, the prospect of higher bills. This is
particularly important to ensure vulnerable customers to ngperience unwanted distress, particularly when

moving home; and the evidence shows that a noticeable number of customers view smart metering as a potentially
useful service to help them manage their water consumption more effectively. A pilot trial, imglgdining

customer feedback, of how best to approach a water smart metering roll out is required to ensure it delivers a
solution that gives customers more control of their water usegemething they have called for throughout SSC
engagement.

TheSSE WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Reseahith favoured bringing in universal metering within the
next 1015 years felt the focus should be on installing new meters (or retrofit and install new meters at the same
speed) to support achieving this. Custers felt that this time frame is sufficient for South Staff and Cambridge to
make the transition.

OWe are running out of water the problem needs to be managed.aszmbridge Customers.

Those who thought universal metering should be implemented should be implemented in the next 25 years did so
because they were more concerned about the cost of implementation if completed sooner.

Smart metering preferences

SSE WRAP Deep Dives (2021)rf@aunity Researclstatedthat most participants were willing to pay more to have
universal metering implemented ahead of 2050 but may not have considered this in the context of all other
proposed bill increases (relating to water transfers, more frequefarmation on usage etc). Cambridge customers
were more likely to prioritise full Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) as a roll out option than SSW. Cambridge
September2023
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customers also appeared slightly more determined to hold out against any bill increasesStvacuStomers

(including support for vulnerable customers). Future customers were slightly more likely to prioritise AMI metering
than current customers. Higher soeconomic grades were more reluctant to pay towards supporting vulnerable
customers througtthe impact of increased water bills.

TheSSE WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community Reskeanaththat customers were surprised that there

was only a small price differential between roll out of Automatic Meter Reading (AMR) (£3.50 per yean) ant

of AMI metering (£4.20 per year) by 2040. Cost was a prevalent consideration but once they were aware of the sme
additional costs of AMI as opposed to AMR, there was a strong preference for AMI. The need to educate and inforn
consumers about thehange to smart meters was highlighted. There was concern about the potential impact of
changes on vulnerable consumers and frequent mentions of the positive impact on the enviro@nent.

Cambridge participant was very sceptical about the reasons forgehéwhich has been noted as emerging in wider
metering studies) and therefore such an emotional response needs to be factored into any communications about
the introduction of AMI.

Cambridge region stakeholders reported in @8 Stakeholder Roundtahlélelping Businesses Save Water (2022)
that there was strong and consistent support shown for smart water meters and more frequent data. Smart
metering, Technology, Data insighsmart metering roll out was deemed to be a key enabler so all working eth t
same data. There was a need for more support and advice on business cases in how to make best use of resource

In the SSE& WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Aaoemtthly meter reads were the most

preferred frequency (39%). In thigidy, customers were not shown the potential bill impacts of investments made,
rather willingness to pay for particular service features (independent of one another) and found 26% of customers
were prepared to pay an additional £2.50 per year for monthlfmace monthly meter read.

TheWRE NHIBemand Club ProjeEinal Debrief2022)reported that the idea of smart meters captures the

attention of NHH customers as they like the idea of more accurate billing and not having to read a meter. However,
the is some concern about the feasibility of installing smart meters in certain locagool as rural farms. Other
concerns raised in WRE NHH demand club project stage 1 included: SMEs finding a smart meter investment is not
worthwhile and would need an incentive to install one. There was discussion about wholesalers supporting busines
cugomers with the investment as they also benefit from businesses installing smart meters.

Supporting lowincome families who might struggle to pay their bills

South Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (28219d that universal meterimpshould be
introduced gradually, with care, to protect those who might be tipped over the edge by a rise in water bill.
Stakeholders suggested some approached to help reduce the financial shock, including, not catching people off
guard, SSW should educatestomers on universal metering and introduce the concept slowly. Stakeholders also
suggested offering financial help to avoid unmanageable high bills.

TheSSE& WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Reseasnbluded it is right to support the most vulrédile
customers. Water companies need to consider how much customers are being asked to combrivarts

supporting othersstruggling with paying their water billRecent energy price rises have brought household bills to
0§KS T2 NBTNRY i and therdidSetaghitritioat hgusehddbudgets are being squeezed.

Further, CCWs response to the consultation plan shows that stakeholders lagnisedhe cost of living and
affordability concerns when discussing smart metering rollouts, and CCW likeutd see the plan provide clearer
reassurance that support will be providi¢o the vulnerable, those struggling with affordability and larger
households during the transition to and after meter rollout.

PalF3sS 2F a3aIK2adé YS(S Nhpertied to Syich B dzidted S dzy YS I & dzNB R
TheWRMP Strategic Plannirfg022 report¥ 2 dzy R G KI & G KS &K R2 gonok ltkoduded and Y S i

clearly explainedyas seen as a positive and efficient way to increasing number of metered profggritestomers
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TheSS(E PR19 Data Triangulation Study SSW WRMP (20it¥lined that the opportunity to revert to an
unmeasured charge within the first two years of mgtifor a meter remains a vital policy to offer. Also, offering a
guarantee that the customer will not pay more than their rateable value during this period would also give
customers reassurance. This should be supported by targeted communication of algssaade during this period
as a way to help overcome the main barrier that customers highlighted, the prospect of higher bills. This is
particularly important to ensure vulnerable customers to not experience unwanted distress, particularly when
moving hane; and the evidence shows that a noticeable number of customers view smart metering as a potentially
useful service to help them manage their water consumption more effectively. A pilot trail, including gaining
customer feedback, of how best to approactvater smart metering roll out is required to ensure it delivers a
solution that gives customers more control of their water usagemething they have called for throughout all our
engagement.

The more recen8SE& WRAP Deep Dives (202Cpmmunity Researdbund the majority of customers across both

regions (30 out of 40) believed that properties should switched to a metered charge witlZimnths of a meter

being installed. Waiting until a change in occupancy was not favoured byneeistothe reasoning was because they

believed customers might not attempt to change their behaviour if they are not planning to move and this option

does not communicate the seriousness of the situations

KAY g 2 dzf dRstarBand® mdardSnainditl 6f theiltwatgt (isge Al mdnkorBw (i
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(15% CAM, 21% SSW) compared with the 25% price cap guarantee. However, 40% of SSW customers said they w
like a combination of both options offered.
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Offering a price cap and/or staggered bill for a pdrof a year to smooth the bill shock

In South Staffs Wateg Stakeholder Roundtable Feedback Summary (2ftiyed that stakeholders suggested a

range of approaches to help reduce the financial shock. People should not be caught off goeatetsy Education

OLI NI AOdzZE F NY & Ay FR@GFYyOS 2F adGFNIAYy3 || dzyA@SNEIE YS
help. Some customers would need financial help to avoid unmanageably high bills. A stakeholder with an
environmental focusuggested that customers should be encouraged to cut their water use first, before being
offered financial help.

New ways of charging for water and tariffs

SSE¢ WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2021gwed there was support for higher tarifés higher

users, but only if the system considers household size and composition. SSW customers, however, query how this

would work for customer without a meter and how this could impact large households on low incomes and those

with health conditions. SB1a RARY Qi FANBS gAGK GKAA YSOUK2R F2NJ 0dza
G¢KFG ¢g2dzZ R 0S dzyRSNRGIYRIGES Fa Ad YI1Sa asSyas
more water. | would only think this would be unfair if this was also applied tinlcome householdsho

YLe y2iG 68 o6t S (i eambriEige aVatE, FitueBill Sdyer.NI O2 & (i ®¢

Some customers suggested offering lower prices for less use would be a better method, using this as an incentive f
behaviour change.

TheSSE& WRAP Focus Groups Repo@22) (Community Researdblnd that on the whole, individual tariffs were
more appealing than a community tariff but a Community Tariff should be considered if that is the only option
available. Timéased tariffs were least popular of the individualitfsras they were perceived to be least likely to
result in behaviour change as so many wedtased activities are anchored to morning routines. Respondents found

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 106



it difficult to choose between tariffs based on usage without knowing more about costs @avaNith either option
OKIFtfSyasa 46SNB ARSYGATASR 6AGK SRdOFGAy3 Odzi2YSNE

5ANJ / @ YNYz % Rdteiirfg arid Effic®mMd¢y Research Report (2021) (Retisicluded that applying a tiered
pricing tariff structureto control demand would struggle to gain traction with customers, primarily because it was
felt to penalise families and vulnerable customers. It could however bemafitvorkinghouseholds and home
workers who can load shift. Although not ideal, redugingssure across the network was often felt to be a
preferable and fairer solution.

TheSSE Social Tariffs Research (2023ked customers abowt proposed new affordability tariff, known in the
researchas theW 9 & & S ywiiffl I thelquarBitative survey, émost half (48%) of all SSC respondents would
support theintroduction2 ¥ W9 & a Saydngarty & thitd €339%) neither supported nor did not support this,
whilst only 20% did not support it. The qualitatimerveyshows that the concept aneligibility criteriaraisemultiple
guestions and concerns amongstmecustoners and sakeholders which impact on how far customers can support
it as this stage.

Customers generally had more questions and concerns than positive comments; it is impotkmify and amend
the tariff in response to these to give the trial the best chance of success.

1 In the household group%articipantswere unsure if now was the right time to focus on a higher income
bracket, but recognised many households with incamer £19,050 are also struggling at this time.
However, someuestioned whypilot a new scheme when there is a shortfall in those currently being
helped on Assure vs who needs itvhy not help those who are most in need first?

9 Stakeholders were splg¢ around half felt it was a good idea, while the other half had concdtnsas
seen as@mething for a slightly higher income bracket who are certainly strugblimg concern was it
might lead to mhealthybehavioursover-restriction andobsession with monitoring usage (as with
energy smart meters), possibly detract from the support offered to those most in need

1 Inthe o-development customers initially reacted negatively, mainly due to metering requireriéet
tariff concept was mainlyiewed as a god money saver for those already on a meter and those living
alone, good for higher income bracket who miss out on lots of supptmivever, there wasery strong
resistance to switching to a metas it would beunfair on familiesand those \ith disabilities,and
householdsmight restricttheir water useto an unhealthy level and obsess over usafjgere were
concerns it would béoo muchfor peopleto think about

The guantitative srvey results show that suppofdr the tariff increases t®2% when respondents feel they

completely understood the concept, suggesting that it is crucial to explain tHégadcessfullyand answer

customers questions abouttid gain buyin. The cedevelopment workshopamong target customerighlighted

that the need to install a meter is a barrier to many unmetered customers relating to concerns about being metered
LISNJ aS> FyR | RA aO2isipéroeivéd ko teaficientt® Gif $ebwhat & mdterefbiid goOld

be to drive uptakeof the tariff. That being said, there is majority support (56%) amongst target customers (those
with an income between £19,056£25,000) andcustomer supportloes increase amongst metered customers to

64% (although this is maignificantly higher than for unmetered customers).

Other smart technology

TheSSE PR19 Foundation Research June (2017) (Acstated that longer term, there was an expectation for
increased investment in technology, improved education, and measures to address future demand. Younger
customers in particular wanted SSC to help them manage their own usage (and costs) via smalddggcdeuices
and reaitime information.

TheSSE Customer Priorities Research Qual Year 3 (2022) (Aesgiyed expectations of future technology and
found that long term priorities include as an enhancing factor, that customers expeetibB€mwch more
imaginative in their use of technological solutions for example, no flush toilets, predictable usage apps, water
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efficiency devices, real time/instant service support, water recycling technalogyyation that addresses carbon
emissions and watdeakage detection and prevention

Behaviour Change

SSE WRMP and Lonrgerm Resilience Customer Engagement Insight Full Report (2017) (Community Research)
stated that over half of customers agree they could do more to reduce water usage. A éactirefiess that a water
shortage is likely in future, meant that many saw no reason to reduce their usage. Both passive and proactive
education and support were welcomed. Although most customers said they thought water is a precious resource,
many did not eem to reflect this in their behaviour. It was concluded that more work was needed to raise water
consciousness.

Later that same year, th8SE PR19 Data Triangulation Study SSW WRMP (20b&narised a positive start to the
WaterSmart trial when providioncustomers with water saving recommendations in their homes and gardens. The
STFTSOGAOSYySaa 2F (GKSaS o4+ GSN) al@gayaa NBO2YYSyYyRIGAZ2Y
how best to support customers to use water more wisely.

Water Usageri the Garden (2021) (Blue Marbferussed on water usage in the garden in various water company
regions (not including SSC customers). This report showed that respondents found it tricky to remember exactly ho
many times they used water in the garden otiee 6:week period. This was especially true for watering the garden,
where most ovefestimated the frequency that they did so. Many claimed to have a more strict and regular watering
routine than what they carried out. Few really followed a strict roatamd watering the garden was a sporadic
behaviour during the observed fieldwork. It was often done when: the customer found themselves at home with
time on their hands; the weather was particularly hot, and crucially, sunny, or when they happened ®thetic

plants looking dry or unhealthy. Among the participants who gardened, all said that they gardened a similar amount
at that time to prepandemic, suggesting that garden water usage patterns at that time ought to be similar-to pre
pandemic behaviours.

Most customers felt that they wereapableof reducing the amount of water that they use in the garden. Barriers

were low awareness of water scarcity and more water efficient ways to conduct regular behaviours and reducing
water usage may make certain taskore time consuming e.g. cleaning car/patio. There was often seen to be a key
gatekeeper to garden water usage i.e. the main gardener. The downsides of water saving were perceived to be les:
fun and that it made tidiness more difficult. There were fewgedved advantages i.e. there was low awareness of

cost benefit or environmental benefits to using less water.

CCVW\ Lifting the Lid (2023pund that 63% of people in England and Wales felt they could be more water efficient,
with most claimingtheycoR WLI2 aadAo0f&Q 0S Y2NB STFFAOASY(dH o6ndz0z O
some groups of people who were more likely to claim they could be water efficient, such as; younger people aged
18-34 (compared to older age groups), and those whorareworking (compared to those who are working).

t SNKFLJA fAFS aidl3S AYLIOGha 2y 2ySQa lFoAftAGe (2 ¥FSSt
that could motivate people to become more efficient.

Another report fromWRE; Club @stomer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Marliighlighted too that customers

need to be empowered to help, by reducing their water use: consumers and stakeholders agree that communicatiol
is vital. Much of the public do not know there is a problem. Thet#tle to motivate them to reduce demand.

Potential for restrictions in a drought does not appear to trouble people (who approach the prospect with new post
LI YRSYAO NBAATASYOSOd ¢KS 4 (SNJ aSOi2 NQsis thal$hepébled S R
is not real/immediate.

TheSSE WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Resdagtillghted that metering is strongly believed to

encourage behaviour change and is considered the fairest way of paying for water by customers. Siril@8¢; th
WRAP online groups report from Feb 2022 found that customers believed that having real time information would
change behaviours (as it has for some of those with smart energy meters).

SSE WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community Reseatell)there may be a difference between claimed

and actual behaviour change as a result of smart metering. People find it notoriously difficult to predict how they wil
behave in the future.
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UEA¢ Behaviour Change Interventions in the Water Sector (2022) (UEGBESSpntained several considerations
relating to behaviour change that could be adopted by SSC-teomgchange and increased adoption of new
behaviours can be inspired by exploring new forms of interventions like environmental restructuring andimgodel
Interventions can be designed and targeted more precisely with the support of more preliminary research and the
use of best practice derived from primary or academic research. The benefits of interventions can be improved by
including reinforcement tthe newly introduced behaviours, supporting letegm behaviour changes. There is a

good foundation available for identifying and adopting new methods of data collection and impact analysis to
formalise and streamline the process of impact assessmesizeable majority of interventions surveyed were
delivered via standard communications channels and would have benefited from some underpinning research or
evidence base. Trial runs, and measurement of outcomes in terms of changes in behaviour cowdealsslged
optimise the interventions, increasing the likelihood that investment made in the larger roll out would be successful.
Research shows thattheseoleF ¥ 6 FANB YR F2NHSGQ AydiSNBSyildizya | N
they miss an important opportunity to build a knowledgebase and community of practice in the sector, in which
successful interventions can propagate more widely, while unsuccessful ones can be examined to understand
behaviour better and improve the design otdire ones.

TheSS( Stakeholder Roundtable: Helping Businesses Save Water {8022t best practice sessions to share
case studies of success stories would be helpful. It was viewed water was a key part of the conversation around
strategic planningguality of life and attracting business investment in Cambridge. There was a call to explore
opportunities to link water and energy savings. Muiltility link up could work but that depends on the building
usage and how much water is used (link to ocawgyd and potentially new build incentives to harvest water. If there
was a price rise in the cost of water, then more effort is put in place to reduce usage.

TheCCW, Desktop Review of Behaviour Change Campaigns (B®d8)ed certain water saving campaigns aimed

at HH customers, amongst other campaigns. This research provided some interesting findings. For example,
campaigns tend not to promote behaviours or offer products and services that people are likely to feel positive
about. Ideally behaviours, products or services that are attractive and/or easy should be promoted as this makes th
task of behaviour change much easier. Of course, it is sometimes necessary to promote less attractive or difficult
behaviours, and campaigiean usually go some way towards making them more attractive or easier. This topic
should be investigated more.

Garden Water Behaviour Change (2022)nd that customers responded well to clear advice which is aided by
visuals to help them to change thdiehaviour. This study also found it important to educate customers as how to
water resource works, and why bans and drouglishot suddenly disappear as the weather changes. This has been
seen to help motivate and maintain water saving behaviour. Alstyiging tangible examples on how much water

can be saved in litres or pounds can be motivating for customers.

TheWRW- Updated Regional Plan (20Z8und that, over the last few years, water efficiency views have not
changed much. Amongst HH customéh®re is little that compels people to save water, especially amongst
unmetered customers. However, in generalst customers used some form of water efficiency device, and
customers want to hear more from their water companies about how to save wélat.being said, in 2023, seven
out of 10 customers know or think that their water compangngouragingpeople to reduce their water usage.

Turning our attention to stakeholders, we can see that they often also focus on behaviour change. For é8@ple,
CCW Consultation Response to CAM draft WRMP (&@28joned thatthey would like to see mordetail in the

plan on how CAM will use a behavioural science approach (or other similar innovétigessuade customers that
universal metering is the right thing to dalso, Waterwise mentioned water efficiency in their response to both the
SSW and &AM draft plangSSC Waterwise Consultation Response to CAM draft WRARil (2023)SSC

Waterwise Consultation Response to SSW draft WRMB (2023)Waterwise criticised the water efficiency costs
which show mimnal costs incurred after AMP&heyexpect some money to be invested in this area, for example
through an app or digital portal which customers will use to proactively engage with their consumption during the
smart meter rollout, and there could also be more HH water saving visits for ome$and people who are moving
house. Some other ideas thatatérwise had were a leaky loos campaign, and a dual flush campaign which could be
integratedinto home visits.
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Golden Threads: Demand side options

Golden
Threads

The need for
customer
information and
engagement

Leaksthose on customer propertieare unlikely to be effectively
addressed without an education programrwegain customer
cooperation.

Water recyclingcustomers are positive about this but again, education
important to enourage their involvement.

Education and good information are clearly strong potential drivers of
behaviour change.

Call for collective
responsibility and
fairness

Leaks customers feel strongly that this should be addressed, but they
werereluctant to pay for this on hills.

Water recyclingsubsidiedor retrofitting systems will be a key
requirement to encourage adoption

Metering generally regarded as a fair basis for charging, particularly
among those who already have them and among future customers.
Cambridge household customers were slightly more in favour than thg
in South Staffs region, though both regions generally pastowards
universal meteringTargeting areas of higher consumption should be th
priority.

Accurate billing is also important among NHH customers to encourage
sense of fairness.

Concern for the
environment

There was generally low awareness of theiesnmental benefits to using
less water.

Protection for
vulnerable
customers

Metering there are concerns about how to move all customers to

universal metering, including the costs for vulnerable custon&sdong
as these are mitigated and introduction is gradual to prevent unaffordg
bill increases, there is majority support for universal metering.

Emerging
thread

Cost of living

Leaksopposition towards paying for this has been exacerbated by
financid hardship since Cowit9d, which is likely to continue with treost
of-livingcrisis.

Metering: acceptance is dependent on the balance between reducing
demand and the potential extra costs to some customé&BE customers
were slightly less positive towards universal metering as there were
concerns over bill increases.

Demographic Splits: Demarglde options

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to demand

side options. Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

Demographic group(s) Key findings/ comparisons

SSWvE€AM

Appendix A.8. Bummarises SSW and CAM preferenc
in relation to demanekide options. All customers werg
concerned for leakage, and this was a top priority

consistently throughout the literature. CAM customer
tended to prioritise this higher than SSMfstomers,

and were willing to pay much more for it. Differences
recycled water preference changed depending on th¢
source of water by region.

HH vs NHH

Appendix A.8.3ummarises HH vs NHH preferences i
relation to demandside options. In regards teakage,
there are no differences between the customer types
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Demographic group(s)

Key findings/ comparisons
as both HHs and NHHSs view reducing leakage as a t
priority. In terms of reducing water consumption, it
appears that NHHSs, overall, are perhaps more engag
in this conversation than HHs are.

FBP vs current bill payers

Appendix A.8.3ummarises future customer
preferences in relation to demarside optionsFuture
billpayers are characterized as tesavvy and
demanding, expressing a strong desire for a-teaé
usage appMotivations for reducing water wastage
mainly surround avoiding unnecessary costs. Despit¢
this, many of these customers tend to be somewhat
oblivious to water wastage. Some state that they wot
change their water behaviour as a result of awarenes
others stated that they would be unlikely to restrict
their water usage for any reason. Reducing water
wastage, smart metering and compulsory metering a
highly ranked by future billpayers. This group also
expresses a desire for quicker solutions in reducing
leaks and are generally comfortable with the
technology associated with smart meters. Future
billpayers express a strong desire for ambitious goals
leakage reduction, with 77% wanting the ambition of
reducing leakage (from 2017/18 levels) by 50% to be
achieved before 2050. Similarly, 72% of Future
billpayers desire a reduction in the average amount ¢
water each person uses each day before the 2050
target. They suggest using smart meters and water
audits to increase customer awareness of water usa
and how to reduce it, but emphasise that such efforts
should not notably impact their quality of life.

Vulnerable vs other customers

Appendix A.8t& dzY Yl NA 4S& @dzZ y SN
preferences in relation to demand side options. Ther
seems to be a lack of Wit reducing leaks among
vulnerable customers. On the other hand, there seen
to be support for universal metering. Vulnerable
customers were more likely to reduce their water usg
compared to norvulnerable customers, with one of
the main drivers beingvanting to save money,
especially as those who are financially constrained a
at risk of hardship from even small increases in their
bills.

Stakeholders vs customers

Appendix A.8.5ummarises some of the key themes
relevant to demand side options frometstakeholder
consultation undertaken during the WRMP24 plannin
process. Stakeholders generally support measures t
reduce water consumption. They emphasise the
importance of addressing leakage, water efficiency
measures and smart metering. Stakeholdend £SC
customers are aligned in thinking that leakage
reduction is of high importance. Also, among
stakeholders there is a desire for government
intervention on water efficiency, with some urging for
more ambitious targets and subsidisation of water
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Demographic group(s)

Key findings/ comparisons

savingproducts. Some NHH customers have also
suggested similar interventions.

Whilst stakeholders welcome smart metering, concel
about affordability and bill predictability, especially fo
vulnerable customer, are noted. This is similar to HH
customer viewsand especially, that of vulnerable HH
customers. Some stakeholders favour universal
metering, but with careful timing and affordability
protection, which is again, similar to findings of other
customer groups.

On demand management, stakeholders sometirals®
focus on communication and education, especially in
deprived areas. This point has also come up in reseg
projects with other customer groups. Stakeholders
stress the need for clear plans, ambitious targets, an
the integration of NHH customers inteater reduction
efforts, with ongoing monitoring and adaptation. Thes
overarching views on managing demand are more
developed for stakeholders, and in some instances,
NHHs, compared to other SSC customers.
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11. SOURCE PREFERENCES, RESERVOUIRBERNLRANSFERS

Bibliography
RIS Participants Project Objectives
Date
35
customers |[¢2 dzy RSNRGFYR 15 (
overall: 4 | the initial WRMP proposals. Specifically
Hafren Dyfrdwyg future, 20 | to gauge response to proposed use of:
WRMP Customer June 2022 :l:' NHH and HHSs, 6 water restrictions, ways to reduce
Research (2022) clijgtr(?mers NHHs, 5 demand, use smart meters, meet the ne
(Blue Marble) digitally leakage targetsyater transfers, and
excluded response to plans to support private
Odz&a G 2 Y supply households.
aSlhadaNBE 0dzad2YSNAC
water resources, levels of service ahe
options or plans that Severn Trent migh
Severn Trent May 2022 HH and NHH 624 HH, create to address any changes to levels
WRMP24 (2022) .
(DJS Research) customers 149 NHH service or to ggdress a supglgmand
RSTFAOAU®
To develop a Best Value Plan in line wit
2} G§SNJ wSa2dz2NDS t I
SSC Cambridge
City Counciland
South
Cambridgeshire n/a Stakeholder n/a @onsultat[on response to CAM's WRMP
District Council RN} ¥ oO0dzaAySaa LI I
Joint Consultation
Response to CAM's
draft WRMP
87
customers
overall:
Forum 1: 47
Total
CAM: 25
SSW: 22
SSE WRAP Deep Billpayers: To explore household customer, future
) HH, NHH and | 28 )
Dives (2021) November future Euture: 9 customer and SME business customer
(Community 2021 ’ views in depth on; universal metering ar
Research) customers Smgll water transfers.
business:
10
Forum 2: 40
total
CAM: 20
SSW: 20
Bill payers:
26
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Published

Participants

Project Objectives

Date

Future: 6
Small
business: 8

SS@& WRAP Focus
Groups Report
(2022) (Community
Research)

February
2022

HH, NHH and
future
customers

11
customers
overall: 5
HHs, 1
future, 1
NHH (6
SSW and 5
CAM)

To explore the following topics with
online groups; metering options (covere
in both regions), new types of
tariffs/incentives (SSW only), water
transfer options (CAM only).

SS@ WRMP MCDA
Quantitative
Insights (2022)
(Accent)

July 2022

HH and NHH
customers

Total:
1,015

CAM: 445
SSW: 570

HH: 887
NHH: 128

9ELX 2NB Odza 2 YSNEC
regarding the natural environment and
{{/ Q& I Lplamidd. OK G 2

SS@ WRMP24
WRAP Theme 1
Research Findings
(2021)

August 2021

HH, NHH and
future
customers

Total: 47

HHs: 28
NHHs: 10
Future
customers:
9

To explore household, future and SME
businesses customer preferences in terms ¢
environmental ambition, levels of
service/resilience ambition, water efficiency
ambition, and best value planning criteria.
¢2 SyadaNB | a32f RSy
preferences in these strategic areas, which
sets the context for the remainder of the
engagement programme.

Water Club:
Change®f Source
Full Report
(Britainthinks)¢
June 2022

HH and
NHH
customers

Qualitative
Phase: 98 HHs.
Quantitative
Phase: 1,762
HHs, 198 NHHs

To review
existing
evidence.
To identify
and fill
knowledge
gapsabout
attitudes
towards
water
source
change.
Provide a
clear and
actionable
framework
for water
companies
to use
when
communica
ting water
source

Water Club: Changed Source Full
Report (Britainthinksg June 2022
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Published

Participants

Project Objectives

Date
changes in
future.
HH: 20 To understand consumer context (gene
(CAM 5, environmental priorities, current
Essex & awareness of longerm challenges and
Suffolk 51 | implications for water suppliers,
Anglian 10).| herception of water suppliers).
WREC Club NHH:_ 14 To explore expectations and priorities re
Customer HH and NHH | (Anglian 8, environmental planning.
Engagement report ggg;ember customers, and gi?fi)l(kgé ¢2 SELX2NB NBaLRya
(2021) (Blue stakeholders ' | plan objectives.
Marble) CAM 3) To explore options preferences (ranking
Stakeholder| of preferences and what drives
s:20 | importance).
organisatio . : .
To explore intergenerational economics
NS across o .
the 3 (response to affordability options to
: understand generational expectatis).
companies
Trianaulatio To ensure the customer input in the
WRW- Updated g regional plan is upo-date by including
. March n of 120 )
Regional Plan n/a : the latest knowledge (by conducting a
2023 pieces of . .
(2023) triangulation of the most recentustomer
research
and stakeholder research).
Overview

Expanding provision via reservoirs is one area where there was a regional difference; customers in the Cambridge

region put a new reservoir as a top three prionithen asked to rank a range of demand and@yside options

whereas in the South Staffs region expanding existing reservoirs was only rdh&ed therefore seen to be less of

a priority to meet demand in this way.

Customers areften concerned about how reliant SSC could become on other supindsomethink water
transfers should balast resort as this could affect other suppli€esilience They want to be informed about

when transfers may happen and if there will be any effect on the quality of the water they receive. Customers were

spontaneously concerned about the effects this might have on the environraedthe CO2 emissions espedtyal
provoked a strong reaction.

Some stakeholders are more supportive of transferswhich, the Canal & River Trust has offered two canal
transfer options taSSVY. To this pointCambridge City Council and South Cambridgeg¥is&ictCouncilare

suppotive of the proposed transfer from Anglian Water to Cam Water from the Grafham water reservoir. However,
there isacknowledgmenamong some stakeholdetkat transfersO Iy

Council and South Cambridgeshireri@isCouncil Joint Consultation Response to CAM's draft WRMP

Whilethe WRW- Updated Regional Plan (2028atesthat demand management should take prioritiie

IYBANRYYSY

I 3Sy de

£ 101

a

02 Y T A RS ge®&hd rhafiagénterd redd&iohsJ: y & Q

from 20252050¢ they feel that there is an overliance on demand management in the shtetm ahead of water
transfers from Anglian Water and ahead of the Fen reservoir being readythapalsonote that there is
uncertairty about the deliverability of these two projects which posdsrgher risk to the security of supply artd
the environment. CCW are also of the opinion that it may be difficult for SSW to delivésdemand solutions

without additional supplyside input.
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One solution may be grey water recycling, which was greeted with enthusiasm\WRNé- Updated Regional Plan
(2023)(asa low impact solution with minimal disruption to customer§his view ishared by the Green Party who
called for an acceleration in installing water recycling and rainwater harvesting in both old and idsv bu

The value placed on new reservoirs

Customers fron6SE WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (28&jggemenstated that building new
reservoirs felt like good lorgerm planning despite the expense

GL GK2dAKG GKIFG (KS NS igwdhient Niich Rilbkengfit theSared for hang R 2
years and provide a large water source although Ildoundet y R Al Aa | @OSNB SELISY
customer

TheWRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Maftle)d that37% of customerselectedsedng

more reservoirsto store wateras part of their top three supply or demand sigigtions they would most like to see
included in the business plan. Views in support of reservoirs were often quite vague and generic: customers simply
FStG GKS@ FNB ' Ww322R ARSI GKIFG 62N aQ> Nlaiyidied G K|y
feel any strong arguments against this option. Many tfeht using water from reservoirs would be less damaging to
the environment than creating water through other initiatives, and that the structures themselves would provide a
habitat for Iacal wildlife.Reservoirsvere appealng as they also create attractive community assets that can be used
for leisure.For the 15% who placed creating more reservoirs in their least favoured options for the business plan,
they were concerned that construain would harm wildlife and destroy habitatStherswere put off by the

disruption of their constructionthe high cost which would have to be paid for by local people and the large amounts
of land required. The lattewasa particular concern for the Camitige and Essex & Suffolk regions, which have high
population densityWhilst some found the low running costs attractive, others felt the expensive construction

meant reservoirs were not a viable option. Finally, many questioned whether this option reliehon rainfall is
sensible in the context of climate change.

In SSE WRMP MCDA Quantitative Insights (2022) (Accéime) Cambridge region placed building a new regional
storage reservoir as third top priority for household and Awusehold customeralike, with 11% overall selecting it
as a priority Increasing the size of an existing reservoir was ranKed the SSW region, with a slightly lower
proportion (8%) selecting this as a priority.

Engagement in th&evern Trent WRMP24 (2022) (DJS Reseastioved customers placed value on reservoirs,
with seven in ten households having visited a rilegke,or reservoir at some point and a third (34%) having done so
in the past year. Those who have an annual ineahover £60,000 were more likely to visit these sites, suggesting
that visiting these sites may be unaffordable to those on lower incomes, especially if travelling long distances is
involved.

In the Severn Trent region, when household customers wereRaske 0 2 dzii & dzLJLJ & 2LJiA2yaT |
NBASNB2ANRQ 6Fa (KS a$02yR Y2al A YkaAWIT yail GSINILE YR 22N
TANBG T2N) GKSES OdzaG2YSNB L yR Wal EA YA Fof Bornbusebold dzii Lid
Odza i 2 YSNA W)\)/ON.BIaS GKS aa 27 SEAau)\YEI NBE & SN2 A NR&
water treatmentworksg I N} y1SR aéézy YR Wal EAYAAS (KS 2dziLiz
also rankedhird.

A —,
w

Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council expressed support for the Fens Reservoir in the
22Ayl0 NBaLRyasS (2 (Ss8GCarablidgeSOityCounéil bdd Bauth Eamaridgeshire District Council
Joint ConsultatioRResponse to CAM's draft WRMP

Customer concerns about bringing in new water sources to meet the ke
supply/demand side balance

Customers who took part i8S@ WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Resaanderstoodfrom the materials
shownthat water is in short supply and even though most would advocate for reduced demand, they are accepting
of supply side options. Water transfers are sent as a binding agreement between two parties which should not be
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entered lightly, customers do not want theirgien to become over dependent on water transfers and so expect all
eventualities to beconsideredbefore agreement is made. SSC need to consider the fairness of the approach and
how to communicate potential benefits of water transfers to customers livirdphor areas. Cambridge Customers
who took part in the SSC WRAP online group res¢&8k WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community
Researchhad similar thoughts; they showed concern about resilience on another water company, would other
companies have resources available for them is they needed it? They also wanted to know if SSC has done
everything else in its power to avoid needing thesei@ms, i.e., have they considered water recycling options?

Hafren Dyfrdwy WRMP Customer Research (2022) (Blue Maidale)d a majority of customers support water
sharing,f there is sufficient water in the region. Customers need reassurances thatalis wot put customers in
detriment during a drought. However, a minority of customers think this sounds like an extreme measure.

There are differing views about water transfers among stakeholders. While many support it in principle, there is alsc
an ackmwledgment that it could be politically divisiW&/RW has expressed supptotvards{ { 2 Q& SELJ 2 NJ
transfers and are willing to work with SSW on tlaisd the Canal & River Trust has also offered two canal transfer
options Meanwhile Cambridge Cit€ouncil and South Cambridgeshire District Council are supportive of the
proposed transfer of water from Anglian Water to Cam Wéitem the Grafham reservor this is seen to be a way

of helping to protect chalk strean{SSC Cambridge City Council anduth Cambridgeshire District Council Joint
Consultation Response to CAM's draft WRMB)vever, the Environment Agency notes that there are uncertainties
about this transfer going ahead (and also uncertainty about the Fens reservoir) and that a laeknattiak: sypply
solutions may pose a risk to supply security and the environment.

Would customers be concerned if their water quality changed from underground source
only to one that mixes in surface watesr changes to only surface water

Cambridge customers in tH&SE WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community Ressglaoeled concern over
the quality of the watechanging from using new sourcesa { Ay 3T W2 Aff GKS g GSN@ |j dzl |
W2 Aff OdzaG2YSNAR 0SS (2tfR GKIG 6F3GSNIGNYYyaFSNR gAff o

Water Club: Changes of Source Full Report (Britainthinks) (Jundd&i®) into the attitudes concerns of
customers regarding water source changes; sources included:

1 Water recycling

9 Desdination

9 Water transfers and
1 Reservoirs

Key concerns for customers about water recycling included safety, quality and the environment. Many customers
F20dzaSR 2y GKS Wedz01Q FFHOG2N) 2F GKAA YR F2dsgR Al K
concerns about the energy intensity of the process and the high carbon emissions.

Desalination is a lessell know water source compared to others and felt that it was only suitable for emergency
situations due to the intense construction and runnpgrgcesses.

Customers had concerns about water transfers in terms of comprehension issues and worries about quality and the
environment. Yet, this was favoured more as an option as it was a logical solution to water scarcity.

Finally, reservoirs ammore well known as a water source in the UK which is reflected in more positive attitudes
towards them. The main concern for customers is in terms of cost.

The study alséound customers adlow engagement with topics related to water stress, custonvegse more likely

to engage with source change information when it relates to the impact it has on them as a customer. This included
guality, taste, characteristics and properties of water coming out of the tap. Customeeesmost concerned about

the effect water source change will have trardness, taste and the impact on their bills. Customers want clear
information about what will and will not change in terms of these areas.
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Preference for particular typsof water transfer
SSE WRAP Focus Groups Ref@fi22) (Community Researet@re shown four water transfer options:

1 Option A:Cambridge water takes a treated supply from a neighbouring company and pay the company the
relevant commercial bulk supply costs for the water.

1 Option B Raw (untreated) water from regional resource (reservoir) is treated as a shared treatment works,
between one or more water company. Treated water is transferred from the shared water treatment works
into CAM area of supply and distributed through existing pipes and networks.

9 Option C Likeoption B, the difference being CAM fully owns the treatment wadtber than sharing.

1 Option D Cambridge Water develops a supply outside of its supply area on its own (not a shared resource)
and transfers this to its customers

hlLIiAzy . WRS@St2LIVSyid 2F aKFINBR | &aaSiaaQaswiewadasINBE TS NN
providing sufficient security and control whilst being lower cost than the other options. However, there was concern
that it may not be sufficient to provide future needs. And although option C was similar to B, customers felt that the
lower @sts of sharing (B) outweighed the control advantage of C.

Customers also liked option D, with one customer feeling strongly that this option would future proof the strategy.
This option also resonated with other customers; however, they flagged condeons eosts in the current climate
and time it would take to get up and running. Timelines were explained to customers, yet they still assumed this
option would take the longest time to implement.

Customers had concerns about the reliability of supply iiddpA, they felt that this was a temporary, stgap
measure and there were concerns about environmental control. However, customers did spontaneously identify an
accepted that this type of transfer may need to happen whilst longer terms options welia pléce.

Customer spontaneous views of water transfers and htdvese changavhen informed

DuringSS& WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Resg&ambridge participants seemed surprised to find out
how reliant their area might become on water transfén the future. As the forum progressed and after further
educationon the challenges facad meet future demand and protect the water environmettese participants
understood that they will become reliant on transfers which saw some increased |é\asaptance. However,
Cambridge customers had markedly lower levels of agreement with various conditions associated with transfers
than SSW patrticipant€oncerns included environmental impacts, companies not beingg#itient and becoming
over reliart on other companies

GaL Y S@Sy Y2NBE O2y@AYOSR GKIFG 61 GSNI GNF yaFSNAE |
Particularly the CO2 emissions and ecological impact of water transfers are something that is to be avoided
Fd | f fCanbidgelcdstorder

Cambridgeparticipants in theSSE WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community Researwdiately

associated water transfers with the transfer of treated water from another water company on a commercial bulk
supply basis (Option A), and therefore, transfers wieleto be a stop gap or sheterm fix rather than associated
with planned supply options.

Furthermore, theSSE& WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Resdawtihhad spontaneous concerns about the
environment, both in terms of the constructions of pipedsandtransfer of nonnative species. The CO2 emissions
linked to water transfers provoked a strong reaction. Customers want SSC to give reassurances about the
environmental impact of water transfers.

Who do customers think should pay for water trans&?

Cambridge water customers in tI&S& WRAP Focus Groups Report (2022) (Community ResSeadcsyme
misapprehensions about how costs would be applied during water transfers and the frequency of use. There was
some presumption that water transfers waljust be used at times of high demand and paid for only at those times.
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Similarly, the minorityf Hafren Dyfrdwy customers thought the idea of water sharing sounded dadlyen
Dyfrdwy¢ WRMP Customer Research (2022) (Blue Maxble)

The literature reiewed did not provide evidence to inform who should pay for the water transfers. This should be an

area of focus for future research to inform WRMP24.

Golden Threads: Source preferences, reservoirs and water transfers

The need for
customer
information and
engagement

Customers want to be informed about when transfers may happen ang
there will be any effect on the quality of the water they receive.

Golden
Threads

Call for collective
responsibility and
fairness

Reservoirs are seen as offering amenity beyond their contributiadhego
resilience of supply, being a popular leisure destination open to all.
However, the cost of travelling to these locations may be a barrier to
lower income households.

Water transérs were generally accepted asshort term,practical way to
meet shortagesbut an acceptable solution in the long terfhe practice
must be seen to be fair and potential benefits communicated to custor
living in donor areas.

Concern for the
environment

While water transfers werélerated, one concern was that should not
reduce the quality of service in other regions or threaten the quality of
environmentin either the donor or recipient supply area

Protection for
vulnerable
customers

There were no specific points relating to vulnerable customers, but it ig
important to maintain good quality supply for all customers, evidenced
primarily in terms of the taste and smell.

Demographic Splits: Source preferences, reservoirs amadewtransfers

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to source

preferences, reservoirand water transfers. Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

Demographiagroup(s) \ Key findings/ comparisons

SSWvs CAM

Appendix A.8. summarises SSW and CAM preferences in relatid
source preferences, reservoirs and water transfers. Regional
differences in this area were relatively scarce, however CAM
customers werdound to prioritise the building of a regional storag
reservoir much more than SSW customers.

HH vs NHH

Appendix A.& summarises HH vs NHH preferences in relation tg
source preferences, reservoirs and water transfers. In CAM regi
HHs and NHHSs both i@gd that building a new regional storage
NEASNID2ANI gl a Fy AYLRNIIFyYyG L0
region, HH and NHH top preferences for supply side options did
differ slightly.

FBP vs current bill payers

Appendix A.8 summarises future customereferences in relation
to source preferences, reservoirs and water transfers. Future
billpayers express a desire for water companies to be more
transparent about water use and preservation methods. Some
future customers suggest that water transfers sholodda last
resort, emphasising water company ssiffficiency and
environmental concerns. They also express surprise that more
people are not concerned about water quality pasinsfer,

September2023

Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 119



particularly if it involves higher costs. Overall, future billpayees
generally positive about the concept of water transfers.
Vulnerablevsother customers No differences were observed between vulnerable and-non
vulnerable customers in relation to source preferences, reservoi
and water transfers.

Stakeholders vsustomers Appendix A.& summarises some of the key themes relevant to
source preferences, reservoirs and water transfers from the
stakeholder consultation undertaken during the WRMP24 planni
process. Stakeholder source preferences views are usually very
specific, and related to very specific locations or their own busing
activities. Some stakeholders would prefer SSC to focus on dem
management more than supply options, but the need for some
shortterm supply options was noted, whilst a focus on presey
long-term strategies should remain important. There was some
enthusiasm for greywater recycling due to its low impact. Water
transfers between regions were seen as sensible by some, but
politically divisive by others. Here, stakeholders have a better
understanding compared to other customer groups. Stakeholder
did have some concerns and require more information about, for
example, accurate supply forecasts, the feasibility of some prop¢
schemes, and sustainability issues with chalk aquifers. Bodders
have niche, and often quite developed views in relation to sourcg
preferences, compared to SSC customers.
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12. ACCEPTABILITY AND AFFORDABILITY OF WRMP24 PLANS

This report contains twdifferent AAT sectionghis next section will examingcceptability and affordability of the
WRMP plans and theection after will examinéhe acceptability and affordability of thtR24 plans. Each section
will review the customer feedback received about these two plans.

Bibliography

Report

Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Sustainability
First¢ Looking to

Date

This report summarises the
work carried out by
{dzaGFAY Il 0AT AL

the long-term 2018 na na Energy andVater Public

NB L2 NI o Interest Network (Newpin)
between 2015 and 2018.
To understand customer
priorities for service delivery|

SSE PRL9 both now andover the

. June 2017

Foundation HH and NHH customers 93 Total: 70 HH, | longer term prompted and

Research June 23 NHH unprompted) and to check

(2017) (Accent) these againspreviously
establishedpriorities inPRL4
work.

SSQ Appendix E

- Customer

R_esc_earch 2018 HH, NHH and future 7,000+ n/a

Findings customers

Summary CAM

WRMP (2018)
Appendixes for SSWs PR19

SS PR19 Data triangulation research. A

Triangulation 2019 HH, NHH and future 9000+ review of all SSW customer

Study SSW customers engagement activity relating

WRMP (2018) to their WRMP focusing
largely on customer priority.
To explore household, future
and SME businesses
customer preferences in
terms of; environmental

Total: 47 ?er:\?;gg;:réls(ai;{g:\igfambition

SE¢ WRMP24 water efficiency ambition ’

WRAP Theme 1 August 2021 HH, NHH and future HHs: 28 and best value planning '

Research customers NHHSs: 10 criteria

Findings (2021) Future . ¢2 SyadnNB b4

customers: 9 .

of customer preferaces in
these strategic areas, which
sets the context for the
remainder of the
engagement programme.

WREg Club September | HH and NHH customers, HH: 20 (CAM 5, | To understand consumer

Customer 2021 and stakeholders Essex & Suffolk 5 context (general
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Report

Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Engagenent
report (2021)
(Blue Marble)

Date

Anglian 10). NHH
14 (Anglian 8,
Essex & Suffolk 3
CAM 3)
Stakeholders: 20
organisations
across the 3
companies

environmental priorities,
current awareness of long
term challengesind
implications for water
suppliers, perception of
water suppliers).

To explore expectations ang
priorities re environmental

planning.
To explore response to the
WwoSaid Gt dzSQ

To explore options
preferences (ranking of
preferences and what drives
importance).

To explore intergenerationa
economics (response to
affordability options to
understand generational
expectations).

South Staffs

Stakeholders: Attendees

Research Report
(2022)

and 292 NHHs

Water ¢ . . To consider stakeholder
from councils, Citizens . .
Stakeholder October : views at a formative stage o
Advice, Natural England,| 8 stakeholders
Roundtabke 2021 : the plan development
Waterwise and consume
Feedback industry representatives process.
Summary (2021) ryTep
Stakeholders: Attendees
Cambridge from e_1W|Qe range of_
organisations, including
Water . .
local and national To consider stakeholder
Stakeholder . : .
October environmental views at a formative stage o
Roundtabk o . 18 stakeholders
(2021) 2021 organisations, a social the plan development
, housing provider, a local process.
(Community . )
authority planning
Research) - ,
department, a university
and an MP
To monitor ongoing
customer satisfaction againg
the key metrics that
engagement has shown to
be important to customers;
SSG C ustomer these include hard and soft
Promises
Tracking 1,106 customes | measures.
April 2022 HH and NHH customers | overall: 814 HHs | To deliver orgoing customer

sentiment tracking against
keybrand statements.

(Turquoise) To probe awareness and
usage of key services and
track changes in the way
customers wish to interact
with SSC.
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Participants

Sample Size

Project Objectives

Date

To monitor and track the
impact of Covidl9 pandemic
on customers; new
objective added in 2020/21.

SSC, Household
Affordability
Income Analysis

HH customers

4,419 customers
overall:
HH tracker: 800

To track a range of key
service related and brand
metrics each year, such as

(2022) June 2022 From other SSC | customer perceptions of
surveys: 3,619 |al FTF2NRF 0 Af A (
This is the fourth activity
on draft CAM and -13 Ssy Resources Advisory Panel).
WRMP2024 from AUQUSE 2022 HH NHH and future (18 Hlirs] 5 Exploring strategic choices
the WRAP (2022 9 customers futures a;nd 6 through an online forum,
(Community SMESs) deep dives via an online
Research) forum, Zoom groups, and
feedback on draft plan
Research aimed at
understanding water
: consumers' views on water
12 online focus and sewerage services, whe
. y d
CCW and Otwat . HH, NHH and future groups with HHs, is important, views on
Water Consumer| April 2022 CUStOmers and 16 depth hT6l 604 LINE LM
Views (2022) interviews with i
PC areas for PR24, any nev
HHs and NHHs .
areas for exploration and to
test descriptions and
measurements of PCs.
This is the fourth activity
on draft CAM and -13 Ssy Resources Advisory Panel).
WRMP2024 from AUQUSE 2022 HH NHH and future (18 Hlir; 5 Exploring strategic choices
the WRAP (2022 9 customers futures alnd 6 through an online forum,
(Community SMES) deep dives via an online
Research) forum, Zoom groups, and
feedback on draft plan
This is the fourth activity
on draft CAM and -13 Ssy Resources Advisory Panel).
WRMP2024 from Auqust 2022 HH NHH and future (18 Hzrsl ” Exploring strategic choices
the WRAR2022) 9 customers futures a’nd 6 through an onlindorum,
(Community SMES) deep dives via an online
Research) forum, Zoom groups, and
feedback on drt plan
SSE WRMP24 ;I]-(ijs:ZﬁZCSA?AWS To provide a view of what is
Acceptability September | HH, NHH and future NHHs: 58 SSW driving acceptability and or
Testing Wavel 2022 cus’tomers and 26 CAM lack of acceptability of the
Report (2022) i ' plans, to determine whether
(Turquoise) Future: 25 SSW customers find the
d and 17 CAM
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Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

123



Report Published

Participants Sample Size Project Objectives

Date
SSW/CAM WRMP dratft plar
acceptable.

To aid SSC to communicate
why the plan isacceptable or
unacceptable to each
region.

Overview

Stakeholdersparticularly those that work with households who are struggling financayconcerned about
affordability of water bills, especially due to haghievels of deprivation in the Soutaffs Region and the current
cost of livingncreasesThey agree that current customers should pay for fuplems,but these customers need to
be protected and prepared for any future bill increases. Customers generally find their water bills gaotbval
money, but again the cosif-living crisis is a concern especially with the current energy bills being so high.
Cambridge customers tended to be less satisfied with value for money than South Staffs customers.

What is driving acceptability or lac&f acceptability of the BVP plan?

According taSustainability First Looking to the longi S N N LJANdiof hdusehadds i England and Wales
were at risk of affordability problems in water. In 2068 PR19 Foundation Research June (2017 )ef#kc

found that while the current bills were seen as value for money and SSW/CAM are seen as financially responsible,
customers were keen to ensure that the plans incorporate the need to ensure affordability in what they perceived a:
an economically uncéin future. This trend continas into2022with CCW and OfwgtWater Consumer Views
(2022)finding that most customers, including lower income customBr8 y Qi &2 Y dzOK YAYR (KS
however they worry about potential sharp rises in the futufkis is especially true for those living as fanuihits.

SSCE Appendix E Customer Research Findings Summary CAM WRMP (&) into the aceptability and

affordability of plans in 2018, here customers showed strong support for pkaB2% of customers found the plans
acceptable (81% South Staffs, 83% Cambridge) and 73% found them affordable (72% South Staffs, 74% Cambridc
When testing aaeptability of the proposed performance commitments, high levels of comprehension of the
definitions was found and nearly two thirds of all participants found all of the proposed targets sufficiently
stretching, which could be the driver of the acceptarmeels.

Customers who attende8S@ WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (2824 their water bill as gab

value for money. They were most comfortable with bill increases for fitting more meters and educating customers;
however, they were least comfortable with bill increases to reduce the frequency of restrictions. Yet, SMEs had
stronger support for investintp reduce restrictions because their business could be affected. Customers were
generally accepting of paying for future generations, but had mixed views for other regions. The mean average
acceptable bill increase was approximately £20. Cambridge cussomaximum acceptable bill increase per year

was £120, but for South Staffs customers, this was only £70.

| dZAG2YSNRQ LISNOSLIIA2Y 2y (GUKS | FTF2NRIFOAT A

SSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqtmise) that Household satisfaction with value for
moneyhad risen by 2pp to 67%om the previousyear, yet affordabilityfell slightly by3pp across the region to6%o
(75% South Staffs anti’% Cambridgegfter two strong rises the previous 2 ysaihis isunderstandableespecially
in light of thecurrent cost of livingncreasesin fact, those mosaffected by thecostof-livingcrisiswere:

1 those with a total household income undg23,000 a yegmwho were significantlylesslikely toagreethat
their water charges were affordable (6%

9 social grades of D or E, as well as those aged betweéd,38howere more likely to disagree that water
charges were affordabl@ 7% and 15% respectively).
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The top reasonsited for all groups most affected by the cost of living crisesre:6 6 SAy 3 (22 SELISYy &
OdZNNBY i FAYIYOAFf AANGH YD 2 ER KIS MRRMAYEL DR&ET @ EINA
GaKlI NBK2f RSNBR IINB LI AR (22 YdzOKé¢ o

Satisfaction with value for money in South Staffs region was 67% compared to 61% in Cambridge. Customers in the
high social grades of A or B were digantly less satisfied with value for money (58%) which may explain the
difference between the supply regions, with Cambridge Water having larger proportions of customers wéth high
social grade. Female customers were significantly more satisfied (hé&6) males (60%).

WRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Masgulg)marised that concerns over affordability were
heightened post Covid. Plans should be fair and affordablelf@nd everyone was worried about rising costs.
LySlidd t AGASE KAIKEAIKGSR 68 GKS LI YRSYAO ONBIGSR |
income/poorer customers, however, stakeholders (and some NHH) believe water is (too) cheaplandalued.

The need to protect the economically vulnerable was undisputed.

SSE Household Affordability Income Analysis (20B2nd that during 2021/22, households with an income level of
£16,380 to £23,000 were least likely to agree their watdribidffordable 71%- with 14% disagreeing with the
statement, the most of any segment.

Affordability was often at the forefrontafi {1 SK2f RSNE Q YAy Riéacomesmidividneréaey O S Ny
householdcustomes being an almost universal priorigmong stakeholderswith many highlighting the need to

ensure customers in vulnerable groups are proteqRW- Updated Regional Plan (2028)SC Your Water Your

Say SSC CCW Consultation Response to CAM draft WRMP (Z82B¥ South Staffs Water Stakeholder

Roundtable Feedback Summary (20&1f)rdability was raised repeatedly due to the high levels of deprivation in the
South Staffs region and the high profile of water poverty, stakeholders who work with customers who have financial
problems weremost likely to raise this issue. However, Affordability was also mentioned by stakeholders with an
environmental focus. Stakeholders were keen for South Staffs to be as ambitious as possible to protect the
environment and water supply but stressed thaistineeds to be balanced against what customers can afford. It was
suggested that environmental improvements should be made slowly to protect struggling customers from steep bill
AYONBI a4Sa GKFG GKSe -adiidg cRsis.af billsal iedd2oNdereagel siakehold&rSwa Sdith
Staffs to protect and prepare struggling customers.

Do customers find the SSW/CAM WRMP draft plan acceptable in the context of
WRE/WRW?

The literature reviewed did not providaufficientevidence to inform thisbjective This should be an area of focus
for future research tdelp inform the delivery o'WRMPR4.

Customer views between the least cost and preferred BVP

WRE; Club Customer Engagement report (2021) (Blue Mafbl&)d that customers were largely acdam of the

idea of the best rather than the cheapest. And although it may not be the cheapest it may be better value for money
overall because solutions are not a quick fix. However, it is noted that the terminology can be confusing to
O2yadzySNBI f &zSPo 520 KSNI O2y(iSEGAE YStya GKS OKSHELISai
plan as affecting customer bills directlyower socieeconomic groupsG2LEs) tend not to be aware that investment
choices impact their bills.

Earlyacceptability testing of WRMP24
¢tKS 2wata Ay 020K 2F {{/ Qa NBIA2ya KIFI@PS 0SSy RS@St 2
time a draft plan has been tested qualitatiysvith customersand early results are available in tB&E Feedback

on draft WRMP2024 from the WRAP (2022) (Community Resedltghplans in both regions will be fully tested
guantitatively inthe Autumn 0f2023 and the results incorporated into a revised version of this reirigdctober

The qualitative testingiaSSE Feedback on draft WRMP2024 from the WRAP (2022) (Community Research)
provided participantsvith a series of tasks to complete online, including polling questions, written tasks and self
generated discussior(seeFigure D.1). Participantswerefad 2 AY @A GSR (G2 0O02YYSyild 2y S
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discussion amongst participants on the key topics. In one of the final tasks, the emerging findings were shared with
participants to gauge their reactions to the wider group view. This was a wagreasing engagement and a
response to learnings from the first Forimthe Summer of 2021

Figurel10.1 Overview of group discussion topics use83€ Feedback on draft WRMP24 from the WRAP (2022) (Community
Research)

Recent & Upcoming 5 v B

Your bil! for water services
T 1o e 11 30 8171 W 111 S st e ()
a4 o e 4 > e B P et v ad b

-~
B i o IS M INE
o W da v

Pyt waead oo (4 WL [

Summing up

CKS F2tfft26Ay3 GKNBES Sy3alF3SySyida OAGSR INB GKS FANAGDG
WRMP24 draft plan submissions and the costs and options tested with customers prior to publishing the plan.
Althoughthe customer views includethay vary slightly with regards to the final plan, the current research available
provides valuable insight into acceptability and affordability of the WRMP24 plan.

Acceptability and affordability of the WRMP24 Plan

SSC Feedback on draft WRMP24 from AERAP (2022) (Community Reseafobipd 9participantsout of 13 in

both regions, found the summary plan acceptable or somewhat acceptable before going on to review the plan in
detail. Most participants from both regions believed it balanced the needvipravements with a sensible cost.

' FGSNI Y2NB RSGIAf ¢l a AADSY | NRPdzyR GKS OdzZNNByd &aAadad
regionsthere was no change in acceptariegelin SSW anéh CAM,one additional participant (now 10 out of 13)

found the plan somewhat or completely acceptable. When presenti¢hl the adaptive planning approach, 8 of 13

in the SSW region and 12 of 13 in the CAM region agreed or strongly diga¢esdch as approach wagpropriate,
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if necessaryThelower level of agreement iBSWmostly related to concern arounpbssible associated costghe
plan needed to change

Similarly, irSSE& WRMP24 Acceptability Testing Wave 1 Report (2022) (Turqubessdd on the uninfoned

stimulus of the planacceptability was high at 71% with the main spontaneous reagivesid SA y 3 Wi KS LIt
necessary to meet demand/ climate chariggpact€ O H M2 0 F YR (GKFd GKS LX Ly gl &
gt dzS F 2 NJ YRHCcSbmherswere:mobedccdpting than household customers based on the uninformed
stimulus(83%) and future customers slightly less accepting (63%jvever, mcecustomers became motieaformed
about the options in the draft plan and the breakdown of tlusts; acceptability of the plaamongHH (64%) and

NHH (72%) decreased whilst for future customers, it remagtable (62%)

One of the key reasons HH customerS8& WRMP24 Acceptability Testing Wave 1 Report (2022) (Turquoise)
were less likely to accept the plaonce informedwas due to affordabilityf the proposed bills. The study foudd
out of the 5 top reasons centring around cost. Just under half (48%tlHacustomers agreed that their future bill
would be affordable with the CAM region significantly more likely to agigethis statement(59%)than SSW
(43%) A higherproportion of NHH customersverall(60%) thought that the futur®ill would beaffordable for their
organisation Amongfuture customers, 42% were likely to agree that their futureveduld be moreaffordable than
their current bills althougmot beingcurrent bill payersit could be argued they lacked the knowledgartake such
a judgement

In terms of adaptive planning acceptability38& WRMP24 Acceptability Testing Wave 1 Report (2022)

(Turquoise) 66% of HH customers found the use of adaptive planning acceptétiehe main reasomivenbeing
itisaSyaaotS IABSY dzy OSNIFAydeé | NRBdzyR OKIFy3aAay3da OftAYl (.
agree with adaptive planningere mainly concernedith potential costchangesand not the detail of the plan.
Acceptabilityof adaptive planning amongHHwas72%and among future customers it was 53%.

In the SSC H20nline communityWRMP24 Acceptability and Affordability testing study (20@B)ch included more

up to date, and higher bill impacts to deliver the placgeptability of the WRMP24 plawmas still high at 80% before
participants were shown the bill impact. Broken down by region, 72% of SSW participants found the plan to be
acceptable and were particularly positive about the proposed reduction in water leakage. Acceptance was higher
among @M participants with the 92% who found the plan acceptable believing that the goals set by Cambridge
Water were achievable. Concerns raised at this stage centred on the likely increase in bills needed to deliver the
plan. It should be noted that H2Onlinei@munity members are typically more engaged and informed, particularly
about issues relating to water resource management.

"Seems sensible to plan ahead for further expansion; particularly keen on preventing lea88ge&sponderitom
SSC H20nline commiting WRMP24 Acceptability and Affordability testing study (2022)

"This plan looks reasonable and achievable. This will ensure that future demands are met as the population grows
CAM respondent fronsSC H20nline commungyVRMP24 Acceptability and Afttability testing study (2022)

Once the bill impact was explained, acceptability of the plan decreased to 66% overall, mainly due to participants
feeling the cost increases proposed were too high. Regionally, for SSW acceptability dropped by 11pp to 61%
compared with CAM, where acceptability dropped 21pp to 71%.

"I would probably be able to afford it, if its split over a number of years, however | worry that some customers may
not" SSW respondent forl@SC H20nline commungyVRMP24 Acceptability and Afttability testing study (2022)

"I am on a low income and although the plans are good, the cost may negatively impact my houSaald"
respondent fromSSC H20nline commungyVRMP24 Acceptability and Affordability testing study (2022).

/ dz& G 2 Y S NF¥o@on L3S afitddhilily of current clean water charges and future
charges in the WRMP24 plan

It is important to note in this section that the WRMP24 bill impacts shown in the three studies were tested fer 2025
2050, without being able to inform participasbf the proposed bill impact for all investments SSC would need to
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make during the period 2028030 (PR24). This will however form part of the second wave of affordability testing in
September 2023.

The SSC H20nline communityWRMP24 Acceptability andfafdability testing study (2092foundjust under three
guarters (73%) felt current water charges were affordabligh agreement being higher for the SSW respondents
(75%) than CAM respondents (68%).

However, in theSsSE& WRMP24 Acceptability Testing Wave 1 Report (2022) (Turqudige) achieved robust and
representative sampleg1% of HH customers were satisfied with the overall sewittemore customers from the
CAMregion agreeing the clean water charges thayently pay are affordable compared to customers in the SSW
region (Figure 9.1).

CAIdzNBE pdmY /dzali2YSNEQ LISNOSLIGAZ2Y 2y GKS | FF2NRIFEIOAfAGE 2

How much do you agree or disagree that the clean water charges that you currently pay are affordable for you? e :E’;;:?‘f;;g:*”:e
South Staffs Water _ 1% 7% - S0% ¢ Agree
Cambridge Water _ 15% 45% - 65% T Agres
HH Cverall _ 19%, 40F - 54% Agres

mDon't know  ESitrongly disagree  mTend to disagree  mNeither / nor Tend to agree  mStrongly agree

Oncelearning the impact of the WRMP2dan on future bills ir8SC H2Onlireommunity¢ WRMP24 Acceptability
and Affordability testing study (2023ust over half (54%thought proposed charges to deliver the plan would be

VVVVVV

9.2).

Gt NPGARSR GKSNB A& adzlJll2NI F2N) 6K2aS gK2 ¢g2dzZ R adanN
endure longd SNXY & dzLJLJ & @ ¢ { §ST H2OBliae danymiRrGyRIMP FANEc¥ptability and Affordability
testing study (202

GL O2yaARSNI Ye aAadda drAzy G2 06S 02NRSNIAYS 6KSy A
FILYAEASA OGKFG gAatf y24 60S FotS G2 I FF2NR (SRGH2RMiES &
community¢ WRMP24Acceptability and Affordability testing study (2022)
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Figure 9.2: Reasons respondents felt the WRMP24 plan to be affordable.

Why do you feel that the water charges you will pay from 2025 to 2030 and beyond to 2050 are affordable?

| think we all need to do our bit for the enwironment and future
generations

If we den't do something now it will be too late
Water charges are less than the other household bills
Itis affordable for us

Water charges represent good value for money

We want the best quality service

Other

Don't know

m3S5W (Base 41) mCAM (Base34)  w Overall {75)

Please note this was o multi-response question

-

Of the respondents who did not agree the proposed changes in the WRMP24 plan would be affordable, in a
multiple-choice question, the overall main reason was the current cost of living followed by it being too expensive
F2N) NBALRYRSY (I GrREgurgd3f. yOAL t aAiddzZ GA2Y

Figure 9.3: Different reasons respondents felt the WRMP24 plan to not be affordable.

Why do you feel that the water charges you will pay from 2025 to 2030 and beyond to 2050 are not affordable?

The current cost of living increases _ gﬂ%

45%
It's too expensive for our financial situation 33%

| 42%
| like the plan but | don't think we can personally afford it _ 2%%2:
While | may be able to afford the plan a lot of people cannot % 33%
Profits/shareholders are paid too much % 33%
e —
Price rises are too steep 201%%
It's too expensive as water should be cheaper q‘:‘g(}%
Oth 3%
er qﬁ%
| can't afford to pay for investment planned in the Cambridge Water (}96_ 13%
region 9%
The impact of COVID-19 on my/our household finances E;?Zﬁ
s
Poor or inefficient service [V
4%
- o
Poor water qualit
qualiey 0%, =i
m 55W (Base 40) = CAM (Base 15) Qverall (35)
Please note this was a multi-response question L4

In the SSC Feedback on draft WRMP24 from the WRAP (2022) (Community Reisetamthy of affordabilityonce
individuals were presented with what theivater-only bill could look likérom 2025 based on the WRMP24 plan, 8

of 13participantsin both regions agreed or strongly agreed that the bill will be affordable. In the SSW region, one
SME disagreed that the bill was affordable whilst two SME in & @gion had concerns about future inflation

and the lack of support for businesses.

Golden threads

One area to flag from thWRAReport is that he key themes (golden threads) running throughout the research
programme are still evider{seeFigure D.2) in the draft plan presented
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Figurel0.2: Golden threads evident 8SC Feedback on draft WRMP24 from the WRAP (2022) (Community Research)

Transparency and engagement

to understand context for and impad|
of any proposed changes.

wParticipants stress this will be key, if
the plans are to be accepted by a
wider set of customers.

A focus on fairness and collective
action/sharing resources.

wAppears to be reflected in the
willingness of most South Staffs
customers to contribute towards the
cost of delivering the major supply
options in the Cambridge plan.

A strong desire to take action soong

rather than later. Generally driven b
concern for the environment.

A wide, but not universal, call to
protect vulnerable customers.

wThis is perhaps even more top of
mind, given the current economic
climate

wConcerns for the environment is still
very evident and a number of
participants want to know why the
plans cannot be implemented
straight away. However, some
participants believe that affordability
may have become the more pressing
issue.

Golden Threads: Acceptability and affordability of WRMP24 plans

Golden
Threads

The need for
customer
information and
engagement

t SNOSLIiAzya 2F W. Sad @O fdzSQ | NB
investments that are being made and how this benefits customers, now
in the future, so in this respect information, and engagement as importal
as ensuring thabills are perceived as reasonable.

Call for collective
responsibility and
fairness

There is wide acceptance among stakeholders that the responsibility fo
future investment should be shared by current customers in the form of
paying for thatinvestment now, but it should primarily be focussed on thé
region. The perceptions that water bills offer good value for money is a
good basis for this support currently, but the cadtliving increases and
how its impacts are distributed across congmawill potentially challenge
this in the immediate future (see emerging thread below).

Concern for the
environment

A consistent theme is the observation that while stakeholders generally
recognise the importance of environmental ambition and the pressing
issues related to climate change, immediate concerns loom larger, nota
in the form of the risan the cost of liingand the diminishing ability of
current customers to pay for long term investment.

Protection for
vulnerable
customers

Customers and stakeholders clearly recognise the importance of assisti
low income and vulnerable customers. They also recoghiseas an

important responsibility of SSC, and by implication, many accept that th
Ydzad 0S LI AR F2NJ KNRdZAK |t Odzj

Emerging
thread

Cost of living

The area of plan acceptability and affordability naturally highlight the-co
of-living inceases most strongly, suggesting heightened awareness amg
customers and stakeholders of the need for good value investments
balanced against the potential need to defer some longer projects if thig
release resources to address the current needs sfamers.

Demographic Splits: Acceptability and affordability of WRMP24 plans

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to the
acceptability and affordability of WRMP24 plans. Please seaphendix for detailed tables of each split.

September2023

Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 130



Demographic group(s) Key findings/ comparisons
SSW vs CAM Appendix A.9. summarises SSW and CAM preferenc
in relation to acceptability and affordability of WRMP
plans. Participants in CAM were much moesistant
to bills changing within the WRMP24 plan. Participar
across both regions believed that the WRMP24 plan
delivered a good balance between improvements to
services and affordability for the customer. In genera
SSW customers were more concernedtfeeir future
bill prices than CAM customers, while CAM custome
favoured investing in services such as leakages.
HH vs NHH Appendix A.2 summarises HH vs NHH preferences
relation to acceptability and affordability of WRMP24
plans. It appears that NHHs were more accepting of
plan than HHs, as well as thinking their future bills wi
be affordable.
FBP vs current bill payers Appendx A.93 summarises future customer
preferences in relation to acceptability and affordabil
of WRMP24 plans. Future billpayers have limited
interaction with water providers and often lack
responsibility for their water and bill visibility. Future
billpayers exhibit higher willingness to pay (WTP) val
for protecting wildlife and habitats, emphasising their
concern for environmental conservation and the
importance of a company's environmental credential
Vulnerable vs other customers Appendix ASislY Y NR &Sa @dz ySNI
preferences in relation to acceptability and affordabil
of WRMP24 plans. A majority of vulnerable custome
those who are on lowemncome and loweisocio
economic grades, did not find their current bills
affordable due tahe costof-living crisis and fear any
potential sharp rises in the future. Some are also
unaware that SSC investments would impact their
water bill.
Stakeholders vs customers Appendix A.% summarises some of the key themes
relevant to affordability an@cceptability from the
stakeholder consultation undertaken during the
WRMP24 planning process. Stakeholders appear
concerned with the idea of increasing bills, affordabil
and thecostof-livingcrisis. This is in accordance with
almost all customers,ush as HHs, NHHs and FBPs, ¢
the rising cost of living is a prevalent topic across all
customer groups.
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13. Acceptability of PR24 Plan

Acceptability of PR24 Plan Bibliography

In-text reference

Evidence

Fieldwork Date
/ Insights

Participants Sample Size Project Objectives

SSC Customer
Priorities Tracker
Qualitative wave 2
Research May
HNHH

Priorities
Research
Qualitative
Insightsg Year &
(Accent) May
HNAHH

gathered

HH and NHH

May-H H customers

32 HH, 12 NHH

Explore what matters to
customers now and in the
future to root SSW/CAM
LX Fya Ay GKS
52 NI RO

Understand what customer
want and expect SSW/CAN
to focus on in the short tern
FyR f2y3 SN
Track and measure any
changes in shoftand bng
term priorities and what is
RNAGAYy3a (KSa

SSC Priorities
Research Tracker
(2023)

Accent Prioritie!
Research
Quantitative
Insightsg Year &

Quant researckh
2021¢ 2023

HH customer

2021: 511 HH
2022: 1,054 HH
2023: 1,072 HH

Provide a benchmark agairj
5 KAOK Odzad2yY
will be tracked for both
wholesale and retalil
services.

Explore any differences
between
uninformed/informed
priorities and
qualitative/quantitative
insights.

Understand the customer
impact of thecostof-living
crisis (2023).

Qualitative: 34

To understand customers
attitudes and perceptions
G261 NRa -ferjn/ Q
\vision to 2050 and their

SSC PR24 LTDS  [Turquoise SSC (H:Hs’t 1521 NHHs tsepr‘r’]:‘;a(;‘felgﬁztg;fe;;?\f:; y
Research. PR24 LTDS Published July HH, NHH ancQuanttative: It az2s SELX 2N
Presentation, Research future
. . HNMHO = s 980 HHs performance and future
Turquoise for SSC, [Presentation Odza u 2 Y|, . . .
Wdzt & HAHoOMdZE & HA (including 82 [targets in 10 key ambition
FBPs), and 10(areas, and to understand th
bl 1 a main reasons that drive
customer preferences, and
to explore the issue of
AYyGiSNBSYSNI
- To monitor ongoing
SSC Customer SSC (_:ustomer ¢ 2_u - customer satisfaction, deliv
Tracking 2022/23 Tracking al NOK H HH anq NHHHH = 837 (268 on-going customer
~2022/23 Annua Odza U 2 Y|CAM, 569 . :
Lyydz £ wS| A . sentiment tracking, probe
w S LJ2 NI {{2
awareness and usage of ke
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NHH = 297 (93
CAM, 204

{ {20

services and track changes
the way customers wish to
AYUSNI Ol gAd

SSC PR24 CS/
Research, 2027

Felruary ¢ April

43 customers
via 6 qualitative
focus groups.
10 in-depth HH

This research was conduct
in order to gather insight int
customer willingness to pay

SSC Social Tariffs

SSC Social Tar
Research 2023

Publication: %
September
2023

HH and SHs

interviews, 24
HHSs in online
groups, 28 HH:
in in-person
workshops
Quant: 1238
direct survey
HH completes,
130 panel

SSC PR24 CSA HH and NHH | ; FyR I OOSLIity
wSaSI NOK 2023 customers  |Merviews and plans. As well as to
01y LJdzo 4 NHH. 1314 |_|under.standing the main
and 1t.£:9t.NHH supporting and opposing
gu:;\ll.%léeé THOG2NB (26!
SSC Young  |August 2023  [Future 25 involved  |Hearing the views of future
SSC Young Lyy2@L customers  |with the panel, |customers (1618 year olds)
Lyy2 @t G2 NPanel Interim and 43 (so far)[to be triangulated with othe
Interim Report Report (awaitini survey young and future audienceg
(awaiting additional jadditional respondents [as part of the PR24 eviden
survey data) survey datak base.
Blue Marble
Qual: 6 SHs in
online depth

To engage witltonsumers
about the future
development of the Assure
tariff, and establish custom
\views towards a possible
new affordability tariff aime

Research 2023 Qa Research FW: 17 July completes HHsat those struggling to pay
21st August . ;

5032 99 F2F their water bills, but who
completes with|[don't qualify for Assure due
vulnerable HHsto their HH income being to
23 PSR surveyhigh
completes, and
21 H20nline
community
survey
completes.

SSC PR24
SSC PR24 affordability anc 987 HHs
Affordability and  |acceptability A survey tqorovide views or
Accep‘tabllllty Fesyngtestlng_- . Sept 2023 HH and NHH!117 NHHs 82 the aﬁordla}blllty and '
Quantitative findingsQuantitative acceptability of SSC's PR24

A SSW and%
2023 findings 2023 plan.

CAM)

Accent
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Concerns over finances and rising cost of living

LG KIFIa 0SSy S@OARSYG GKFG FAYFryOSa FyR | TFANMBM 0Af AlS
Priorities Research Qualitative Insights YeBB L2 NI 0 HAHHO F2dzyR GKIFG 11 Odza i
managing HH finances. This resedmimd that since moving out of the pandemic, any optimism was shatl

and has been since replaced with significant concerns regarding the cost of living. Similarly, the report shows that
NHH concerns are also economically rooted. Since the first yeaisaesearch, financial concerns have escalated

and become more important to customers.

Gt NAOS& FINB JI2Ay3 dzLJ 22 YdzOKE AF 41 G4SN Aa | €8 KSN.
future customers from écent Priorities Research Qualitative Insights Year 3

Further, the importance of affordable bills was also hgltted in theAccent Priorities Household Tracker Year 3
Quantitative Insightsesearch (2023). This reseamm$ked customers what their spontaneous priorities were. The
second most mentioned priority was reducing prices/ lowering bills. When this wasumeeafrough a Max Diff
exercise as one of 20 attributes, it also ranked second out of a list of multiple initiatives (score of 11.6). The report
noted a few changes in rankings year on year, and financial bill support increased by 1.4 intensity porit{s (pr
scores are a measure of preference intensity on a scalel@D} and 1.3 intensity points in the last few years (from
2020 to 2023). The reasons that customers supported bill affordability as a top priority was partly due to fear that
some househlals might not be able to afford their bills without going into debt or sacrificing personal hygiene. There
were also concerns over rising cost of living, and a recognition that money is going to be tight for people over the
next few years, so it must be apt wisely.

The{ {/ , 2dzy3 Lyy2@dI (2@®®3)hidghlighfes that futyiré Giddmers aneSalsiechidierned about
rising bills. It was noted that bills feel more unpredictable than before the-@bBlsting crisis. Water is essential, and
these future customers felt strongly that investments should not make bills unaffordable, and that price rises should
be spread out across the generations.

Value for money

TheAccent Priorities Research Qualitative Insights Y¢202&) results show thahe qualitative value for money
baseline appears mixed. As aforementioned, the current economic situation means all HH bills are a concern for
consumers. Participants were hopeful that water bills will continue to be stable and not follow energy bithpatt
Some participants felt their current water bill is good value, mainly because it is not as high as other utility bills.
However, some others think that at all bills are high, including water.

During theSSC Company Specific Adjustment ResearehfiR Reporuantitative survey (2023), respondents

were asked about VFM, and, as the qualitative results from the same study showed, the results across the board
were positive. It was NHHs in SSW that tended to give the most positive response, wihyi@gahey felt SSC give
either good to very good value for money. HHs in SSW gave a lower score with 59% responding they got good valt
for money for the services they received from SSC. The corresponding scores for CAM were 69% (NHH) and 64%
respectively. These VFM scores are broadly in line with those of other SSC research findings, such as in their
Promises Tracker, which found that overall household satisfaction with VFM was 67% during 2022/2023.

High level response to business plan

TheAcceant Priorities Research Qualitative Insights YelBLI2Z NI 0 HAnHHO SELX 2 NBR Odza 2
W[ 221Ay3 (2 G§KS 7T dzi-izBepodsdza the/pludvias Vel poyitive, ané \Ehenkiapikg back
spontaneous longerm priorities to this it made customers feel that SSC were covering the challenges raised and
meeting future expectations.

TheSSC PR24 Affordability and Acceptability Testing Quantitative Fistimgghat the level of acceptability for the
proposed plan was high amongst both CAM and SSW customers, with around 70% in both groups stating they four
the proposed business plan agtable. There were no observable distinctions between the two groups in terms of
their acceptability. As one might expect, individuals who found it easy to pay their projected future water only bills
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were significantly more inclined to express a higheel®f acceptability. The main reasons that participants
accepted the plan was because it addresses the-teng challenges and focuses on the right services. Trust was
significantly higher for customers in SSW and the current good service was highaMauStomers. Those who

found the plan unacceptable, mainly did so due to the cost of the bill increases and a perception that company
profits are too high. Customers in SSW were significantly more likely to report that they could not afford the
proposaldor their water services as a reason for the unacceptability of the plan. Overall, the most important areas
of investment was through tot be protecting the environment, followed by improving water quality. Customers in
SSW area put significantly more imf@orce on improving water quality when compared to those in CAM.

The{ {/ , 2dzy3 LYyy20I (2NE&RQHo 0 YER24y IENRY WEiNE Odza 2 Y
FOOSLIiFoftS 2@8SNItfX yR GKSe& ¢S MSWMNSGqualii fnd envinmedab A ( A
improvements were seen as the priority areas for these future customers, and both feel critical, seeing as they
reflect the primary functions of a water company. Although future customers found the plan acceptabld,dkesal

did have a few areas of concern. Firstly, they were concerned about rising bills as mentioned earlier, due to rising
costs of living and some students thinking that customers should not pay for investments, especially in areas where
companies areeen to be underperforming. Students want more detail about SSW's future plans so they can judge
them more accurately. This includes more examples of investments and details about the positive impacts of
investments.

Affordability of current and future eln water bill

TheAccent Priorities Household Tracker Year 3 Quantitative IngRfI28) results show that, compared to before

the pandemic, concerns about HH bills were significantly higher. When compared to year 1 and 2, a significantly
higher proporton of customers in year 3 (2023) reported concerns with paying their HH bills. This was against the
backdrop of spiralling inflation, the cost of living, and more. Concern with paying bills applied to current timing, and
also when thinking about the neg®2 months. Th&€ustomer Priorities Trackaiso showed that concerns over ability

to pay household bills has increased, but this is not strictly related to water bills. Before the pandemic, 51% of
customers felt they had concerns about their ability to pay household bills now or in the future, but this

increased to 84% in 2023, and 85% when considering the next 12 months.

TheTurquoise SSC PR24 LTDS Research Prese2@28nfound that 29% of SSC HH customers find it difficult to
afford their wate bill, whilst 35% found it easy. It appears CAM customers are slightly more likely to find it easy to
afford their water bills, with 38% finding it easy, compared to 34% of SSW. Similarly, 25% of CAM HHSs said it was
difficult, whilst 31% of SSW did. Whimoking at SEG, DE groups were more likely to find it difficult to afford (54%
said difficult), whilst ABs found it easier (53% said it was easy). When looking at NHH results, the story changes
slightly. Overall, 62% of NHHs said it was easy to affordybeh analysing by region, SSW were actually more likely
to find it easy (69%) compared to CAM (47%).

TheSSC Company Specific Adjustment Research PR24 Fina(Z&3)&iso asked customers how easy or difficult
they found it to afford theircurrent clean water bill. In terms of being able to afford their current bill, under half
(47%) of the sample (households and #wuseholds combined) said it was easy or fairly easy. It was NHHs in CAM
that found it most easy (65%), followed by HHs in ¢B8%6). HHs in SSW found it the least easy to afford their
current clean water bill, with 42% finding it easy to afford.

TheSSC PR24 Affordability and Acceptability Testing Quantitative Fiathogssked participants about the
affordability of theircurrent water bills. When considering their combined water bills (not just water only), just

under a third (30%) of the overall sample thought it was easy to pay these bills. This figure is significantly higher in
Cam (40%), compared to SSW (28%).

It appears that looking into the future, at AMP8 bills, some customers think they might struggle to pay. When the
SSC Company Specific Adjustment Research(BIR33 survey showed participaritsat bills are likely to increase by
around 25% for the period 202530, most customers were understanding and accepting of this. Customers in the
guantitative survey were also asked how easy it would be to pay their future clean water bill, with this increase in
mind and 29% felt it would be either very or fairly eadyede figures show a reduction from earlier in the survey
when customers were asked about affordability of their current bill, where positive agreement stood at 47%. At a

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 135



regional level, the 25% increase in water bill was considered more acceptable irb@¥®Mf{(NHH and 42% of HH
felt this would be easy to afford). This compares to SSW where 24% of HH customers and 25% of NHH customers
thought it would be easy to afford.

When isolating customers with any vulnerability from the rest of the sampléh(farthis was defined please see
Appendix J), we can see that almost half (48%) of the vulnerable customers thought it would be very difficult or fairl
difficult to afford the AMP8 bill, compared to 35% of rauinerable customers.

Some thought this riswas expected, due to other bill increases in the utilities world. Others felt negatively about
this increase, and mentioned being shocked, disappointed, and other negative words. On the other hand, some wel
more positive, and exhibited that this increag/as understandable and reasonable. When analysing these responses
alongside how easy or difficult respondents said it would be to afford these clean water bills from the period of 202&
to 2030, unsurprisingly, those who said they found it difficult ty peere significantly more likely to use negative

words in their initial reaction than those who would find it easier to afford, and vice versa.

hdzi 2F GKS NBaALRYRSyida K2 alAR Al ¢2dAZ R 0SS Us8d A NI &
positive words when initially reacting to the rise, compared to only 4% of those who said they would struggle to
FFF2NR AdGd Ly | AAYAEFNI GNI2SOG2NES nw: 2F (K2asS 4K
increase usedegative words in their initial reactions, compared to 15% of those who felt as if they could afford it.
The survey also asked people how they were feeling (e.g. in a good mood or bad mood) at the time of completion.
Unsurprisingly, those in a positive moatthe time of completing the survey were more likely to use positive words
when talking about the increase, compared to those who were in negative moods (24% compared to 14%). Moving
on, respondents who were satisfied with the overall service they redeom SSC (those giving a rating of 8, 9 or 10

on a 10point scale) were significantly more likely to use positive words when talking about the AMP8 increase
compared to those who were unsatisfied (those giving a 1,2 or 3 rating) with the service (2p#redno 8%).

| 26 SOSNE oKAfAG fy2ad F ljdzr NOSN) ovm:0 2F (GK24aS gK?2
when reacting to the increase, this is still lower than the proportion of customers dissatisfied with the service who
used negatie words (41%) in response to the proposed bill increase.

TheSSC PR24 Affordability and Acceptability Testing Quantitative Fiathogssked customers how affordable they
think their future water bills would be. The proposed combined bill recordectizedable decrease in the

affordability rating when compared with current bills, with 14% overall rating the proposed future bill as fairly or
very easy to pay. It appears that CAM customers are more likely to find their future bills easy to afford compared
SSW customer. Respondents from CAM (25%) exhibited a higher affordability rating when compared to those in S¢
areas (11%). Nearly half of the entire sample (47%) expressed concerns about their ability to pay the proposed
combined bill, finding it vergr fairly difficult to pay. SSW showed higher concerns (51% thinking it will be difficult)
compared to CAM (31%). Around a third of the sample (36%) adopted a neutral stance regarding this projected
combined bill, by selecting neither easy nor difficol&fford. When isolating affordability for the clean water only

bill, overall affordability for the future bill increases to 19% (compared to 14% for the combined bill) and net difficult
to pay decreased to 35% (compared to 47% for combined). RegiomaedifEs remain apparent at the clean water
only bill level, with more CAM customers (26%) thinking their bill will be easy to afford, compared to 17% of SSW.

Short term vs long term bill increases

In the Accent Priorities Research Qualitative Insigfear 32022) research participants were shown stimulus slides
to understand preferences for sherr longterm bill increases. The majority of customers, regardless of NHH or HH
status, age or social economic grade, opted for what they see as a consprofra natural bill, with just a minority
supporting shortor longterm investment.

I YAY2NARGE G6SNB Ay Fl@2dz2NJ 2F GKS WLl & y26Q LINBTFSNBY
future generations, as well as a sentimentanting to get it out of the way. Some were concerned that the

aAlbdzZ- A2y O2dA R ¢2NABSY |yR LISNKI LA LIS2LXS g2yQi oS
around the fact that water bills are lower than others so there is some roorfiefibility. However, customers

would want some guarantee that money would be well spent, as well as being assured through transparent update:s
that bills would not then increase again in the future.

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 136



¢CKS YIFre22NRGe 27F Odza 2 YYSTHE was seén adithe leaskridtablie\bptian dablit viokdd likely i S
involve a gradual increase and would therefore be less impactful on HH finances. A smooth increase over time
should ensure that current service is still maintained. Others mentioned thagthidi A 2y FSSf a WFI AN
and fits with the current economic strain.

[FadGgftesr a2YS Odzali2YSNR (GK2dzaAKd GKFG {{/ akKz2dzZ R 2 LJi
current felt unaffordable, and therefore people must focustbemselves or their family. Some customers admitted
they felt slightly embarrassed admitting this, but they stressed the need to survive.

The{ {/ , 2dzy3 Lyy2@I (2@ i NESR dzQ SR SINaedvdzNS LEd¥dil 2 YHERNE |
research found that future customers see steady bill increases as the fairest option for society, and the majority
chose this option, as it means increases are shared equally between generations, and because it is important to
minimise bill shocks durg the costof-living crisis. However, some future customers did notice that the phasing up
investment was the better option for the younger generation financially. When applying this concept to improving
network resilience specifically, the phasing upioptwas preferred, as the option where all generations pay equally
was seen to potentially underinvest in the future (as it looked like there would be less investment overall).

Intergenerational fairness

TheTurquoise SSC PR24 LTDS Research Prese2@28)iound that, in terms of intergenerational fairness, the
majority of customers think it is fair to contribute to the cost of maintaining infrastructure for both present and
future generations. This is due water being seen as a basic human entitlement that should be managed equitably
across generations. However, there was some argument from respondents that new technologies will be cheaper
and better in the future so it could be worth waiting before istiag. It is believed that all customers should
contribute to maintaining water infrastructure, and cost should be spread evenly. That being said, this depends on
the urgency of the infrastructure needs and the impact on water affordability. It is vitadrisider affordability,
especially amongst vulnerable customers.

TheSSC PR24 Affordability and Acceptability Testing Quantitative Fistlimgs that CAM customers are

significantly more likely to want bill increases to start sooner than SSW custpwight 52% of CAM and 40% of SSW
Odzai2YSNE &aStSOlAYy3 Wiy AYyONBIlIaS adlNIAy3I a22ySNDRo
know enough to make a decision, which is significantly higher than those in CAM (32%).

As aforementioned, thg¢ { / , 2dzy 3 Ly y 2 @I ( 2 Hdwa that futyr&dustomegrsitéhdiell 16 agne& LI2 N.
that steady bill increases were the fairest option for society because different generations will be contributing the
same amount to these improveents.

Company Specific Adjustment (CSA)

TheSSC Company Specific Adjustment Research( BIRB3)survey asked customers about their willingness to

accept, and to pay for a CSA (company specific adjustment). When asked how much they would contribute to a CS
in the qualitative phase;lH respondents suggested around the £4 to £5 per month would be &ddepThose

unhappy at paying more rejected mainly on the principle of the CSA, rather than being unable to afford more. Wher
a maximum increase of £4.50 a year was shown to HH respondents in the qualitative research, the majority
customers were acceptingdn the NHH side, spontaneous figures suggested were around the 5% level, so again, the
maximum amount of 2.5% when then shown, was largely accepted. However, some customers in the qualitative
groups disagreed with the CSA on principle, and felt no isergauld be acceptable, even as little as 50p per year,
and felt it was unfair asking customers to pay it.

The quantitative survey used a stated preference technique in the quant called Contingent Valuation Method (CVM;
In the quantitative survey, a C®A£2.50 per year was found to be acceptable for HH customers, and the percentage
figure for NHHs was 1.56%. When comparing the qualitative and quantitative results, the quantitative survey
respondents generally accepted a lower increase than the customedhe qualitative phase, but this was likely due

to the prompted manner in which the question was asked in the survey. The lowest scoring group of HH customers
were those who felt they got poorer value for money from SSC (votg@dri a 5point scale)who gave an average
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value of £1.79. Alternatively, those that felt they got good value for money from SSC (voted 4 or foimia 5

scale), gave a fairly high WtP value of £2.92. A similar pattern was also seen with satisfaction levels, although the ¢
was less pronounced. Customers most satisfied with the overall service from SSC (those thatlvbteds810

point scale), gave a WtP of £2.75, whilst the less satisfied (vetedrla 16point scale), were willing to pay £2.00

for the CSA. This was teecond lowest WtP score amongst HH customers. Among NHH, the firmographic
differences were less pronounced, with the majority of groups giving a similar value. A difference of note identified
was among those who did not think SSC offered good value foeyn@tP value of 1.09%), compared to the overall
WP value of 1.56%. NHHs who did think SSC gave good VFM gave a relatively high WtP of 1.7% for a CSA.

Golden Threads

Golden Protection for As financial concerns artlde rising cost of living take centre stage, worrig
Threads \vulnerable customersfabout bill affordability grow, especially for those already struggling.
\Vulnerable individuals express fears of being unable to meet their bills
without going into debt or compromising essential needs.

Emerging Cost of living People are increasingly worried about their finances and struggle to aff
thread their bills, especially water bills. This concern has become more signifig
over time. Some customers fear going into debsacrificing basic needs
due to rising living costs. This financial strain can affect their willingnes
accept additional costs for maintaining water infrastructure, and other
proposed investments. SSC must balance business plan developments
customas' ability to pay, especially for vulnerable groups.

Demographic Splits: Acceptability and Affordability of PR24 plans

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to customer
priorities. Pleasees the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

SSW vs CAM Appendix A.10.1 summarises SSW and CAM preferel
in relation to acceptability and affordability of PR24 pl
Overall, whilst both SS\WWhd CAM participants
considered the proposed bill changes to be acceptabl
CAM participants appeared better positioned to afford
the changes and were more accepting of the specific
figures.

HH vs NHH Appendix A.10.2 summarises HH vs NHH preference
relation to acceptability and affordability of PR24 plan
Both HHs and NHHs have some financial concerns, a
these have grown over recent years. NHHs are more
to think that SSC offers high VFM compared to HHSs, ¢
well as one study showing NHH anere likely to find
their current bills easy to afford. Another study found t
ease of affording current and future water bills fluctua
between HHs and NHHSs, depending on which SSC re
customers were in.

FBP vs current bill payers Appendix A.10.3 summarises future customer
preferences in relation to acceptability and affordabilit
of PR24 plans. Future customers are concerned aboy
rising bills and the cost of living, which is something tt
is now evident across all customer groupsiture
customers thought focusing on water quality and the
SYGANRYYSyYyl &aKz2dZ R 0SS (K
PR24 plan. Whilst this is consistent with the priorities
some other customers, it appears that the environmer
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might now be a higher pridy to future customers than
to other customers, in light of the aforementioned cos
living taking precedence for some other customer
groups.

Vulnerable vs other customers l LIWSYRAE ! dmnodn adzYYl NA &
preferences in relation to @aeptability of PR24 plan.
\Vulnerable customers were more likely to find the AM
bill very difficult or difficult to afford.
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14. CUSTOMER SERVICE

Published date |Participants  Sample Size Project Objectives

Research asked bill payers how
their financial situation has

Aptumog
- changed over the last year or s
Affordability and . : .
HJ/THH HH customers H>Xnnn || a how they are dealing with these
the Water Sector

changes and what their
expectations are fahe next few
Y2y iKa®

Purpose of this research was tg
dzy RSNR G YR Odzi
expectations of water and
wastewater companies in relatic
64 HHSs for online to specific areas of customer
community, focus groupsservice and support, their views

(2022) (Echo)

CCW, Customer

Licence Conditior‘]anu"’Iry 2023 HH customers and diary task, as well ajon what principles the new
Research (2023) 14 depth interviews with [licence condition should include
(Walnut) digitally disconnected [custome views on the guidance

Odza 1 2 YS N& proposed to support the
interpretation of the licence
condition, and the range and
diversity of views that customer|
KIS Ay NBfIGA
Totrack awareness and activity
the water retail market in
England.

January 2023  [NHH customergTotal: 1,825 ¢c2 LylrteasS odz
satisfaction with various aspect
of their water, sewerage and re
services in 2022.

Desk research and synthesis of
existing research to focus on 4
iKSYSa FTNBY 0dz
Jardzl NEB H JNHH customergn/a experiences: experience of the
market, perceptions of the
market, causes of adverse imp4
I yR SEIYLX Sa 2
Tracking survey which tracks th

CCW\;, Testing the
Waters (2022)

CCW, Evidence
Review of Retalil
Business Water
al Ny SiG ¢

CCWt Water April 2023 General UK |_”_|Total: 5,502 \views of household customers ¢
Matters (2023) CLStOMers CAM: 150 the services they receive from
(DJS Research) SSW: 150 water companies in England an
2 | f Saod
Registered To gain further insight from
businesses, business customers about their
. charities and experiences and views concern
Ofwatc Business . . )
. public sector the business retail water marke
Customer InsightJanuary 2022 o n/a . . :
Survey (2022) organisations including the extent to which thg
based wholly or have engaged with the market,
mainly in how far their needs and
England expectations have been met, ar
September2023
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the rea®ns for these outcomes,
as well as concerning the impac
of the Covidl9 pandemic.

Ofwat- Trust and
Perceptions View
on the Water

{ SOG2NJ 6

February 2023

HH customers

2,016 HHs (and boost of
300 participants from
ethnic minority
communities and 300

This research was commissiong
to develop insights on the

reputation of the water sector,
the level of trust in the sector, a|

Qual Year 1 (202
(Accent)

FTNRY 21 fSaovo@asSsga 2y NROSN
Total: 1,134
To monitor ongoing customer
SSE Customer HHs: 837 satisfaction, deliver egoing
Promises Tracke HH and NHH CAM 269 customer sentiment tracking,
Annual Report |March 2023 SSW 569 probe awareness and usage of
customers : .
(2023) services and track changes in t
(Turquoise) NHHs: 297 way customers wish to interact
CAM 93 with SSC.
SSW 204
To monitor ongoing customer
satisfaction against the key
metrics that engagement has
shown to be important to
customers; these include hard &
soft measures.
SSE Customer To deliver orgoing customer
Promises Trackin HH and NHH Total: 1,106 sentiment tracking against key
Research ReportApril 2022 CLStOmers brand statements.
(2022) HH: 814 NHHs: 292 To probe awareness and usage
(Turquoise) key service and track changes i
the way customers wish to
interact with SSC.
To monitor and track the impac
of Covid19 pandemic on
customers; new objective adde
in 2020/21.
Customer Satisfaction Metrics,
SSE PR24 BAU n/a n/a n/a Mexscores, Complaints Data,
Data (2022) Contacts Data, Trend Contact
Data.
gﬁgltlr:i)fsm A revie_w of how incidents are
. March 2023 n/a n/a impacting on customer
Sentiment theme satisfaction
(2023)
¢2 dzy RSNAR Gl YR
uninformed and informed
priorities in the short and long
SSE Customer term.
Priorities Tracker October 2020 HH customers 1660 in total To understand what factors driv

any changes in priorities includi
whether there are any wider
G2k i §RIdza G NBE ¢
To understand whether there

have been changes since Sumt
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2017 and what has driven those
changes.

Provide a benchmark against
5 KAOK OdzaiG2YSN
tracked for both wholesale and
retail services.

SS_Q_C_:ustomer Total: 1,054 Explore any differences betwee
Priorities Tracker|, . . , S
Quant Year 2 April 2022 HH customers uninformed/informed priorities

SSW: 701 CAM: 353  |and qualitative/ quantitative
(2022) (Accent) insights

Understand the customer impag
of Covd-19 and, from 2022, the
costof-living crisis.

Provide a benchmark against
whichOdza G 2 YSNAR Q |
tracked for both wholesale and

SSE Customer . .
Priorities Resear( retail services.
May 2023 Total: 1,072 Explore any differences betwee
Tracker _ . , .
o HH customers |[CAM: 372 uninformed/informed priorities

Quantitative ] o S

. SSW: 745 and qualitative/quantitative
Insights Year 3 o

insights.

(2023) (Accent) Understand the customer impag

of the costof-living crisis
OHNHOUL®
Data from CMeX, Qualtrics, Ca

SSQ. Customer ] Complaints / Incident Report dg
Service Themes: .
. HH and NHH to triangulate common themes
Top CX Impacts |April 2023 n/a :
customers and trends to determine

and Themes "

opportunities for key stakehadas
(2023) .

to consider.

2 EF YA 0 K

Water UK ¢z S yS UKs

UK general adu the water industry (including on

Omnibus Resear(December 2022 2,061

(2022) (Savanta) population natlonallsatl_op) and the effect o
the cost of living.
The UKCSI provides an objecti
independent perspective on the
10,000 consumers givingstate of customer satisfaction in
UKCustomer 45,000 responses (6,00Cthe UK, enabling organisations
. . UK general adu . .
Satisfaction Inde)yJuly 2023 Li2 Lidzt | G [responses for utilities  [assess their performance
(2023) sector, 25% of which ~ |compared to others in their
related to Water) aSO0G2NE YR gA

leading service organisations
across a range of sectors.

The UKCSI provides an objecti
independent perspective on the
state of customer satisfaction in
6,000 responses for the UK, enaling organisations tc
utilities sector, 25% of [assess their performance

5 KA OK NXf I {compared to others in their
aSOU2NE YR 6A
leading service organisations

I ONRP&aa | NI y3S

UK Customer
Satisfaction Inde» UK general adu
Utilities Sector January 2023 LJ2 LJdzt | @
wSLI2 NG 6
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Customer service introduction

The gualitative and quantitative results from tReiorities Research (S&Customer Priorities Tracker Qual Year 1
(2020) (Accent), SgCustomer Priorities Tracker Quant Year 2 (2022) (Accent) &@mer Priorities Research
Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Ac}énf 2 g & (K$yii YSEFHRDYSNI a SNIBA OSQ
WKEIASYSQ LINA2NRGE F2N) {{/ OdzAadG2YSNABR® |1l IyR bll Od
and expected shorterm priority. Customers also mentioned the need for quality staff, speedy resgspand both

human and digital communication. As a basic priority, customers want SSC to continue its good customer service
levels, as well as having contingencies in place for the case of various needs.

The importance of customer service is also recegph by Ofwat and is an essential part of their licence conditions

for water companies TheCCW, Customer Licence Condition Research (2023) (Waénd)jt focused on water
customers (not those specifically of SSC) and found that most customearatieely disengaged from their

supplier and simply expect a reliable supply, accurate bills and issues to be resolved quickly. Unsurprisingly, when
there are queries or issues, customers want to be able to contact their water company quickly ancaedgilgye

issues resolved efficiently and professionally.

ThePriorities Researchlso asked for any sought after enhanced features for customer service, and a usable app wa
mentioned. Here, SSC customers expressed that they would like real time cotatmmiand greater transparency

of information. When expanding this view into longerm priorities, some features related to customer service

were still seen as important. As a hygiene feature, customers want SSC to maintain efficient customer service
through multiple channels, and this would be enhanced by embracing technological changes through website or ap
provision. However, there was an important theme that SSC should ensure it offers appropriate contact channels fo
all customers, given some maglg want to engage by phone or fate-face.

The priorities tracker insights are supported by BAU insights from Qualtrics, social media comments and other
external benchmark reports like UKCSI.

During the qualitativériorities Researatustomers wereasked to predict future challenges that might affect the

g GSNI AYRAdzZAONER® {2YS 2F G(GKS dzy LINPYLIISR OKIffSy3asSa A
the requirements of demanding customers, provide instant messaging and balancingettidon human

AYUSNI OGA2yd | y21UKSNIJ FdzidzNBE OKFffSy3asS GKFG | NRPAS g4t
staff, highly trained to offer the best levels of service. Therefore, customer service tends to be considered as an
important aspect for water companies to perform well at.

Overall customer satisfaction

The recentUK Customer Satisfaction Index (202p)ort indicates that the average customer satisfaction score in

the utilities sector is 69.5 out of 100, a drop of pdints compared to July 2022 and the lowest score since 2014.

The score is also lowest on the list of 13 sectors, including tourism leisure, retafbpwnretail (food), and

services. However, within this, the water sector performs better than ener@®23 (72.6 v 67.9), and in 2022 the
water sector had a positive NPS score (8.7) versus a negative one for eBeé3gyhen looking at average

AL GAATEFEOGAZ2Y Y2y3 61 GSNI O2YLI yASa |f2ySs gSedBY as$s
points compared to the year before.

LY WHnAaHHuX {{/ W& 'Y/{L F@SNI3IS aldAraa¥tlOiAzy AYyRSE 402
74.8) with a positive NPS score of 19.4 (v 8.7 for the water sector). This data isitettlavfor 2023 as the UKCSI
adzNSe RAR y20 | OKAS@S adzZFFAOASYd ydzYoSNA 27F {{/
relatively small customer base versus other utility suppliers.

Od.

TheCCW;, Water Matters (2023) (DJS Researgport surveyed HH customers (including those in the SSC region),
and results show that in 2022:
1 92% of HH customers in England and Wales were satisfied with their water supply. The data for
SSW and CAM areas show that satisfaction is 93% amongst Hhherssto
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1 HH customer satisfaction with customer service (among all HH customers, not just SSC), has
declined over the last 7 years (when considering things like bill frequency and content, meter
readings and payment options).

1 77% of water customers overalere satisfied with customer service, which is a slight decrease
from 2021 (78%).

TheSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqeepseded that overall SSC household

customer satisfaction had fallen by 2 percentage points to 80% aosddo 2021/22 Figurel2.1). The average

score given for overall service across both SSC regions this year was 8.18 out of 10 (excluding DKs), which is belo
{{/ Qa&a LINRBRE& /a9- /9{ (I NBSG 2F ydoy | yPRectorishadKiif e o685
satisfaction dropped significantly in Q4 (to 7.69) which coincides with the communication around the SSC cyber
attack. The main reason that household customers cited for being satisfied with the overall service was because the
6 SNB WKK LiLBeS gASINIDA OS | yRk2NJ KFR y2i SELISNASYOSR LINE
across both regions. However, satisfaction levels did differ slightly by region in 2022/23. In SSW region it fell 1pp (tc
81%), whereas satisfaction in the CAdgion dropped by 5pp (to 77%). Household customers in the SSW region
GSNBE Y2NB tA1Sfte GGKIy /!la Odzad2YSNaR (G2 OAGS waz2R O
satisfaction (10% compared to 5%).

In 2022, theCCW, Testing the Waters (2022) repatiowed that, across England and Wales, overall satisfaction for
water services among nemousehold customers fell in 2022 compared 2020/21, from 91% to 88%.

If we turn our attention to SSC specificalfjgurel2.1,from the SS& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report
(2023) (Turquoiseyhows that overall notousehold satisfaction with SSC was 86%, which is a slight increase (of
1pp) from the 2022 results in t8SE& Customer Promises Tracking Research Repa22{4 TurquoiseHowever,

before 2022 the nothousehold satisfaction score was more varied. The 2022 report shows that this 85% figure fell
by a statistically significant 8pp from 2020/21, but this did follow a significant 7pp rise from 2019/20. Fdacking

on 2023, NHH satisfaction was slightly higher amongst businesses in SSW region (87%) than in CAM (82%). NHH
satisfaction was significantly lower amongst businesses who reported experiencing poor customer service relating t
the wholesale aspects of ¢lir water supply (60%).

The increased level of NHH satisfaction in 2020/21 may in part reflect methodological issues, where the large
increase indecisioN I { SNBRA ¢2NJ Ay3 FTNRBY K2YS YIRS &ddz2NS& NB ONIzA
historically lower satisfaction levels were undepresented in the 2020/21 period. This situation may then have

then settled back in subsequent years as working from home became more normalised.

Figure 12.10verall HH and NHH serviaisfaction in SSC region.

___________ LU LT) L Eudiuy £ 1 s dy L8 EVE L] Lol

The UKCSI satisfaction scores from 2021, 2022 and early 2023 for SSC v the water sector and the ut{liiK sector

/ dzZaG2YSNI {FdAaTFLFOlA2Y LYRSEY ! GAfAGASE { Seddv@oddiswS L2 N
shown inFigurel2.2. This suggests that, relative to the water sector as a whole, overall satisfaction has held up for
SCC over the last year after bouncing back strongly in early 2022.
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Figure 12.2: Overall Satisfaction scores ftdkhCustomer Satisfaction Index (July 2023)
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Key drivers of overall satisfaction (over all customers) were identified in the Customer Tracking reSg&rch (
Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2028){®ise), as shown iffigureo do 06 Sf 26 ® W+ | f dzS
WwStAFTOAfAGE 2F o1 GSNJ adzLILX @Q YR WeNHzaliQ Ay GKS {{
g GSNI adzZLILJ @ QX W2 | §SNJ LINBaAadzNBQY | IfsR4ydbtsNUza 6 Q KI @S A

Figure 2.3: Drivers of service satisfaction in SSC region.

Relative importance scores for overall satistaction Relative Importance scores for overall safistaction
(service elements) (brand elements)

7
Dty of the waler wpply il - SC ore O redable NNy

Another lens through which we can assess satisfaction iS8@ Customer Service Themes: Top CX Impacts and
Themes (2023york. When collating data from CMeX, Qualtrics and siallistics, emails and root cause data, we

can clearly see which themes have the most impact upon the customer journey with SSC customers. The main
customer experience themes that emerged are; wait times, poor online experiencesesed, billing issues/

payments, adequate agent support, and poor business communications. For example, the Incidents Qualtrics Revie
RFGlI aK2¢a GKFG Odzad2YSNE 31 @3S Y2NB YAESR NB@ASsa N
around tone and attitude in Febrmaand March, compounded by agents being unable to give an adequate

resolution for online service failures and the cyber incident. Key driver analysis shows that the agent performance
and customer effort as the leading drivers of customer satisfactiom, Riitst Contact Resolution just behind.

Therefore, if SSC focused on improvements in these areas, overall customer satisfaction scores might increase.

Trust

Nationally, trust in Water/Sewerage compani€QW, Water Matters (2023) (DJS Researdaplined markedly
between 2019 and 2021, but recovered somewhat in 2022 (Figure 12.4Watee UKC Omnibus Research (2022)
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(Savanta)ytudy supports this with 78% of UK adults saying that they trust their water company in December 2022,
which is slightt up from 73% in August 2022. However, @evat - Trust and Perceptions Views on the Water

{ SOG 2 NkportiFendoyOR G KIF G OdzaAG2YSNEQ (NHzaAG Ay GKSANI g GSNJI
ensuring good quality water, providing a reliab&nsce, and providing good value for money for customers, had
steadily fallen throughout 2022.

Figure 12.4: Trust in Water/Sewerage custongeasnual scores out of 192015¢ 2021

Average Score outof 10 (12 year rolling average)
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The UKCSI trust score for SSC in early 2023 is 7.3,ashiglares favourably with utilities in general (6.9) and is the
same as the average across water companies (7.3).

TheSSC Customer Tracking Research Re@8® Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise) &
SSE Customer Promises Tracking Research Report (2022) (Turgsloise)Yhat trust in SSC has steadily declined

over the last four years (sddgurel2.5a), to the point where it is now below the AMP7 target rating for 2022/23 of
8.2 out of 10. This is the first time that the target has not been met, although the target does progressively increase
by 0.05 each year. This would suggest that the upti¢kust scores seen nationally for water companies has not yet
been reflected in SSC.

The trust score recorded a significant fall to 7.53 in Q4 which coincided with the communication around the SSC
cyberattack. It will be important to monitor how muabf an impact this will have on trust scores into the future.

Figure 12.5a: Overall trust ratings for SSC v target (Slide 28 of SSC Customer Tracking annual report 2022/23)

When focusing on regional differences, it is apparent inS8&; Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023)
(Turquoisejhat there are higher levels of trust among SSW household customers, compared to CAM customers. In
HAHMKHH { {2 Q& inyvasSau6, Eilst CANIwagi8.06lBAgire12.5b highlights, this regional

difference has grown during 2022/23, where average trust scores are significantly higher among SSW household
customers (8.36) than CAM customers (7.59). Although a smaller sain@leheCCW Water Matters (2023) (DJS
Researchjesults from both regions supports this general sentiment, with CAM customers exhibiting higher levels of
trust of their water company (7.34), compared to SSW customers (7.17), although both figurégharetiran the

national average of 7.01.
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Further, when turning attention back to tHeS@ Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise),
across both regions, the report shows that customers with an AB social grade reported lower lexeds @fith an
average score of 7.66, compared to 8.52 amongst DE social grade. These different levels of trust by region may to
some extent relate to the level of contact with the company, which is generally lower in CAM than in SSW (CAM
customers are ledgely to have contacted SSC in the last year: 17% in CAM v 28% in SSW).

Figure 12.5b: Overall trust ratings for SSC, by region and by household ardausehold in 2022/23 to date

w0 @ -
Ccvr?ubfec;kge n - 12% 2% 14% - ?.634 Average
HH Creerall Hnm 4" IR 21% 14% _ 8.37  Averoge
MHH Overall %ﬁ“‘ 4% 8% 25% 0% _ 8.44 Averoge

Mote: Bacludes “don’'t know” responses

ml m? m3 < 3 & 7 8 ? mlD

T Indicates significant difference

w behween supply region tu Em- q uiﬂ E gﬁ

As depicted irFigurel2.6 below, the main reasons given by household customers for positive trust scoresSithe

¢ Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turq@o8&) B G K G GKS& KI R Wb2 LIN
KFELILR ¢AGK GKS ASNUSOEO d&E ZRKSE{ KIS Q¢ ABlI azy
Odza12YSNEROVZ 2NJ 0KIdG GKS@& WR2 (NMzAd GKSYQ owmox {{/ |

ASNIAOSKk KSELIFdzZA Q Fa | NBIFaz2y G don@wpikanin CAM (20). dHeA OK &
reasons for trusting SSC showed no significant regional or demographic differences.

=]

Figure 12.6Reasons for positive trust scores given by household customers in 2022/23 YTD
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No problems [/ issues / reliable / happy with the
service

Mo reason not to frust

|/ we do trust them

Misc / Unspecified

Good customer service J helpful

Don't trust / Don't trust large organisations
completely

Don't know / don't know enough

Helped with bills / affordalzility

Nobody is perfect / human emor

Sewage pollufion inrivers / seas

Good reputation / company

I 31%’]19]]
0% (133
33% [58)

] }5%

&
5% |67
15% (26

I 13% (82
14% []6]
%7

-
15)%][1?;

4% (36
| %[ [3%]

B %5, B HH Total

7% (3
3% (3]

South Staffs Water HH
Bl 5% (36]

&

B 2% (13
3% (13)

Cambridge Water HH

B 2% 1)
2%L9]
1% (2]

2%[”}
2% (4)

MNote: reasons cited by 10 or
maore respondents

Mote: base size in brackets

B 2%10)
2% (8]
1% (2]

Given the strong association of Trusthe SSC brand with overall satisfaction, the drivers of tiigjufel2.7

0St260 IINB aAYAfTINI (2 (GK2asS 2F aldAraFlrOliArAz2ysr gAGK Y
NEfAFOES O2YLIyeQ ff FSIOGARBYE AGNRYyIAf a2 RYIOSNT Y
GAGK GKSANI OdzalG2YSNRQ Aa y20Sg2NIKex a AdG Aa | YdzO

Figure 12.7Drivers of Trust for all customers

Relative impodance scores for Trust
(service elements)

Relative imporance scores for Trust
(brand elements)
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there could be room for improvement: compl to the water sector, SSC is about average for reliability, strong for

NB LJdz{ F G A2y 0 dzi
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Figure 12.81UKCSI score for important drivers of Trust (January 2023)

UKCSI for Reliability, Reputation and Openess
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If we turn our attention to the reasons for low trust scores (scores®f dut of 10) in theSSE Customer Promises
Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise§ S Y I Ay NBlFaz2ya 3IABSy 6SNB (GKFG O
0KS O2YLIl ye OmchNIA Gy RRFRARY (GNHzaG fFNBS 2NAlFyAal (A2
breach was the third most cited reason for negative trust scores, despite only being relevant in Q4 2022/23. A
guarter of all customers who gave a negative trust edarthis latest quarter cited the data breach as a reason. This
may be part of a general trend; for example, the UKCSI score for trust in the utility sector as a whole has declined
over the last year up until January 2023 (falling from 7.2 to 6.9), amevtier sector also (7.5 to 7.3).
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There were no significant regional or demographic differences at the smadlasuple level. In contrast to these
negative trends over all customers, tB&E Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turgtmidade

found the average trust score for ndrousehold customers had slightly increased from the year prior from 8.26 to
8.27. This correlates with the trends observed for overall satisfaction, where HH scores have steadily declined while
NHH scores havemained higher and slightly better for this year than last. This would suggest that perceptions of
the overall standard of the service received go hand in hand with levels of trust.

Contact between customer and company

Accordingtothd Y / dzAG2YSNJI {F GA&ATFI OGA 2y ,RXoRoBMat cystiniefs axpekicheed { S
a problem their water company in the last three weeks with a problem; of these, 14% related to cost (=3% of all
water customers).This compred relatively well with the Energy sector, where easated problems occurred over
twice as frequently (23% of energy customers experiencing a problem, with 30% related to cost = 7% of
customers).However, both sectors compare less well to the averfagall sectors (16% with problems, 12% related

to cost = 2%).

Looking at water companies more specifically, #pgumog Affordability and the Water Sector (2022) (Ecteport

saw a lot of mentions of financial insecurity and its impact customers in the water sector. We should also keep in
mind that different types of customers might need more support in paying their bills, and that some customers may
be more likely to rach out for help than others. For example, although not specific to SSEpthenoc

Affordability and the Water Sector (2022) (Ecteport found that half of younger consumers (aged2H) struggled

to pay any household bills, compared to 32% of custanoeerall.

oFor the younger age groups, budgeting and paying bills could be a new responsibility for many. Reaching out to
them to offer advice or support as they take their first steps towards independent living and registering as a named
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bill payer ould be the best time for water companies to establish thatt@mm relationshipgg Aptumog
Affordability and the Water Sector (2022) (Echo)

Looking at customer contact more generally (not specific to cost of living support), we can see customers are
contacted for other reasons. Intf@fwat-¢ NHza & | yR t SNOSLIi A2y a +resblisfrom2y (K
CCW, customers were asked if they had heard or seen any communications from their water company in the last
year, and if so, what this was abolost recall seeing communication from their water company, most often in
relation to the importance of saving water (43%), changes to their bills (29%), and water problems in the area (27%
Almost a quarter of the sample (24%) recalled receiving conizatinons about support available for those that are
struggling to pay their bill, which seems higher than the other studies suggest. It should be kept in mind that these
findings are not specific to SSC.

When focusing our attention on SSC specifically, it appears that the majority of household customers have been in
contact with SSC at some point, for any reason.98& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023)
(Turquoisejound that over a quarter (28%) of household customers cannot recall ever contacting SSC. SSW
customers were significantly more likely to have had contact within the last 12 months (28%), compared to those in
CAM region (17%). THECW;, Water Matters (2023 (DJS Researaigsearch also explored how many customers had
contacted their water company. Across England and Wales, 20% of HH customers had contacted their water
company within the last year, and similar levels of contact were shown for CAM HH cusi@t#). In contrast,

fewer SSW customers in the Water Matters survey (16%) had contacted SSW within the last year. A reason
mentioned for contacting their water company was to complain (4% of SSW contact and 3% of CAM contacts,
compared to 2% for overahdustry average). Although the observation is based on very small samples, it is of note
that less SSW customers were satisfied with how their query was handled (67%), compared to CAM customers anc
to the overall industry average (78% and 74% respec)ively

Most recently,SS@ PR24 Qualtrics Sentiment themes (203 RA OF 6 SR G KI 4 (GKS &a02NB 3
involved when they contacted SSC declined significantly, from a 72% rating positive to 62%. It was observed that
WWK2Y ST XyilAyyRS CRININI G yOARSYyGa INB Fftf KFEGAYy3I | aAxyY)
For northousehold customers across England and WalesCt¥, Testing the Waters (2022¢port shows that

similar numbers to those of household customers repotteding contacted their retailer in the last year. In 2022,

21% of norhousehold customers contacted their water retailer with an enquiry or complaintCIlt\&t Testing the
Waters (2022 report also found that norhousehold customers across England araléd, who recalled being

contacted by their retailer in 2022 in relation to advice and support for billing, are more satisfied across multiple key
measures than those who had not been contacted. These levels include overall satisfaction, perceptiaresfof val
money, and trust and care for customers. These findings coincide witG@wWt; Evidence Review of Retail Business

2 | 1 SNJ al NJob a yeérprion 2021. Within this review, findings from @vat ¢ Business Customer

Insight Survey (2022)und that 29% of customers had been in contact with a retailer in 2021, and large
organisations and metered customers more likely to have had contact with their retailer. The overwhelming reason
for contact was also regarding bill enquiries, as shown irG@®\, Testing the Waters (2022¢port. Of those who

had been in contact with a retailer, 59% stated that they were satisfied with the contact they had, and 32% were
dissatisfied.

Means of contact

h¥sél G | YCRW/Custorfsd Licence Condition Research (2023) (Waépd)jt explored contact preferences
for customers of water companies (not specifically SSC). This research found that different types of customers
displayed different attitudes, and hence alternaigreferences regarding contact type. For example, younger
participants and future customers were seen as more transactional, and hence preferred digital channels.

Meanwhile, older customers exhibited the need for more personal contact and reassunacicejrig being able to
speak to someone by telephone. Means of customer contact cannot be a one solution fits all, and it should be kept
in mind that vulnerable customers can have varied and very specific needs during regular service provision and
incidents, and therefore water companies need to proactively identify and meet such needs.
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TheOfwat-¢ NXzA § FyR t SNDSLII A2y a +fuddthbat tiee yhord viags inzwhich eoplel h&ad ( 2
from their water company, the more likely they aredee that company as customeentric. Furthermore, this

research found that those who thought their water company acts in the interest of customers were more likely to
remember receiving all types of communication, except for letters/bills. For examgte w8 thought their

company acts in the interest of customers remembered receiving an email from their water company, compared to
18% of those who disagreed with the idea their water company acts in the interest of customers. Therefore, it is
clear that recollection of customer contact, and customer views on brand sentiments, are interrelated. This
enhances the view that multhannel delivery is effective, and it can lead to inflated brand perceptions of a
company.

Focusing our attention on SSC, 88¢ PR24 BAU Data (202250 shows that customer satisfaction metrics
fluctuate depending on the means of contact. It is also evident that customer satisfaction measures have fallen in
recent times. Across the SSC region as a whole, the overall averag@eusatisfaction score was 8.10 by phone,
and 7.60 by other channels, between July and September in 2022. Both scores have slightly fallen from 8.47 by
phone, and 7.98 by other channels in J8bpt 2021.

Additionally, theSSE PR24 BAU Data (202&)ows some differences between the SSW and CAM regions. In 2022,
the overall customer satisfaction score for contacts via the phone was higher in SSW, with a score of 8.25, compare
to 7.48 in CAM. Both of these scores are lower than in 2021, when SSW5d/aar@l CAM was 8.36. The fall in CAM
was significant. Customer satisfaction for contact through other channels shows a similar picture, with SSW
significantly outscoring CAM (7.84 vs. 6.88 in 2022). Satisfaction with contact via other channels happésbid

both regions since 2021, when SSW scored 8.28 and CAM scored 7.11.

When asked how they would like to be updated by SSC with regard to theitdonglans and investments, tHeSC

¢ Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqgfmise) that most customers channel preference was
SAGKSNI I £SIFFEtSG aSyid 6A0GK GKSANI gl GSNIOoAff Ooyir02X
regional difference here too. As depictedrigurel2.9, higher proportions of CAM stomers wanted to be

contacted via leaflets sent with the bill or through an email with a website link, whilst a higher proportion of SSW
customers preferred to receive a detailed letter sent via the post.

Figure 12.9Shows household customdrannel preferences, split by region.
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If we take a step back and look at the water industry more in general (not specific to SSpPiutne¢ Affordability

and the Water Sector (2022) (Eclpaper also shows that customer communication preferences differ. For example,
respondents were asked how they would prefer service providers to contact them to offer advice and supports on
payments and budgeting and 68% said email, 54% said post, 478élspitbne, 29% said messaging service, 20%

said home visit and 19% said video call. The answers provide are a little different than the SSC specific preference:
but this may be due to different options given and the fact that the SSC question askectaboutinication

related to longterm plans and investment, whilst tiiptumoquestion asked about advice and support regarding
budgeting and payments. Additionally, (€Wt 9 GA RSy OS wS @A Ss 2F wSGFAf . dzAAy
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corroborates this amongst NHcustomers too, with businesses expecting a ralitinnel approach, for example
including online account information, emails, letters and text communications to be kept up to date by suppliers.
Nevertheless, thé\ptumocg Affordability and the Water Semt (2022) (Echakport shows that suppliers are

realising now more than ever that making communication as easy as possible for customers is key to establishing a
successful longasting relationship. Hence, carefully managing customer data and makirfigliget use of a variety

of channels is key, which SSC ought to keep in mind.

Perceptions of the SSC brand

Before focusing on SSC specifically, for context there is data about the UK water industry in general available in the
Ofwat-¢ NHza i FyR t SNOSLIIA2ya + NSescustodngrs wefe Ssked which Wdrd§ tBe® i 2 NJ
would use to describe wateompanies in general (outofapRSGSNXYAY SR ftAadG0od nm: 27F
FANBOGQ 062dzi 6F GSNI O2YLI yASa Ay 3ISYySNI X odzi GKAA
Other words chosen to describe water companies are shiowthe graph below.

R

Figure 12.9a: Words customers thought best describe water companies in general, and their own water company.
Impression of water companies vs own water company
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The rest of the section looks at the SSC brand specifically. Over@iSte&ustomer Promises Tracker Annual

Report (2023) (Turquoisahd theSSE Customer Promises Tracking Research Report (2022) (Turdqoaiag)

have found thahousehold perceptions of the SSC brand remain strong and largely positive in most areas. There are
some concerning longderm negative trends for SSC, particularly related to perceptions of being seen as a reliable
company and having a good reputationtdnds to be that overall, household customers in the SSW region view the
brand in a more favourable light on average than customers in the CAM area. This relates to significantly lower
agreement scores from CAM customers for reliability, reputation, b#i@glLJSy YR K2y SaiQx o6 SA
FYR FSStAy3a O2yFARSy(d GKFG {{/ KlFa LXlya G2 SyaduNNB
customers are less likely to have contacted SSC in the last year, so these lower scoregartagflect less recent
experience of SCC customer service.

The following section summarises the findings for the brand statement questions fro@ustemer Tracking
Research Reportairveys. As indicated Figurel2.10, not all of these brand stateents closely align with the
customer service theme, only the most relevant points have been drawn out.

¢KS {{/ ONI}YR adlLGdSYSyd GKIG arg¢g GKS Y2al Odzai2YSNJ
F NBftAFofS 0O2YLANE customery and 78% of NHH customeérsfagreed with this statement.
Agreement with this statement was slightly higher amongst SSW HHs (79%), than CAM HHA@V24gr,

amongst the household sample, the proportion of those viewing SSC as havingrega@ation was significantly
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lower amongst CAM customers (54%), compared to SSW (71%). In 2023, the next highest scoring brand statement
for both householdand noi 2 dza SK2f R Odza 2 YSNA NBf I SR G2 Odzad2YSN
aNB 2Ly IyR K2ySald 6AGK GKSANI OdzalG2YSNBRQ® hyOS |3l ;
these three brand statements than SSW household customers:
9 W9l ae G2 RSFHf 6AGKQ &> FAINBSOY /la ppr @ad { |
9 WhLISY |yR K2ySalos. $sWes%dNBES0Y /! a pco
Among norhousehold customers, the highest scoring brand statement irS{8&, Customer Promises Tracker
Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise} & { {/ 0SAYy3 NBtAIG6ES o6Tyz0Z F2(t268S

o]
have competentstafs K2 R2 ¢gKI G0 (KSé& aleé GKSe& gAff R2QY YR T ®%
Al 2dzi ljdzA O1feQo

CAIdzNBE MHPMnY {K2¢a | ANBSYSyild sAGK {{/ Qa oNIyYyR adl i

9 J
2022/23 s U m mqu. South Staffs Water Cambridge Water

== I T =
They are a reliable company 77% 9% 72% 78%
They have a good reputation 56% 1% T 54% l 68%
They are easy to deal with &0% 62% 55% 54%
They are open and honest with their custorners 62% 65% 56% 84%
They have competent staff who do what they say they will do™ Not fracked for this audience 71%*
If something goes wrong. they sort it out quickly® Mot tracked for this audience 70%*

| feel confident that S5C has plans in place to ensure we don't run out of water in the Not fracked for

future G a3 FhE this audience

They help me to save water in my homs / graqnisatien A46% 48% 42% 13%

TheY are envl'lronmenlc:Hy focused and do a good jeb at helping to protect the a4% 45% 4% 51%

environment in the areas they take water from

They help me to understand if having/installing a water meter is right for me 44% 46% 39% Nol‘t frc:clfed for
this audience

They run an environmentally sustainable business 447 45% 41% 43%

They do a good job at playing an active role in your community — such as sponsering

local projects or visiting schools to teach pupils the value of using water wisely 25% 25% 23% Mat fracked for

this audience

TheCCW;, Water Matters(2023) (DJS Researsi)dy asked customers a few questions which could be related to
brand perceptions. Customers were asked if they agree that their water company cares about the service they
provide to customers, and overall, 59% of HHs agreed. Theaqat figures for SSW and CAM were 59% and 58%
respectively.

Complaints

The 2023 complaints data from tI8S & Customer Service Themes: Top CX Impacts and Themess{&g8hat

the number of complaints was stable for the year up to Ma&0B3, but increased markedly for that month. The
number of complaints for SSC in total ranged from 72 (Apr 2022) to 174 (Feb 2023), but then increased to 438 in
March. Both SSW and CAM regions saw the complaints level for March 2023 YTD as beingttopMathen 2020.
h@SNJ GKS @SIENJ G2 RFEGS AY HnHoX (GKS OKAST O2YLX Ay
dissatisfaction with the digital journey and then accounts issues. In March 2023, dissatisfaction with the digital
journey became thelominant complaint, accounting for 36% off all complaints that month, compared to just 16%
over the year. It is possible that these steep increases are associated with the cyber incident that SSC experienced
which resulted in more customers being disdiid in relation to the digital journey.

I 40SFRe& RSOfAYS Ay NIGAy3Ia F2N wOdzaG2YSNI STFF2NIQ 6
difficulty that customers experienced in March, where wait times were by far the biggason for dissatisfaction,
followed by a poor online experience.
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When focusing on nehousehold customers across England and Wales (not specific to SSGIMh& esting the
Waters (2022)eport shows that the vast majority of complaints were about isgues (72%), whilst only 9% related
to poor customer service.

It is useful to consider how well customers feel that their complaints are handled, and the Utilities Sector Report
from the UKSCI UK Satisfaction Indaews that for water companies, treerage satisfaction for handling a
complaint is 7 out of 10, which is higher than that of energy companies (5.5 out of 10). However, this figure is not
specific to SSC.

Golden Threads

Golden The need for customgThe majority of customers have not had recent contact with SSC.
Threads information and Communication and engagement are clearly important when it comes t
engagement customer satisfaction ratings, so it would be beneficial for SSC to have
engagement with their customers, with a sjfeacfocus on customer servic
dealings.

Further, satisfaction scores are higher for those customers who contaci
SSC via the phone, compared to through other channels. Digital contad
growing, but is often associated with lower satisfaction thaepéone
contact. A focus could be on improving the digital contact experience,
alongside maintaining telephone contact experience.

This goes hand in hand with issues pertaining to the cyber incident,
highlighting that SSC should focus on greatenmunication, to build up
trust levels amongst customers.

Emerging Cost of living The topic of cost of living is of growing importance to customers, and it
thread comes as no surprise that customers would probably like to be contacts
their water supplier (and other utilities suppliers) about support that can
provided for this issue.

Demographic Splits: Customer priorities

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, retaistidracer
priorities. Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.

SSW vs CAM Appendix A.11.1 summarises SSW and CAM preferel
in relation to customer service. Overall, SBW¥8tomers
have a more positive view of SSC, with higher overall
satisfaction and rank SSC higher on a number of attri
e.g., helpful, reliable, good customer service.

HH vs NHH Appendix A.11.2 summarises HH vs NHH preference
relation to customeservice. Customer service is
important for both HHs and NHHSs, and it appears thal
satisfaction has been slightly falling in recent years (s
2017/18), whilst NHH results are more varied, but hayv
recently been seen to increase very slightly.

FBP vs current bill payers Appendix A.11.3 summarises future customer
preferences in relation to customer service. The majo
of future customers, don't anticipate much interaction
with their water company. They exhibit a high level of
tech-savviness atha demand for proactive service fron
their supplier. They heavily rely on technology for
accessing accounts, making payments, and receiving
time information about water services, including upda
on interruptions or changes in water pressure. Alufe
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billpayers supported SSC's aim of becoming the-best
performing company in the utilities sector before 2050
Vulnerable vs other customers ' LIWSYRAE | ommdn &dzY Yl NX &
preferences in relation to customer service. For
vulnerable astomers, proactive customer service with
personal touch was the strongest communication
preference. This is likely because a more transactioné
approach, where efficiency is key, is regarded as una
to provide the time and reassurance needed in resped
their vulnerable circumstances, or specific needs duri
regular service provision and in the event of incidents
Proactive customer service seems to be more likely tc
build trust in SSC.

Stakeholders vs customers Appendix A.11.Summarises SSW and CAM preferend
in relation to water quality. In general, SSW customer
are more satisfied with their water quality in comparis
with CAM. Both regions had different priorities in term
of water quality, with SSW focusing more on water
discolouration and smell; and CAM being highly focus
on the hardness of water. However, water hardness w
an important issue in both regions.
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15. WATER QUALITY

Published Date Participants

Sample Size

Research Objectives
Research aimed at understanding watj
consumers' views on water and

gg\/v;/tar\}\?ater HH, NHH and Online focus arouo: 1sewerage services, what is important,
. April 2022 future IOCUSQIOUR- L5553 § 64 2y  h T gdminen®C
Consumer Depths: 16
Views (2022) customers areas for PR24, any new areas for
exploration and to test descriptions an
measurements of PCs.
. The Consumer Council férfater (CCW)
\SI(;\\IAVﬁ Erl:?::g wished to conduct research into how
\Water people value and understand the wate
Environment  Julv 2021 HH and future Total: 62 environment, their preferences for hov
y customers ' it should be managed, and their views
(2021) 9
(Communit current policy directions, taking accou
Research) y of the difference in policies between
EnglandaR 2 | f S& @
Review current SSC understanding of
Odza G2 YSNEQ LINR 2 NRA
NEaSkNOK 2dziLidzi & &
SSQE Customer Review methodologies for customer
Priorities Desk | a \ v & v = 1 « A - Jpriorities measurement, including a
Research (202({ SLIUSYOo N 2dzamo  NB L2 NI dreview of research conducted by other
(Accent) 5 GSNJ O2YLJIl yASa ¥
Review Ofwat expectations for PR24,
aSlh 2dzi Ay h¥gl 4GQ
a0NF G0S3e& LI LISNID
Total: 1,134
. To monitor ongoing customer
gicrcni(;g:tomer 22; Sg; satisfaction, deliver oigoing customer
HH and NHH sentiment tracking, probe awareness
Tracker AnnualMarch 2023 SSW 569 .
Report (2023) customers usage of kegervices and track change
(Tup uoise) NHHs: 297 in the way customers wish to interact
q CAM 05 with SSC.
SSW 204
SSC H20nline Total: 605, across
All activities several polls A number of pollsvithin the SSW and
relating to 2022 HH customers CAM regions concerning various wate
water quality CAM: 277 quality activities and attributes.
(2022) (Explain SSW: 328
¢2 dzy RSNRGF YR Odza
LISNODSLIiA2ya G-mnl N
Qualitative: 34 HHs jvision to 2050 and their spontaneous
SS@ LTDS HH, NHHs and |NHHs, 6 FBPs  [references in terms of lonterm
) H N I e
Report (2023) |[July 2023 future Quantitative: 980 HH.R SCAOSNE® 1 fa2 Z S
. . . performance and future targets in 10 K
(Turquoise) customers (including 82 FBPs), "
and 100 NHHS ambition areas, and tanderstand the
main reasons that drive customer
preferences, and to explore the issue
intergenerational fairness.
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SSQ NERA
\Willingness to
Pay for Water
Services at PR
(2022)

December 2022

HH, NHH
customers and
future billpayers

Total: 1250

CAM: 424
SSW: 833

Future billpayers: 54

Aimed at designing, implementing and
analysing a stated preference survey i
order to gain an estimate of customer
WTP for service improvements from §
with the overall aim of informing their
PR24usiness plan. HH, NHH and futy
customers were of specific focus.

SSC, ODI
Research (202!

Total: 807

HH: 609
NHH: 198

Medically vulnerable:

Aimed at analysing further segmentati

Findings (2021)

(Accentand  |March 2023 HH and NHH 109 of SSW and C_AM Water cust_omer val
customers S on top of previous Collaborative ODI
PJM Communications
. , research by Ofwat and CWW
Economics) vulnerable: 90
Life-stage
vulnerable:89
Financial vulnerable:
27
SSG ODI . HH and NHH . . A review of methodological options
Research Pilot |[June 2022 552 total interviews | . ) .
customers aimed at informing ODI rate for PR24.
(2022)(Accent)
Appendixes for SSWs PR19 triangulat
_Sl_r‘?acﬁ Pu?alt?ogat HH, NHH and research. A review of all SSW custom
StudygSSW 2019 future 9000+ engagement activity relating to their
WRMP (2018) customers W_RI\_/IP focusing largely on customer
priority.
SS@ South Data from SSW Review of SSW customer contacts
Odza U 2 YI®hhE (between 2017 and 2022, looking
Staffs Water . . . .
) . July 2022 n/a water quality contactgspecifically at the drivers behind trend
Quality Metrics . ) .
(2022) 1,515 for the period |[in contacts and recommendations for
2021/22. SSW
aSladaNBE O0dzad2 YSNE&
water resources, levels of service and
Sover Tene MOyZ022
WRMP24 (202; HH: 624 NHH: 149 | ) y 9
(DJS Research customers in service or to addresssaipplydemand
RSTAOAU D
To develop a Best Value Plan in line w
2 §SNJ wSa2dz2NDS t ¢
Discusses SSW anchitaidge
SSG Water OdzA G2 YSNEQ LINK 2 NX
Hardness HH and NHH 3,010 SSW HH and around water behaviours and
Triangulation (2018 NHH, 1,889 CAM HH .
. customers developments, as well as their
Conversation and NHH -
willingness to pay for these
(2018)
developments.
To explore household, future and SME
SS@ WRMP24 Total: 47 busmessgs cystomer prefereppes in
CWRAP Theme HH, NHH and terms of; environmental ambition, leve
1 Research August 2021 future HHs: 28 of service/resilience ambition, water
customers NHHSs: 10 efficiency ambition, and best value

Future customers: 9

planning criteria.

¢2 SyadaNB | 32t R
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preferences in these strategic areas,
which sets the context for the remaind
of the engagement programme.

SSE

' YRSNEGFYR Odzaldz2yY
ability to pay for various services and
investment levels for water services o

\F’,V;"'r;?;seesjr;% June 2018 Euiti?:e'?sHH Total: 1,999 the period of 20262025, This research
y f2218R ALISOATAOLN
(2018) _— .
priorities for service investments and t
valS LJX I OSR Ay (KS
SS@ WRMP Total: 1,180 Core purpose of this study was to
Them(_as 1 and {April 2022 HH and NHH  ICAM:427 prowdeewdenc.e of cus'Fomer responsg
Quantitative ) and support for; managing droughts,
. customers SSW: 753 . .
Insights (2022) universal metering, leakage,
2 XA A I & 5 & “. . =
0! OOSy HHs:l,OZSNHHs:lESYQA NRYYSYyulft | YO
SSG WRAP 87 customers overall:To explore household customer, future
Deep Dives HH, NHH and customer and SME business custome
(2021) November 2021 future CAM: 45 . . T :
. i views in depth on; universal metering
(Community customers SSW: 42
., —jand water transfers.
Research) Future customers: 15
Severn Trent . L
Strategic Repoi2022 n/a n/a A strategic report on thactivities of
Severn Trent and Hafren Dyfrdwy.
(2022)
To review existing evidence.
\Water Club Qualitative Phase: 98T0. identify andill knowledge gaps abo
L attitudes towards water source changg
Changes of June 2022 HH and NHH - HHs. Quantitative Provide a clear and actionable
Source (2022) customers Phase: 1,762 HHs, 14 .
NN framework for water companies to useg
(Britainthinks) NHHs .
when communicating water source
changes in future.
To ensure the customer input in the
WRW- Updateo . . regional plan is upo-date by including
Regional Plan |March 2023 n/a Triangulation of 120 the latest knowledge (by conducting a

(2023

pieces of research

triangulation of the most recent

customer and stakeholder research).

Overview

In general, it was found that the term water quality tended to be used interchangeably by customers for the
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compared to Cambridge ones, with the onlyegtion being the hardness of their wat&83& Customer Priorities

Desk Research (2020) (Accerit)).

Odzat2YSNEQ LINAZ2NRGASA

iSYRSR G2

was perceived as safe to drink and use, with NHH customers giving eesty powards most water quality

attributes.

Customers are most often concerned with water quality issues that directly affect them and their water usage. This

mainly involves the hardness and physical qualities of their water over {mwel issuesred environmental

concerns. They are very resistant to changes in these qualities and want to be informed of any changes as soon as

possible, with information on why this change is necessary and how it will affect them.
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Water quality as a topic areausually poorly understood by customers, with multiple factors being associated under
quality as an overarching term. This section will cover the four main themes of water quality, being taste, smell and
appearance; the hardness/softness of water, wateesatind the risk of temporary do not drink or boil water

notices, and lead piping.

Issues affecting Water Taste, Smell & Appearance

Customer Experience

Customer experience with the taste, smell and appearance of water is usually regarded as religfivenésSC
H20Onlineg All activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explatgted that most (76%) SSW customers had never
had any issue with their water supplier.

GhdzNJ g1 GSNJ GFadSa t20Ste& | yR TN fakés the Watet taste a bitdzy
0SGOSNI YR O2f RSN . dzi AlGQa lftglréda I yAOSENBTRNBS
Customer from the SSC H20nimEl activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explaieort.

However, vihen there are issues, some customers play them down or state that they are never a serious issue:
GWwdzad RNAY{1 Y& 61 GSNI AGNXrAIKG FNBY GKS G LI Gt
odzi R2Sayudid RSGSNI YS TFronPthe SRONIRONigY adtivites rglétifg to/ waidr i 2
quality (2022) (Explain) report.

¢
S

CCW and OfwatWater Consumer Views (2022ports an increase in satisfaction in the colour and appearance of
tap water in rolling averages in England and Wales @ 10year period up until 2022.

This is further reflected in thBS& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquubiixd)
demonstrates that satisfaction with the taste and smell of tap water having risen 2pp to 81% and satisfaction with
the colour and appearance of water having risen 2pp to 87% in the 2022/2023 period.

Other reports such as th&/RW- Updated RegiondPlan (2023}isplay a more stable yeam-year average, showing
little change in satisfaction between 2021 and 2022. However, despite this, customers are generally satisfied, with
two-thirds stating that they have experienced no major water quality relassues.

It is of note that some reports display a decrease in satisfaction over the same timeframe, Si€Waand Ofwat

Water Consumer Views (2028)i F G Ay 3 GKI G {{/ Odzai2YSNBRQ al dAa¥fl Oua
has dropped fran 67% in 2019/2020 to 46% in 2021/2022 and satisfaction with taste and smell ratings dropping
from 58% to 38% over the same period. It is important to note that these drops indicate only a decrease in
satisfaction, and not an increase in dissatisfactioith wreviously high ratings being substituted for current more
neutral ones. This is thought IGCW and OfwatWater Consumer Views (2028)be attributed to a general lower
mood due to current world events, specifically the CelMidpandemic, and an inease in remote working resulting

in more opportunity to experience issues with home water quality.

Despite relatively positive views on water taste, smell and appearance, appeaastoenercontacts generally

make up the majority of total inboundrater qualitycontacts, taking ug45 out of a total of 1404 contracts in the

year 2022/2023%ee Figure 13.1 for full WQ snd contact information)3S& South Staffs Water Quality Metrics
(2022)).0f these contacts, the most common concerns relatmgvater quality in2023/2023 were water being

GOf 2dzReé 2NJ ONRGYE YR &l LIISENARY3I | SNYXGSRkodzoof Saé o
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Figure 13.1: SSW-bound WQ contacts from 2042022 (SS€ South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (2022))
SSW In-bound WQ contacts - count by year

3500
3000
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Inbound Water hardness Inbound Appearance Inbound taste & smell
contacts contacts contacts

W 2017/18 2639 148 1530 357
= 2018/19 3645 129 2567 356
W 2019/20 2370 109 1427 361

2020/21 2167 101 1207 354
W 2021/22 1515 77 697 276
N 2022/23 1404 34 745 209

AllWQ inbound contacts

During the period of 18/19 to 21/22, 53% alf SSC contacts about water quality concerned orange/brown
discolouration, affecting mainly SSW customers (75% of contacts), over CAM ones (26% of contacts). These occur
most commonly during the summer months of May and August and appear to have simdytéerm impact on

overall customer satisfaction when they occur in isolated incidents.

The most common concern relating to taste and smell relates to Chlorine, covering 47% of SSW and 44% of CAM
contacts, with the second most prevalent reason beingsty or earthy smells/tastes, covering 24% of SSW and 20%
of CAM contacts. This is particularly a problem during the summer months, especially during unseasonable weathe
and has a smaller, but longegrm impact on satisfaction when compared to taste aadour.

L Y y24 LI NIGAOdzZ F NI @ AYLINB&aaSR oeé (GKS (Fraas 27
FaaGSé { {2 [/ dzaid2YS NAIRMES rdilaking to fvdtet quality (2622) AExp&in) report.

(o}

Regional Differences Experience

When looking at surface level differences in experience, NHHSs report slightly more service issues (59%) when
compared with HH (53%). Water discolouration is reported on more in the SSW region, while taste and smell report
are more common in CAM (séggue 13.2)(SSE& WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Accent)).
While across a different time frame, this can be compared to 18% of Severn Trent customers being inconveniencec
by discoloured water over the year prior to March 2032yern Trent WRMP24 (2022) (DJS Resegrand

national averages of 11% of HH and 19% of NHH experiencing discolouration of water from their taps, 2022, and 9t
of HH and 16% of NHH experiencing taste and/or smell issues with their tap water in the last 12 montiusiday

2022 gee Figure 13.3pSE ODI Research Pilot (2022) (Accent)

Figure 13.2: Water Service Contacts in the SSW and CAM areas over the past 2 years. Service issue data from Ma
2022, water discolouration, taste, and smell data from May 2@2Zent Quant Themes 1 and 3, 2022)
Any Form of Service Issue Experienced Water Experienced Taste and
Discolouration Smell Issues

SSW & CAM

NHH

SSW
CAM
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Figure 13.3: National Average faater discolouration, taste and smell contacts from any time in the past and YTD
May 2022 (ODI Research, 2022)

Experienced Water Experienced Taste and
Discolouration Smell Issues
Any timein YTD May Anytimein YTD May
the past 2022 the past 2022
HH | 19% | 11% | 13% | 9%
NHH | 28% | 19% | 21% | 16%

According to the 2017 web surv&5« Water Hardness Triangulation Conversation (2068%» of SSW and 73% of
CAM customers drink more tap than bottled water and cite that the main reasasofog so is to save money and
protect the environment, rather than tap water being the preferred taste. However, some customers mentioned the
need to boil or filter their water first due to disliking its taste.

This is repeated in an online study ofarftmore engaged customerS$C H20nlirggAll activities relating to water
quality (2022) (Explain)jvhere the majority of participants (69% SSW, 63% CAM) only drank tap water; however,
this was only due to bottled water being perceived as a waste of maBeme participants mentioned that tap

gl GSNI KFa G2 0S NBEFNRAIASNIGSR 2NJ FAf{GSNBR +a Ad adl a
FAEGSNAY3I 461 a4 GKS gl GSNRA KIFNRYS&aa o0HH: GIECAM AN fosti K S
popular reason related to taste (18%), with the smell of the water being the-geicdnd most popular reason

(14%).

Customer Priority

Water taste, smell and appearance has been listed as a high unprompted priority in both Carnf®#iiged/RMP24
-WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (262H) 5SWSSE Customer Priorities Desk Research (2020) (Acceitt)),
attitudes towards investment suggesting that improving the quality and taste of water should be a key focus both fo
HH and NHH grqs.

SSE Customer Priorities Desk Research (2020) (Acseggjests that overall, SSW customers appear to prioritise
water quality more when compared to CAM ones. When broken down into HH and NHH customers, overall, HH
customers focused more on wateafety, while NHH customers focused on a broader range of water quality aspects
including water discolouration, taste and sm&8BE Willingness to Pay Research (20&8S& Customer Priorities
Desk Research (2020) (Accemccording t&&SE Willingress to Pay Research (2018hen looking at NHH

customers, smaller companies in SSW tend to place less weight on the taste and smell of their water compared to
the smaller companies in CAM, while public companies in both regions tend to place more weiljatissue of
discolouration when compared to the average.

A focus on high water quality over other water attributes in HH samples, compared with a general preference acros
all attributes in NHH samples can be seen in stated preferential data f@ QUGS NE Q 2 ¢t  F2 NJ A YLINE
services. This showed a general WTP across all NHH customers for all water attribute improvements, with HH
customers largely showing the same, however, these were dictated by an array of geographic and personal factors
(SSC; NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (ZD&R))customers tended to have a higher WTP

across all water quality attributes when compared to SSW, including water taste, smell, and appearance, which is
attributed by SS@ NERA Willingneds Pay for Water Services at PR24 (20&28n increase in water hardness in

the region, resulting in lower general water quality satisfaction, and higher WTP for improvements. CAM C2DE SEC
groups, those who were financially or socially vulnerable, dsagevomen in this region, showed a much lower

WTP than the CAM average, however, this was not statistically significant. When those demonstrating protest
attributes were excluded (i.e., those who did not accept that service improvements should be ipiicbtayh bill
increases, or did not trust that the improvements would be delivered upon), ssigmificant higher WTP was found

in SSW customers when compared with the baseline group, and a significantly higher WTP was found in CAM
participants.
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This higher valuation for water quality attributes in Cambridge participants translates over to Willingness to Accept
(WTA) values as compensation for incidents, with CAM customers across all groups giving higher WTA values for
most water quality scenarida the SS& ODI Research (2023) (Accent and PIJM Econo@Ads) NHH customers

gave much higher compensation acceptance values for water, taste, and appearance incidents compared with SSV
ones (however, this study involved a relatively small sample régga@AM NHH customers, resulting in wide
confidence intervals). Interestingly, SSW HH customers gave slightly higher WTA values regarding water taste and
smell incidents (both-®our and 24hour incidents), however, this was a very minor difference.

Participants seem to engage more with information that directly relates to them. This is particularly relevant when
there is a service change, with customers wanting to know the key information concerning the change and why it
was necessary, as unwanted chasdeing about highly emotive respons#¥dter Club Changes of Source (2022)
(Britainthinks). According to thesS& WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Reseamtiignt relating to changes

to taste, smell and appearance tends to promote the most emotsponses.

This is especially relevant concerning water taste, with 39% of respondents across the UK stating that they would
dislike being told of possible changes to their water hardness or ti¢agef Club Changes of Source (2022)
(Britainthinks)) This is true even though the majority of participants could not taste the difference between different
water samples at a level that would be expected of a water tran¥#R\{V- Updated Regional Plan (2023)

Personal preference and coewience appear to be some of the highest rated factors when considering water taste,
with high quality water being prioritised much higher than environmental conc&8€&(PR19 Data Triangulation
Study SSW WRMP (2018))d a key reason for a lack of @t for water transfers being due to a personal

preference concerning water tastédowever, despite this, others suggest that the taste is something that they
would adapt to §S& WRAP Deep Dives (2021) (Community Resgarch)

Hardness/Softness of Water

Customer Experience

Customers taking part in th&/ater Club Changes of Source (2022) (Britainthstksly generally felt that their water
guality was fine in terms of hardness, despite this, the most commonly cited water quality issue across b&Wthe S
and CAM customer bases concerned the hardness of their water and its associated cloudiness. When compared w
previous years, the hardness/softness of water sources continues to be the area of service with the lowest
satisfaction rating, with over 2e dissatisfaction rating of other satisfaction elements in 88 Customer

Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqus@aple $ee Figure 13.4).

Figure 13.4: Household satisfaction with various service areas during 2038@3C¢ustomer Promises Tracker
Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise)
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TheSS( Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquerga)s customer testimony relating to
dissatisfaction with overall SSC services, with several citing hard water as agaagn for their dissatisfaction.

NHH groups show the greatest dissatisfaction, with one of the lowest performing water factors being its
KFENRySaakaz2FidySaaod alye OdzaG2YSNARA 6SNB O2yOSNYySR |06

waterOF dziAy3 |y SEOSaa 2F tAYSaOltS (2 o6dAfR dzLXk @

G¢KS 61 GSNJ A& a2 KFNR AdG 0 &G08HHHcEsN fioh e ISC R G K €
Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise).

The number of customemsxperiencing any service issues during the year 2022/2023 rose to 79% from 46% the
LINBGA2dza &SFNJ RdzZS (2 GKS AyOfdzaizy 2F aiGKS AYLI OGa
experienced. Without the inclusion of the impacts of hard watea agrvice issue, this 79% of customers drops to

55%, a 9% rise on the previous year. This rise in recorded service issues was particularly high in the Cambridge ar:
with 87% of customers reporting that they have experienced a service issue, comparstitoelatively high 58%

in South Staffs.

Despite the aforementioned concerns regarding the hardness of watelViR#/- Updated Regional Plan (2023)

found that when looking at customer complaints, hard water tended to only be raised as a strongrcfumeevocal
minority of customers. Water hardness contacts themselves appear to be relatively rare, with only 77 contacts bein
recorded in the 2021/2022 period, compared with 697 appearance contacts, and 276 taste and smell contacts in the
same time fame See Figure 13.1 for full contact da{&S& South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (2022

Additionally,the number of contacts appears to be shrinking, with only around 17 contacts occurring in Q4 of 2021,
compared to 26 in Q1 of 20208espite a relatively stable water hardness score throughout this pevidtti further
decreases going into 20Z3ee Figure 13)5

Figure 13.5: Tracker for SSW water hardness average score vs water hardness conta@s|(@S&affs Water
Quality Metrics (203)).

Water hardness vs contacts

al a2 43 Q4 4Gl Q42 43 a4 @l 42 43 404 Ol @2 43 @4 4l 42 a3 a4 al a2z a3 a8
2017 2017 2017 2017 2018 2018 2018 2018 2019 2015 2019 2019 2020 2020 2020 2020 2021 2021 2021 2021 2022 2022 2022 2022

e W 2 Er Mar dness- avescore e INBOUND Water hardness contacts

While hard water is perceived negatively, customer water behaviour is rarely altered by water haidfagss Club
Changes of Source (2022) (Britainthipnk8ustomers tend to have a general dissatisfaction with hard water in
relation to kettles and fixtures, however this does not impact overall satisfaction scores significantly.

This is further supported when looking at tB&& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise)
GKSNBE RSAEALAGS OAKYSLIAQUGH d23FA 2K/ NERF 60l GOKSSNE 2 LJGA 2y S G KSNEB ¢
service issues, overall satisfaction with services was high (80% for households, 86%houseitolds). When

looking at scores from previous years, there has been little changediegehow HH customers feel about the

hardness of their water, with around 40% satisfaction in the 2022/2023 period, compared with 42% the previous
period. However, this masks the observation that here was a significant isssatisfaction with the

hardness/softness of water between 2021/22 and 2022/23 (37% dissatisfied v 24% previdbsig)water
hardness/softness is the service element with by far the lowest overall satisfaction across SSC customers, but it is
also the least important driver of ovall satisfaction, making it less of a priority.
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Across all of the water companies reviewedi@W and OfwagtWater Consumer Views (2028gtisfaction ratings in
terms of the hardness/softness of water was significantly lower (63% average satisfadtemrompared to all

other aspects of water quality (e.qg., reliability of supply, colour and appearance, safety, pressure, and taste/smell)
(85-96% average satisfaction).

Additionally, hardness/softness satisfaction scores were significantly lower ipasgan to the rolling 1§ear

average (68.1%). This is coupled with a net decrease in satisfaction across all attributes in 2021 and further
highlighted byFigure 13.6rom the SS& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqulrigégure

13.6a sharp decrease in satisfaction scores for the hardness/softness of water can be seen during the 2021 period,
although speculative, since this decrease occurs during the @éviindemic this could potentially be due to an
increase in time spent atdme due to remote working during the pandemic, thereby resulting in an increase of

home water usage and an increase in the rate of limescale build up as an effect of harder water on home equipmer
(SSC South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (20R2yambridg customers in particular were significantly more likely to

be working from home both solely (16% Cam vs. 6% SSW) and most of the time (22% Cam vs. 1296SSW) (
Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turgudisis)inturn is felt more by cstomers financially due

to replacement or cleaning costs during the current cost of living crisis, resulting in lower overall satisfaction.

Finally, in a February 2020 report by H20nline (As cit&bi@ South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (20R2round

one fifth of customers stated that they had had issues with their water quality in the past, however, they had never
contacted SSC concerning these issues. These silent customers can have a large efféeX@n other rating

scores. The preously mentioned increased time spent at home as a result of the pandemic has been suggested by
SSE South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (202@)potentially have led to an increase in silent customers, potentially
impacting the aforementioned fall in sees following 2021.

Figure 13.6 shows HH Satisfaction with the Service Areas Trends (Avg. Score) from SSC Customer Tracking Rese
(2022)

4‘68"&1—10 - =& 470 =—@=The reliability of your water

supply*

=8=="our fap water is safe to
drink

Taste and smell of tap
water*

The colour and
appearance of your tap
water®

Your water pressure*

How quickly they repair
leaks on public
highways/footpaths

=—o—Hardness/softhess of your
water

2015/16  2016/17 2017718  2018/19  2019/20 2020/21  2021/22  2022/23

Regional Differences in Experience

TheSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2028jjuoise)dentifies Cambridge as a particular area of
concern in regards to the hardness/softness of local water. HH customers in this area rated their satisfaction with
the hardness of their water (31%) significantly lower than the average score (#l€ohtrast, SSW saw significantly
higher satisfaction with the hardness of their water (46%). This can be seen reflectedS8EhE20nlirgeAll

activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explaieport where 83% of CAM respondents reported ketttalgg,
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72% reported shower head scaling, 66% reported scaling on taps, toilets or tiles, and 55% reported particles in thei
water.

A separate study bCW and OfwgtWater Consumer Views (2022)pports this, with SSW HH customers rating

their satisfaction with the hardness/softness of their water significantly higher (72%) than the industry average
(67%), compared with Cambridge customers, who scored their satisfaction as slightly lowemh@1i%gtaverage.
When considering these scores, it is important to consider that the Cambridge area overall has much harder water
when compared with the SSW region.

LYGSNylrt lFyrteaxa oe {{/ Q& o (SN I|jdz twatéréhatis Sassfiediak 2 ¢ a
GxSNE KINRE 2NJ al I NRéX O2YLI NBR (2 2yfe uwm>r 2F {{?2
OdzaGi2YSNBR fAQGAY3 AY INBFA 6A0GK a+xSNE KIFINRé o6l GSNE O
However, despite this, whelooking back at th&S& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise)
33% of SSW customers reported that they were fairly or very dissatisfied with their water, compared with 45% of
CAM customers. Taking into account the number of custémef A Ay 3 Ay | NBlFa 2F a+SNE
has a higher ratio of participants dissatisfied with the hardness of their water to participants living in an area with
hard water of 2.14:1, compared with 0.33:1 in CAM (104% higher dissatisfactipensen affected by hard water).

This suggests that, despite CAM having an overall much higher proportion of customers living in areas of harder
water, SSW customers are much more dissatisfied with the hardness of their water when compared with CAM
customes when taking into account the actual numbers being supplied by the hardest water supply.

Customer Priority

While water hardness is an oftafiscussed issue, customer prioritisation on this issue seems to vary. On a general
level, water hardness vatians are rarely understood or considered by customers, and differences or issues with
hard water are mainly noticed by customers who are travelligter Club Changes of Source (2022)
(Britainthinks)) Therefore, water hardness prioritisation mainly cents the immediately noticeable effects of hard
water such as limescale

During PR19, prioritisation of improvements to the hardness of water were relatively low for HH customers (1.9 in
SSW and 2.6 in CAM, out of a 4@fint allocation acrossgarious water quality attributes). Being the15SW) and

11~ (CAM) highest rated attribute. However, this was likely due to water safety taking up a high proportion of total
priority (38.4 SSW and 36.3 CAM). This was more evenly split for NHHs (GahESWCAM), being the $SSW)

and 4 (CAM) highestated attribute.

In terms of WTP values, there was a willingness to pay up to a maximum of an extra £9.66 for larger water hardnes
improvements in SSW HHs, and £7.63 in CAM HHs. In comparisoNHE&/Jave a maximum of a 3.3% increase,
and CAM NHHs giving a 3.5% incre&(& Willingness to Pay Research (2018)

While comparisons with PR24 are difficult due to differences in methodology, prioritisation relating to the hardness
of water appeargo be less popular, with only CAM ABC1 social economic groups showing a significant willingness t
pay for improvements§S& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 Y26@a&)asting with 2018 WTP
values. This is likely due to Cambridgeihg harder water in general than the South Staffs region, with Cambridge
residents, therefore, being more likely to be dissatisfied with the hardness of their water. The shift in which this
region prioritised water hardness improvements more between 2&@& 2022 can again be explained by an

increased effects of hard water on the home following an increase in home water usage and home working followin
the Covid19 pandemic as previously covered, however, again this is speculative. SSW cust@8&NERA
Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2a&P¥how a norsignificant willingness to pay for improvements

G2 GKS KINRySadaa 2F UGUKSANI gl GSNJ RdzZNAYy3I twHn AT (K2aS$s
the samples, as itie same with those with a lack of knowledge concerning the topic.

NHH customers appear to consider the hardness/softness of their water more than HH customers, being listed as &
key priority of equal importance to water taste/smell/appearance, safetthefwater to drink, and the issue of lead
piping SS& Customer Priorities Desk Research (2020) (A¢&H®, Willingness to Pay Research (2018jpwever,

the PR24 studySS& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 Y 2d@22ptshow any positive WTP for

this attribute among NHH customers
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SSE South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (2028yealed water hardness to have the lowest impact eMéx of any
of the reviewed water aspects, and other aspects of water quality being setar enore important, such as clean,
good tasting water.

The SSC H20nligd\ll activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explgn)vides some insight into how customers
in the SSW and CAM region feel about the hardness of their water, with rtetmgghat harder water is an
inconvenience to them but, does not appear to have a significant impact on their day to day lives.

L RNRAY]l Al &adNFA3IKG FNRY GKS GF LI odzi Y@ LI NIySN
hardness so makes abetter2 2 { A y 3 ORimttidgip@niFfronite HZOnline Community in th8SC

H20nline; All activities relating to water quiy (2022) (Explaineport.

G{ Odzy 2y ol (K ¢KS&¥ df&YadibBdgeyRasidénk fiori thdl@rbne Community

participant in theSSC H20nlirgAll activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explaieport.

G¢KS O2FFSS YIOKANISYy @8 Il KBSGyt@KS ySSR (2 RSaolf
Cambridge Resident from thd¢20nline Community participant in tf#5C H2O0nlirgAll activities relating to

water quality (2022) (Explaimg¢port.

GL SYFAEtSR /FTYONRRIS 41 GSN)I 6KSYy L FANRG Y2O0SR Ay
¢ Cambridge Resident from tHé20nline Community participant in tf&5C H20n#rg All activities relating

to water quality (2022) (Explain@port.

Many of these residents noted that they have made significant investments in softening their water, through water
softeners, Pozanni water filtering systems or kitchen tap filterspoaller lowcost solutions such as the use of a
Brita jug, Calgon washing machine products, or home limescale removal remedies.

G2S AyadlftSR I 61 GSN a2FiSySNJ I FSg &SIFNm |32 |
youcould expandtS aSOlGA2Yy 2y &2 7¥(Sy S KNEBambrigge ResileBtRrdmitte K i G K
H20nline Community participant in tf8SC H2O0nlirgAll activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explain)
report.

One resident highlighted that many of these solag8care not appropriate for all customers, pointing out that filters
can have relatively little effect on water hardness, while softeners may not be appropriate to those on a low sodium
diet.
GThe previous comments often confuse water filters and watéesefs. Filters can remove small
particulates and usually remove the chlorine used in potable water treatment. They usually have no real
effect on hardness. Softeners basically swap sodium for calcium (it is more complicated than that). This
means that sdened water has a lot more sodium. Depending on the level of hardness, this can be significan
and should be considered by anyone who, for medical or other reasons, are on a low sodium diet. This shot
not be confused with water from low hardness ared®sE are naturally low in Calcium and Magnesium but
y2i KA 3IK ¢ACdmbidgeRResidendiiom thé20nline Community participant in tfSC H20nlie
All activities relating to water quality (2022) (Expla®yort.

Additionally, while previouslgnentioned filtration and softening systems are useful for some, those with lower
incomes are often less able to afford these solutions, with some customers (particularly those in the South Staffs
region) feeling that it is unfair for them to pay extra &wfter water.

GL 0StAS@GS GKIFIG ¢S a O2yadzYSNE LI & Sy22daAK F2N 2
towards the water softening system. As we ordinary people are getting poorer by the week. As electricity an
gas prices are to be incread and many people are having financial problems due to no fault of their own.
Shareholders can put something back in to protect their stakes in shares. Also, water meters fitted to every
property will benefit future water supplies and help reduce wasteggulting in less water softening will be

NE |j dzg SaltiRStaffs resident from thd20nline Community participant in tf&SC H2OnlirgAll

activities relating to water quality (2022) (Explaiajport.
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However, despite this, several Cambridge residents reported a level of concern about the potential environmental
consequences of installing a water softening plant, in aoldito worries of further financial burdens on customers
when investing in such a plant.

G.dzAf RAYy3 | &2 Fiaky Apgrirorh dhel cyst) thekeds almasgii gnvironmental impact, i.e.
carbon footprint...Giving advice is cheap and careffective; some sort of discounted product system would

be welcome in these straitened times but for most customers that would just be robbing Peter to pay Paul s
ySSRa (2 q SambridgeleSidefrdréthe H20nline Community participant inét8SC H20nline

¢ All activities relating to water quality (2022) (Expla&port.

The impact of the hardness/softness of water appears to be especially prevalent in the Cambridge area. This is
reflected in theSSE Water Hardness Triangulation Convedisa (2018) which reported that 37% of SSW

customers were dissatisfied with the hardness of their water, compared with 62% of CAM customers. This can also
0S aSSy ¢KSy t221Ay3 G GKS alYS &aiddzRe Qa 2 ¢previgubly dzS a
had issues with hard water on their property, with the customers in the sample being willing to pay on average an
extra £15.77 to soften the supply, compared with 23% experiencing issues in the SSW region, with those in the SS'
sample being wilhg to pay an extra on average £12.30 to soften the supply.

Water Safety and Temporary Do not Drink Notices

Customer Experience

Do not drink and Boil water notices are relatively rare for customers, with only 11% of HH customers and 8% of NH
customers having received boil water instructions over the past 12 months, and 5% of HH customers and 11% of
NHH customers having received do not drink noti&3E ODI Research Pilot (2022) (Acceri))comparison, 4%
Severn Trent HH customers reporteaving received notices to boil drinking water, while 8% of NHH customers did.
Severn Trent Strategic Report (202provides several examples where do not drink notices have been given out:

A LA

! LISGNRE &aLAfEf (Kl G | MBGOtiddhRnoticds Being iyf platsifor idekténdedzy A
RAzNF A2y ® ¢KS FANRG OFff XNBLR2NIOSRO |y dAYGESN)YAI
NEAUGNROGARZ2Y 2F dza S ¢ I-&xahplebilasircétliSed Bgffeverd Jrénk & | G S
Strategic Report (2022he incident took place in the Wessex Water Area between October 2019 and
September 2020.

In terms of safety concern§,CW and OfwgtWater Consumer Views (2022ports that satisfaction with the safety

of drinking water has dropped by a nemignificant amount since 2020, from 93% to a current 91% of customers
rating high satisfaction. When looking at regional differences, satisfaction with the safety of drinking water in
Cambridge was significantly higher thareeage (93%), while scores in SSW were slightly, but not significantly, above
the average (92.5%).

This drop in satisfaction is reiterated %8 South Staffs Water Quality Metrics (202&hich demonstrates a year
on-year decrease iperceptions and satisfaction with water safety in the SSC &ea Figure 13.7)his is mainly

driven by a decrease in highly satisfied customers, rather than an increase in dissatisfaction, as in 2019/2020 69%
SSW customers gave a top score of Bafater being safe to drink, which fell in 2021/2022 to 56% of customers. As
previously mentioned, the reasoning for this is believed to be due to an increase in remote working during the Covic
19 pandemic, resulting in an increased opportunity to experiemater issues, combined with a lower general mood

in the UK resulting in less tolerance for water issUégre has been an improvement in satisfaction seen during
2022/23 versus 2021/22, which could be partly linked to more people returning to work mdreaspending less

time at home.

Figure 13.7: SSW customers water quality perceptions between Q1 2017 and Q4 2021, theretesra ldecjine in
scores being shown due to less top scores of 5 being giveq $88th Staffs Water Quality Metrics
(2022)).
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Water safe to drink - SSW customer perceptions
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—&—\Water safe to drink - ave score Linear (Water safe to drink - ave score)

Note: Missing data indicates where the metric was not tracked at the time due to questionnaire rotations across meteds track

Priorities

Water safety tends to vary on customer priority lists. TG@W and OfwagtWater Consumer Views (2028gntified

do not drink notices as a top customer priority, while boil water notices were ranked as a more middling priority.
Clean and reliable drinkinwater is listed as the highest in ranked priority of 7 basic responsibilities water providers
should provide, being more important than several environmental and financial priorit@€Wt; Public Views on

the Water Environment (2021).

Additionally, in theSS& LTDS Report (2023) (Turquolditer Quality was seen as a top tier priority, rankingut

of 10 during a quantitative survey, and @uring the qualitative workshops, with 93% of customers stating that they
supported the ambiion to further invest in this area to improve water quality and reduce instances of customers
needing to contact the company to report concerns about their water supply. Support was mainly given to this area
due to health reasons and a desire for safiking water, as well as reducing pollution and an expectation of high
quality supply. NHH were particularly supportive of this, both in the qualitative workshops and follow up
guantitative surveys.

In the SSE PR19 Data Triangulation Study SSW WRMP (2qitByities quantitative survey, 35% of participants

rated water quality in the top 3 areas of priority, largely because the safety of drinking water attracted a
disproportionate amount of attention, sggsting water safety in general is a high priority focus. Similarly, in a
separate exercise, water being safe to drink scored 36.3 (38.4 when repeated) on a priority ranking of 100, compart
to a middling score of 5.0 for reduced leakages, demonstratiaggafe drinking water is a higgriority factor.

When compared with other potential customer priorities, water quality (including water safety), and various other
supply attributes were considered to be much more of a priority than environmental con(@8%& PR19 Data
Triangulation Study SSW WRMP (201@8ginly due to their direct personal effect on customers.

Data from PR24 research shows that water quality, including safe, clean and drinkable water, continues to rank as
the number 1 priority for cstomers in both uninformed and informed priority scores, taking af3otal informed

priority being assigned to the reliability of water quality on-20D scale of preference intensitiyigure 13.8(SS
Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2028jjuois€) This has dropped significantly since year 1 (by 6.8
intensity points), in response to a small increases in the priority of other factors such as bill affordability.

Figure 13.8: informed SSC customer priorities measured did@<tale across 2021/2022/2023 from the SC
Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise)

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 168



There were few changes of note yr-on-yr. The following Year 3 on Year 1,2
changes were statistically sugmfum at the 5% level (top half of the ranking):
= ‘reliabilty of water quality” falling by 6.8/4.3 intensity points
" lang-term Supply planmng’ fall ling By 2.3 wtensity paants (Year 1 anhy)
= ‘financial bill support” increasing by 1.4/1.3 intensity points

However, in theSsSE ODI Research Pilot (2022) (Accenb)en given a list of potential disruptive scenarios involving
water quality, HHtustomers did not consider boil water or do not drink notices to be in their top 4 impactful
scenarios, although the top 2 areas with the highest impact scores were related to sewer flooding given its was a
combined water and wastewater research projedtisichanged for NHH customers who considered a do not drink
notice of 48 hours to be the second most impactful scenario listed when looking at the relative impact of each
service issue. This was not the case when looking at the direct compensation rdguieagh service issue, where

do not drink notices for 48 hours was scored as thendst impactful scenario (note that this second NHH sample
was relatively small with a sample of 49 compared with the sample of 100 during the relative impact setttion of
study).

When considering differences by customer typ&& Customer Priorities Desk Research (2020) (Acoemt)l that

HH customers see water being safe to drink as a top service and investment priority. NHH customers still considere
this to be gpriority, however they considered it to be of equal priority to water taste and smell, lead piping,
renewables, discolouration, and water hardness. SSW customers saw water being safe to drink as slightly more
important (26%) when compared to CAM (24%) whanking the importance of investment priorities.

These results are shared By & Willingness to Pay Research (201 ere safe, drinkable water took up over a

third of total priority for both SSW (38.4%) and CAM (36.3%), when comparing prioritp®pi a scale of 100,

citing a strong concern for this issue, despite the low relative likelihood of a do not drink notice occurring. Overall,
customers appeared to not consider other priorities of great importance when considering improvements when
compaed with the safety of drinking watern contrast to many of the attributes tested, the PR24 reseaf3&

NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 Y30ppprts this with a strong positive WTP value related to
this attribute amongHHand | |  OdzAG2YSNA OAYy (GKS F2N¥Y 2F NRal 27F |

Lead Piping

Customer Experience

Despite a lack of understanding and attention towards lead pifB&§g Willingness to Pay Research (2048)

relatively high WTP values for lepighe removal, with participants citing a higher level of expected service offered
F2N) Odza2YSNEQ Y2y Seé ¢gKSy O2YLI NBR (G2 2 (9s&NERAI Ol 2 N&
Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2022ppiping did not attract strong WTP (a modest amount in

CAM and none in SST), despite improvements being selected by some half of customers.

It was thought that the lack of a positive WTP response in the NERA study, particularly in the SSW region, was
partA  f £ & RdzS G2 Iy dzygAfttAy3adySaa G2 LIe& F2N dKAy3a O
pipes are customer owned). This is supported by the fact that almost all customers in both regions are very
supportive in the ambition for leagipe removal by 2050 (96%) and almost two thirds (60%) a decade before

that. This suggests that when customers are asked to infer WTP for lead pipe removal as part of a bundle of
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measures (as per the 2018 PR19 work), they express a positive value,dsuasked to directly pay for it, they
demur §SE NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 Y202%) though it is an important objective
for them.

Priorities

Customer contact data relating to lead pipes is relatively sparce. When S8@ensstvere asked to list investment
priorities unprompted SS& Customer Priorities Desk Research (2020) (Adoemtjlation research found that lead
pipes failed to appear as an important factor, suggesting that when uninformed, customers do not cteesider
piping a priority. In addition to this, when ranking a known list of priorities, HH and NHH customers ranked lead
piping as a bottom priority, behind water being safe to drink, unexpected loss of water supply, taste and smell,
discolouration and watehardness.

Customer Preferences (2022w participants rating a number of water company activities by inconvenience,
duration, health concerns, and likelihood, with lead piping ranked as a priority of middling importance, equal to
boiling waternotices, pollution, leaks, and affordability. Thus, it is seen as much less of a priority compared to high
importance factors such as water interruptions, taste and smell, as well as do not drink notices.

When looking at individual groups, NHH custonierisoth the SSW and CAM areas, as well as younger customers in
Cambridge, focused more on lead pipes as a priority when compared to other customer @#&@¥\(illingness to

Pay Research (2018)evertheless, in the recent PR24 woB5(& NERA Willingess to Pay for Water Services at
PR24 (2022) no positive WTP was registered for this attribute, despite improvements being selected by a majority
of respondents.

Golden Threads: Water Quality

The need for customgCustomers want to be informed of any potential changes to their water
information and guality and hardness as soon as possible, and if there will be any effec
engagement the quality of water that they personally receive.

Call for collective \While unpopular, there was a general understanding that changes to w

responsibility and

hardness can occur and that individual water quality incidents can hapy

Golden fairness This is generally accepted, on the proviso that such incidents are rare.
Threads Customers have a general concern for the environment; however, man
Concern for the : . . :
. customers place personal and financial convenience above environmet
environment T .
concern and will prioritise water quality if necessary.
. There were no specific points relating to vulnerable customers, but it is
Protection for : o . )
important to maintain good quality supply for all customers, evidenced
\vulnerable cusomers | "~ "
primarily in terms of the taste and smell.
Emerging Cost of living The enduring theme is thaince PR19, affordability of bills and wider
thread concerns related to the cost of living are taking more prominence in

0dza12YSNBEQ LINAZ2NRAGASa®
\Working at home during the Covi® pandemic resulted in increased usa
of taps, kettles and othéiixtures, which in in turn has led to higher clean
costs for customers and in some cases replacement costs, due to the i
of hard water. The issue is further exacerbated by the-ob4it/ing crisis.

Demographic Splits: Water quality

Thetable below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to water

guality. Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each split.
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SSW vs CAM

AppendixA.12.1 summarises SSW and CAM preferences in relation to
quality. In general, SSW customers are more satisfied with their water

quality in comparison with CAM. Both regions had different priorities in
terms of water quality, with SSW focusing moreveater discolouration ang
smell; and CAM being highly focused on the hardness of water. Howev
water hardness was an important issue in both regions.

HH vs NHH

Appendix A.12.2 summarises HH vs NHH preferences in relation to wa
quality,. HHOdza 1 2 YSNBR Q LINA2NAR iASa GSyRS
that their water was perceived as safe to drink and use, with NHH cust(
giving even priority towards most water quality attributes. Water quality
issues tend to be slightly more prevalemdaimpactful to NHHs than HHSs.

FBP vs current bill payers

Appendix A.12.3 summarises future customer preferences in relation tc
water quality. Among future billpayers, there is a preference for
improvements in services related to hard water supgohygl lead pipes. In th
SSW region, future billpayers show less preference for improvements.
CAM, future billpayers prioritise more improvements, including hard wa
supply and lead pipes. Overall, future billpayers are generally surprisec
more pe@le aren't concerned about water quality pesansfer, especially
it comes at a higher cost. They strongly support investing in environme
improvements, with consistent emphasis on water quality. Future billpa
have specific ambitions for imprang drinking water quality and lead pipe
removal, with a preference for spreading replacement costs across all
customers. Whist still an important area to address, lead pipe removal |
considered a lower priority among future customers.

Vulnerable vs other customers

LIS YRAE ! dmuodn &dzYYF NA&ASE @dzf y 4
to water quality. Vulnerable customers showed lower WTP than non
\vulnerable customers, particularly from the CAM region. This different,

however, was nbsignificant.
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16. SUPPLIER RELIABILITY

Bibliography

Published

Participants

Sample Size

Project Objective

Date

Priorities Tracker

comwaer (P10 L rossey  [edeane e e e ven
Matters (2023) customers CAM: 150 they receive from water companies in
(DJS Research) SSW: 150 oyt lyR FyR 2F¢t8a
SSE Customer
Priorities May 2023 i and NHH[HH: 44 ToLINE A RS Ayairaki
Infographic customers [Vulnerable: 5 priorities for now and the future.
(2022)
¢2 dzy RSNRGFYR Odza
and informed priorities in thehort and
SSE Customer long term.

To understand what factors drive any

October 2020HH customeric60 in total changes in priorities including whethe
(?A‘fge\r(‘f)a’ 1(202 (KSNB I NB Fye AR
trends. To understand whether there
have been changes since Summer 2(
and what has driven those changes.
Provide a benchmark against which
Odza G2 YSNEQ LINA 2 NA
both wholesale and retail services.
ﬁﬁgritci:e uss?l'rrt']:lirker Total: 1,054 Ex_plore anyi_ifferences t_)ety\{een
Quant Year 2 March 2022 |HH customer; q SSW: 70 ]unlnformedllnformeq prl_orl'Fles and
(2022) (Accent) CAM: 353 ' gualitative/ quantitative insights.
' Understand the customer impact of
Covid19 and, from 2022, the cosf-
living crisis.
SSE Customer Total: 1.154 To identify and explore the priorities
Priorities Resear(May 2022 HH and NHH C with SSW and CAM households and-i
Qual and Quant customers  ICAM: 353 household customers and understand
Year 3 (2022) SSW-' 801 what matters to them now and for the
(Accent) ' future.
Provide a benchmark against which
SS@E, Customer Odza i 2 YSNAE Q LINRK 2 NR
Priorities ReseartlvIay 2023 Total: 1,072 both wholesale and retaglervices.
Tracker HH customer Explore any differences between
Quantitative |ICAM: 372 uninformed/informed priorities and
Insights Year 3 SSW: 745 qualitative/quantitative insights.
(2023) (Accent) Understand the customer impact of th
costoff A Ay 3 ONRAAA
Total: 1,134
. To monitor ongoing customer
Iirso(rznggzt'?'rrgg(e (H:Qﬁn 22; satis_faction, del_iver egoing customer
Annual Report  |March 2023 HH and NHH SSW 569 sentiment tracklng, probe awareness
(2023) customers usage of key services apd tra:itianges
(Turquoise) NHHs: 297 in the way customers wish to interact
CAM 93 with SSC.
il SSW 204
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To understand customer priorities for
SSE PR19 June 2017 Total: 93 service delivery both now and ovbe
Foundation HH and NHH longer term (prompted and
Research June customers [HH: 70 unprompted) and to check these agai
(2017) (Accent) NHH: 23 previously established priorities in PR
work.
¢2 dzy RSNRGFYR Odza
LISNOSLIiA2ya O@ernl N
Qualtatve: 3 i, 12 207 0 2050 06 el s
SS@ LTDS Repo HH, NHHSs arlNHHSs, 6 FBPs kre esinte ) .
RSEAQGSNES® ' fazx S
(2023) July 2023 ffuture Quantitative: 980 HHs .
. . . performance and futu targets in 10 k¢
(Turquoise) customers |((including 82 FBPs), and "
ambition areas, and to understand the
100 NHHs : )
main reasons that drive customer
preferences, and to explore the issue
intergenerational fairness.
Total: 1250 Aimed at designing, implementing an(
analysing a stated preference survey
SSQ NERA HH, NHH CAM: 424 order to gain an estimate of customer
\Willingness to PaDecember  [custoners , o
. SSW: 833 \WTP for service improvements from S
for Water Servicg2022 and future : : : . :
at PR24 (2022) hillpayers with the overall aim of informing their
PR24 business plan. HH, NHH and fu
Future billpayers: 54 customers were of specific focus.
Total: 807
HH: 609
SSE ODI NHH: 198 IAimed at analysing further segmentat
Research (2023) March 2023 HH and NHH of SSW and CAM Water customer va
(Accent and PJM customers [Medicallyvulnerable: 109on top of previous Collaborative ODI
Economics) Communications research by Ofwat and CWW
\vulnerable: 90
Life-stage vulnerable:89
Financial vulnerable: 27
SSE& WRMP Total: 1,180 Core purpose of this study was to
Tr'eme_s 1 and 3 |April 2022 HH and NHHICAM:427 provide evidence of cu_stomer respons
Quantitative customers  ISSW: 753 and support formanaging droughts,
Insights (2022) ' universal metering, leakage,
12 I ~ P~ S e v A 2 A 4 3 . -
0! OOSyav HHs: 1,028 NHHs: 152 SYOBANRYYSyYyulf | Yo

Overview

In general, customers across both regions do not frequently experience low water pressure, unexpected supply
interruptions or flooding of their property due tolaurst pipe. As such, there are high levels of satisfaction for
reliability of water supply related themes across various reports. Customers view having a reliable supply of water &
a good pressure as a basic service which SSC should be deliveringntetarigrd so that daily activities such as
showering are not impacted. Consequently, supply reliability is consistently a high priority for customers, with low
water pressure initiatives in the micgnge for priorities. Customers also expect further iresnt and innovation in
infrastructure such as pipe materials and technology to detect and predict problems to quickly fix and prevent
unexpected supply interruptions and the chance of property flooding due to a burst pipe.
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Low water pressure

Customer experience and satisfaction
¢FotS mnomY {{2 /dzadi2YSNBRQ SELISBNFaS)yOS 2F 26 6 (SN
Percentage of those who experiencedPercentage of those who experienced

low water pressure SSC low water pressure CAM
SSC WRMP Insight research16% 19%
March 2022
SSC Priorities Households 19% 18%
Tracker Year 3 (June 2022 tc
March 2023

TheSS@ WRMP Themes 1 and 3 Quantitative Insights (2022) (Acgdnt)i KSNBR Rl G 2y 0Odzai2
support forseveral aspects of water management and reported that 17% of SSC customers had experienced low
water pressure (19% in CAM and 16% in SSW) over the last two to three years.

Similarly, theSS& Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insighats3v(@023) (Accentpund 19% of
SSC custometwad experienced low water pressure (18% for CAM customers and 19% jan $&Aast two to
three years.

On a national level, from theCW and OfwatWater Consumer Views (2028% of customers acrossdland and

Wales had contacted their water company due to water presskigufel4.1) This was also an increase from 2021

and is the highest number of contacts because of water pressure between 2022 and 2019. More customers in Wale
(92%) were satisfied with their water pressure than those in England (&1§ay€14.2).

Figure 14.1: Resmns for contacting the water company in the last 12 months.

Billing enquiry NI 27 I 2% D 21% 33%
Report a leak [N 17% I 16% . 18% 15%
Sewerage problem [ 11% [ IBE I 9% 10%
No supply/supply issue I 9% % B % 7%
Moving house/change... Il 7% 7% B o% 5%
Change to/ask for a water... ll 5% W 3% Bl 6% 9%
Water quality W 4% B 3% I 2% 3% m 2022
Water pressure [l 3% 0 3% Ml 5% 3% W 2021
Make a complaint W 3% B 3% B 3% 5% = 2020
Ask re. schemes/help... l 3% 1 2% M 5% 1% 2019

Footnote: Reasons for contact below 3% for 2021, are not shown.
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Figure 14.2: Satisfaction with aspects of water supply by nation

‘k

95% 939% 92%

The reliability of your The colour and The safety of your  Your water pressure Taste and smell of tap Hardness / softness of
water supply appearance of your drinking water water your water
tap water

NET satisfaction

W England mWales

*Sign.iﬁcam difference between England and Wales

TheSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turgtmise) that overall, 82% of HH customers
were satisfied with the water pressure, with little difference between the two regions as 83% HH customers were
satisfied in SSW and 81% in CAM. Positively, 89% of NHH were satisfied with the water pressure overall.

Changes over time in customer experience and satisfaction
TheCCW and OfwagtWater Consumer Views (2028) shows that over the last 10 years, satisfaction with water
pressure has ranged between 86% and 91% across England and Wales, albeit vitidevstigzard trend Figure

14.3).
Figure 14.3: Satisfaction with aspects of water supply
Taplwe-year
rolling avg. 86.3% B6.7% 67.9%
2011-2022
o e +1% +1% +3%

o ’ -

m gy
ﬂ‘f"‘ *
| | | |||‘“I|‘

Your wale! DRy Taste and sl of tap waber Hardress'sofiness of your waber

HET satisfaction

2013 w2014 w2015 w2ME #2007 =208 3010 eNO0 e221 2032

*"_.‘ eprancd b J0TT and 202 daie

Compared with the 2022 industry average of 88%, both SSW (87%) and CAM (92%) perforndistdd Q).
However, it is important to note that the base numbers are lower for both SSC regions at 150 customers each.

September2023
Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

~_ 175



Table 14.2: Satisfaction with aspects of water supply 20&&ter only Companies

Satisfaction with The Colour and Safety of Water Taste and Hardness |
aspects of water  reliability of appearance of drinking water pressure smell of tap softness of
supply (2020 water tap water water water

data only) supply

Industry (2022
base sample: 95% 3% 91% BB% B6% 65%

(2022 base Q6% 92% 90% 87% 85% 52%
sample: 1940)

Affimity Water

(2022 base 96% 92% 89% 87% 84% 42%
sample: 250)

Bristol Water

(2022 base a7% 895% 94% 90% 88% 61%
sample: 300)

Cambridge Water

(2022 base 97% 95% 94% 92% 88% 49%
sample: 150)

Eszex & Suffolk

Water (2022 base 98% 0% B6% 86% 84% 54%
sample: 150)

Portsmouth Water

(2022 base Q6% 95% 93% Ba% 88% 49%
sample: 150)

South East Water

(2022 base 92% 91% 89% 85% B4% 52%
sample: 550)

South Staffs

‘Water (2022 base 99% B9 88% 87% B82% 63%
sample: 150)
SES Water (2022 —
base sample: 151) 96% 54% 93% 4% B9% 58%

Footriate; Companies wilh the highes! ievels of percsived perfarmance are Mghlightad in qreen text whils! lawest levels are Nighlighted
in pad.

None the less, the 9ear rolling average fasatisfaction with water pressure for both SSC (88.5%) and CAM (91.0%)
are above the 1§ear rolling average of the industry at 88.3%aljle14.3). This suggests there is a level of
consistency in the service being delivered to customers and their sattsfdetel over the 10 years.

Table 14.3:  Satisfaction with aspects of water supplyater only Companies d@ar trends (arrows) and 10
year rolling averages.

Satisfaction with  The reliability : Colour nd Safety of Water pressure Taste and Hardness /
aspects of water of water supply appearance of drinking water smell of tap softness of
tap water water water

Industry (2022 base
sample: 5502)

96.4% & 928% o  92.0% ! 88.3% « 867% <« 67.9%

Total WoCs (2022
base sample: 1940)
Affinity Water (2022
base sample: 250) 1
E;':f'sx;g(ggg t 972% 1 936% © 926% « 89.0% <« 87.7% | 62.9%
Cambridge Water
(2022 base sample: <«  97.5% — 948% < 945% — 910% < 883% «—  522%
150)

Essex & Suffolk

Water (2022 base | 97.2% o 92.4% > 91.1% l 87.7% l 87.5% 1 53.1%
sample: 150)

Portsmouth Water

(2022 base sample: «— 974% < 939% «— 92.9% l 88.5% «— 88.4% l 57.5%
150)

South East Water

(2022 base sample: 95.7% — 91.2% > 90.7% l 87.7% «— 831% l 58.0%
550)

South Staffs Water

(2022 base sample: «+ 96.3% « 92.0% l 921% <+ 885% «— 856% «— 70.6%
150)

SES Water (2022
base sample: 151)

96.6% 1 922% & 913% & 876% — 858% l 56.5%

9.1% | 90.8% 1 891% « 855% <« 827% <« 455%

— 977% o 948% «—  948% l 88.3% <« 924% l 66.4%
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Providing more granularity for SSC, 88 Customer Promises Tracker AnnRaport (2023) (Turquoisedtes that
despite the high satisfaction rates, there have been falls in average satisfaction scores across all water metrics test
during 2015¢ 2022. Compared to previous year, which was atirak low since data collection 2015 started,

there has been a slight increase by 0.3 in 2022/23 for satisfaction with water pressgmee(4.4).

Figure 14.4. Average water pressure scores for SSW
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supphy™
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Mete: * denctes smoller base of 412 for 2021722 - water

2001516 201817 2001718 2018127 2009/20  2020/21 2021/22  2022/23

When broken down by region, satisfaction with their water pressurelaasr in the CAM region then SSW in
2022/23. Compared to the previous year, there is a bigger difference of satisfaction score between the two regions
(Figurel4.5).

Figure 14.5: Average water pressure satisfaction scores between the two regions
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Your water pressure
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© 2023 Turquoise Thinking Ltd 62 t LE r QE Lj H:I‘s i E =
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TheSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqumkejes a derived importance map based on
statistical correlation to understand the hidden relationship between overall satisfaction and individual attributes.
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The higher the score, th@ore significant role in overall satisfaction the individual attribute has. This analysis found
the importance of water pressure in predicting overall service satisfaction had not changed much from last year
(Figure 14.6). It remained a secondary strengtthe top left quadrant where water pressure has less of an impact

on the overall satisfaction levels compared to the 8 other service elements and even though the performance may
be good for water pressure, the effect on overall satisfaction is weakathigr, more prominent individual

attributes such as value for money and reliability of water.

Figure 14.6: Derived importance Map on overall satisfaction and individual water attribute22Q2922/23
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A derived importance map was alpmduced for understanding the relationship between value for money and
individual attributes. Of the seven attributes included in the analysis, water pressure, which fifth out of seven in
terms of importance for predicting VFM satisfaction on 2022/23ufeid4.7). Similar patterns were found between
20192022 when affordability and trust scores were includedater pressure was important, but not the most
important (Figure 14.8).

It was interesting to note when looking on a ydnryear basis that watepressure became a stronger predictor

during 2020/21, during the height of COIVD lockdowns, but since 2021/22 has started to fall back towards the
position it had in 2019/20. This provides evidence that during the period customers were at home, having goo

gl 0SNJ LINBaadz2NE 6SOFYS | 60AFASNI AYyTFEdzSyOS 2y Odzad2YS

Figure 14.7: Relative importance scores for VFM satisfaction (service elements)
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Figure 14.8: Relative importance scores for VFM satisfaction (selments), including affordability and trust

Relative importance scores for VEM satisfaction
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Customer priorities and expectations

Customers expect continual water supply and pressure from SSC. This is supported by multiple studies including tf
SSE Customer Priorities Infographic (202K A OK F AYSR (2 LINBOPARS AyaAiakKid LN
and the future by speaking to customers from all walks of life.

From theSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turjjetidyg, customers considered water
LINBaadz2NE G2 6S || OdNNByld WKe3aASYS FiGNARO0dziSQY YSIyA
currently. This study also conducted a maximum difference scaling (MaxDiff) analysis to assess preferences or
priorities among the water related areas seerFigurel4.9. SSC customers were presented with a series of areas
which they had to rank as the most and least priority. The difference in selection frequency was then analysed to
determine the relative impdance/ priority of the options in a statistically robust manner.

Results from the Max Diff analysis found that having water coming out of taps at a pressure that does not impact th
way water is used around the home (like showers) was identified as2hkighest priority out of 20 other
initiatives tested Figurel4.9).

Figure 14.9: Quantitative ranking of initiative§op to bottom priority scores

Thase areas are all viewed a3 important by customers for $3¢ 1o address — ranked from most important to ones of relateely lower importance
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TheSSE Customer Priorities Research Qual and Quant Year 3 (2022) (Aooedtyvhencustomers were asked to
predict challenges for SSC, they predicted huge challenges for the water industry such as increasing infrastructure
costs and addressing burst pipes, leakage and pipe pressure. When asked about spontanedamsipoidrities,

both HH and NHH customers mentioned water pressure under the category of quality of water/ hardness. This was
driven by the need to improve water pressure in the shower for HHs. Even on a wider community basis, the quality
of water was the number one spontaoes shortterm priority mentioned as a basic service, with maintaining good
pressure being driven by the need to ensure quality in the light of population growth and climate change.

In the CCW and OfwgtWater Consumer Views (2023)% of customers whwere dissatisfied with their water

pressure contacted their water company in both England and Wales. However, for those who were dissatisfied and
did not contact their water company, the number one reason was because they thought it was something they just
live with or is something that comes and goes (18Rigurel4.10). Following closely, 17% also were not aware or

did not know something could be done. This suggests some customers have no expectations from water companie
in terms of responsibility andxing issues related to water pressure. This, however, is through a lack of knowledge of
what water companies may be able to do such as checking for leaks that may be causing a low water pressure.

Figure 14.10: Reasons why customers dissatisfied witirywaessure did not contact their water company

Just live with it/ It comes and goes _ 18%
Not aware or dont think that something can _ 17%
be done

Not a high priority/ Not important to

customer/ Not much of a problem 14%

] I

| or Someone else e.g. plumber/landlord is _ 10%
responsible
Dont believe water company would do
anything about it _ 9%

Have called in the past pressure is still low 5%

Called and problem solved | <1%

L

Its within legal requirements | <1%

Other 24%

|

Base: All respondents dissatisfied with water pressure and didn't contact their company about the issue (n=302)

This result, however, is more likely to be reflecting a more national picture than specific with SSW as out of the 453
customers who did experience issues with their water pressure, only 12 wereSg@nand 11 from CAM with 42%
and 36% contacting the company about water pressure, respectiValy€14.4).
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Table 14.4: Whether customers contacted water company about water presgater Only Company

Made contact 2022

Industry (2022 base sample: 453) 37%
Total WoCs (2022 base sample: 178) 27%
Affinity Water (2022 base sample: 28) 21%
Bristol Water (2022 base sample: 20) 25%
Cambridge Water (2022 base sample:11) 36%
Essex & Suffolk Water (2022 base sample: 15) 33%
Portsmouth Water (2022 base sample: 13) 15%
South East Water (2022 base sample: 53) 26%
South Staffordshire Water (2022 base sample: 12) 42%
SES Water (2022 base sample: 20) 30%

Caution: some low base sizes

In terms of WTP, th8S& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 €0&8%¥ound across both

regions, for both NHH and HH customers, there was no WTP for improving the experience of low water pressure
described as lasting up to 6 hours in this studg themodel returned negative value¥dblel4.5). One possible
explanation for the lack of WTP is that the consequences of experiencing low water pressure for up to 6 hours was
not seen as a significant inconvenience by many customers. Certainly this attsiasitemong those with smaller
proportions of customers choosing an improvement and the larger proportions choosing a downgrade (22% and 25
of HH customers choosing an improvement in SST and CAM respectively, 60% and 41% choosing a doWrigrade).
ismuchf 26 SNJ GKIYy GKS Y2aid AYLINRBOSR FGGONROdzGS W{ dzLJLI2 NI A
improvement in SST and CAM, only 28% and 15% choosing a downgrade), but is above the least improved attribut
We¢ SYLI2ZNI NBE ! &S Iy & Q chobsingRdn Ariprév@meat 58S TeandvCiweM, 69%yard 58¢p1shoosing
a downgrade).Broadly similar patterns were observed for NHH customers.

Table 14.5: Main model WTP per Unit Change from Status quo.

NHH WTP (% of
HHWTP (£)  bill)

Attribute Unit SST CAM SST CAM
A Customer service reduction in the percentage of -0.07 0.00 N/A N/A
costumers that wait more than 10
minutes

B Risk of temporary “do
not drink” notice

reduction in number of properties 074 097 0.013 0.015

that received "do not drink” notice

C Instaling “smart” water  increase in the percentage of  -021 -030  -0.004 -0.008
meters properties having an operational

“smart” meter by 2030

September2023

71105904995

year

Note: NHH customers were not asked about auribute A (customer service)
Source: NERA analysis of SSCW WIP survey

Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

D Hard watersupply  increase in the number of 000 003 -0.0002 -0.001
properties that benefit from
investment (thousands)
E Lead pipes reduction in the percentage of -086 -0.13 0.017 -0.017
properties that have a lead supply
pipe by 2030
F Water lost to leakage reduction in the percentage of 061 140 0.001 0.010
from pipes water that is lost to leakage
G lIssues with tap water reduction in the percentage of 017 0.1 0.001 -0.014
colour, taste, or smell properties experiencing issues with
tap water per year (tenth of a
percentage)
H Chance of property reduction in the fiooding incidents 016 103 0.002 0.005
flooding from a burst per year
,plpe o - - - .
I Low water pressure reduction in the percentage of 027 -0.12 0.003 -0.001
properties experiencing low
pressure per year (tenth of a
percentage)
J Supporting nature and increase In the number of acres 003 028 0.0002 0.003
wildiife protected and enhanced (tens)
K Unplanned short reduction in the percentage of 0.19 -0.01 -0.002 -0.002
interruptions to water properties experiencing a short
supply interruption per year (hundreth of a
, o 2 percentage) AR 2% ML 4 A X VI
L Risk of temporary use reduction in the percentage chance -599 -0.30 -0.089 -0.024
ban, including of temporary use ban in a given
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Pressure attracts a value when measured in terms of what customers would want to be compensated for if they
experience a drop in water pressure, as measured irf8i8& ODI Research (2023) (Accent and PJM Econanits)
shown in Table 14.6However, it$ clearly ranked below a number of other issues, most important of which are an
unexpected supply interruption and drought restrictions.

Table 14.6: WTA values for service issues

HH NHH
Emergency drought restrictions (2 months) £292 £22,071
Unexpected water supply interruption (24h) £307 £29,140
Do not drink notice (48h) £211 £14,669
Boil water notice (48h) £201 £9,093
Unexpected water supply interruption (6h) £172 £10,709
Water taste and smell (24h) £118 £7,756
Discoloured water (24h) £134 £5,540
Discoloured water (6h) £99 £5,222
Water taste and smell (6h) £108 £5,915
Planned water supply interruption (6h) £76 £9,219
Unexpected low water pressure (6h) £70 £4,238
Hosepipe ban (Bhonths) £48 £1,353

Priorities within subgroups region, gender and FBPs
Across the sources, subgroup differences were observed within various demographicsS8@Heustomer
Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Aegant) a significant difference was defined
as:

1. having a ranklifference of at least 3 places

2. atleast one initiative is in the top third of the ranking {@ 7 rank)

3. the difference between priority scores is statistically significant at the 10%.

No significant regional differences were found between G&kid SSW for water pressure ranking. In year 3, 21% of
respondents ranked water pressure as most importanontrasting with 58% for water quality and positioned 9
when all attributes are ranked by this measure, level with water saving incentives. pnethieus year, it was a little
more important, with 27% ranking it as most important.

Water pressure was also a higher priority for high income househ8B& (Customer Priorities Research Tracker
Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Accgntale cutomers, those who had previously contacted SSC regarding low
LINS&dadz2NB FyR (K2asS gK2 I SR Cusfomér Priofiés Trladker QuardzRean? 2022)a S 3
(Accent)).

As shown before, water pressure is only a priority once a relialpplgwf good quality water at an affordable price
has been delivered, as reliability and affordability are ranked in first and second place respectively in botAgears.
seen above, in the recent PR24 waB5(& NERA Willingness to Pay for Wasarvices at PR24 (2022)o positive
WTP was attached to this attribute.

Despite having not WTP values for FBPs due to the limited sample size (91) of each region, the raw data and the W
for the combined regionsT@blel4.7) suggest low water pressugenot an important attribute for FBPs and they are
willing to forgo the current status quo level of service to reduce the impact on their bill and instead would like focus
to be in other attributes and the WTP value is negative, which essentially meeyarte not WTP anything.
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Table 14.7: FBP Main Model WTP per Unit Change from Status quo

WTP per
unitchange
Attribute Unit from 5Q (£)
& Customer Service reduction in the percentage of costumers that wait -0.36
maore than 10 minutes
B Risk of a temporary "do reduction in number of properties that received "do 1M
not drink” notice not drink” notice
C Installing ‘smart’ water increase in the percentage of properties having an -0.25
meters operational "smart” meter by 2030
O Hard water supply increase in the number of properies that benefit -0.01
from investment (thousands)
E Lead pipes reduction in the percentage of properties that have -2.43
a lead supply pipe by 2030
F  ‘Waterlostto leakage from  reduction in the percentage of water that is lost to 0.83
pipes leakage
G Is5ues with tap water reduction in the percentage of properties -1.51
colour, taste, or smell experiencing issues with tap water per year (tenth
of a percentage)
H Chance of property reduction in the flooding incidents per year 0.83
flooding from a burst pipe
| Low water pressure reduction in the percentage of properties -0.82
experiencing low pressure per year (tenth of a
percentage)
J  Supporiing nature and increase in the number of acres protected and 0.10
wildlife enhanced (tens)
k. Unplanned short reduction in the percentage of properties -1.15
interruptions to water experiencing a short interruption per year (hundreth
supply of a percentage)
L Risk of temporary use reduction in the percentage chance of temporary -3.66

ban, including hosepipes

use ban in a given year

Source: NERA analysis of SSCW WIF survey

Unplanned short interruptions to water supply

Customer experience and satisfaction
Nationally, 9% of customers from ti&CW and OfwagtWater Consumer Views (2028pvering both England and

Wales had contacted their water company due to no supply/ supply issues in the last 12 months. This was an

increase compared to the yea?2§192021 Figurel4.11).

Figure 14.11: reasons for making contact with the water company
I 7% I 25% I 31%

Billing enquiry

Report a leak
Sewerage problem

No supply/supply issue

Moving house/change

Change to/ask for a water..

Water quality
Water pressure
Make a complaint

Ask re. schemes/help

I 17% I 16% . 18%
I 11% I 13% . 9%
9% I % B 6%

Il 7% Il 7% B 6%

. 5% H 3% 6%

W 1% B 3% I 2%

W 3% B 3% M 5%

W 3% 0 3% H 3%

.l 3% 1 2% B 5%

Footnote: Reasons for contact below 3% for 2021, are not shown.
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Of those who did experience service interruptions (either planned or unplanned), 23% had reached out to their
water company about it.

Lookingspecifically at the SSC customer, CAM customers (150) experienced more interruptions to their supply at
16% than SSW customers (150) at 16%. However, more CAM customers contacted the water company (18%), thau
SSW customers (13%).

Those who did not contatheir water supply despite experiencing either planned or unplanned interruptions was
because they were notified by the water company (62%) or had been informed by the website/ social media or their
neighbours Figurel4.12).

Figure 14.12: Reasons wtystomers who experienced supply interruptions did not contact their water company

Was informed by website social media neighbour - 14%
someone else ?

Someone else contacted on my behalf - 8%
Unplanned but resolved/resolved quickly l 4%
Didn't bother contacting/busy/not a priority l 4%
| figured it out myself I 2%
Someone else was responsible not water co. l 1%

Other I 2%

Base: All respondents experiencing service interruptions and not contacting their company about the issue (n=1099)

TheSSE Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (fdeoceh§6% of customers

had experienced some form of service issue overpiteious two to three years, with 14% in total experiencing a
temporary loss of water supply for more than an hour. Broken down by region, 15% of CAM customers and 14% of
SSW customers had experienced a temporary loss of water supply.

TheSSE CustomelPromises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquaeigedh monitors ongoing customer
satisfaction and experiences, found that between 2017/18 and 2021/22, the percentage of customers experiencing
an interruption to their water supply has increased from 1@743% Figure14.13).
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Figure 14.13: Percentage of Customers who had experience of service issues in the last year (HH).
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Reflecting the low rates of supply interruption experienced by customersS8© Customer Promises Tracker
Annual Report (2023) (Turquois#do found 94% of SSC HH customers were satisfied with the reliability of their
water. Regionally, CAM HH custaméad slightly higher satisfaction with the reliability of supply (96%) compared
with SSW (93%7) éble14.8). For NHH customers overall, 98% of customers were satisfied.

Table 14.8: Satisfaction of the reliability of water supply in both HH andS@@Hustomers.

Satisfaction
(% very or fairly satisfied) Overall HH SSW HH CAM HH NHH

Changes overtime customer satisfaction and experience

The national satisfaction for reliability of water supply shows a general downward trend based on the data from the
CCW and OfwgtWater Consumer Views (2028).2022, the satisfaction was at its lowest between 2@P29 at
95%, lower than the 1@ear roling average of 96.4%igurel4.14). This level was also reached in 2018.

Figure 14.14: Satisfaction with aspects of water supply
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However, when looking at the data just for SSC in this report, both SSW and CAM have higher satisfaction scores f
the reliability of water supply than the industry satisfaction of 95% with SSW scoring 99% and CAM scoring 97% in
2022 Table14.9).

Table 14.9: Satisfaction with aspects of water supply 208ater only Companies

The Colour and Safety of Water
reliability of appearance of drinking water pressure
water tap water
supply

Hardness |
softness of
water

Taste and
smell of tap
water

Satisfaction with
aspects of water

supply (2020
data only)

Industry (2022
base sample:

95%

83%

91%

88%

86%

65%

{2022 base
sample: 1940)

6%

892%

90%

87%

85%

52%

Affinity Water
{2022 base
sample: 250)

6%

89%

87%

84%

42%

Bristol Water
(2022 base
sample: 300)

a7%

85%

94 %

90%

B8%

G1%

Cambridge Water
(2022 base
sample: 150)

7%

85%

%o

92%

88%

49%

Essex & Suffolk
Water (2022 base
sample: 150)

8%

80%

B6%

B6%

84%

S4%

Portsmouth Water
(2022 base
sample: 150)

6%

85%

3%

84%

88%

49%

‘South East Water

(2022 base
sample: 550)

92%

91%

89%

85%

84%

52%

South Staffe
Water (2022 base
sample: 150)

99%

89%

88%

87%

B82%

63%

SES Water (2022
base sample: 151)

6%

84%

93%

&4%

89%

S8%

Foolnate: Companies will the highes! levels of permeived pedomance ane highlighted in green faxt whilsl loweast leves are highlighted
it e

Over the 10 years, satisfactionttvihe reliability of water supply has remained stable for SSC, with CAM performing
better at 97.5% and SSW at 96.3Pal{le14.10).

Table 14.10: Satisfaction with aspects of water supplyWater only Company trends (arrows) andyiar rolling

averages (figures).

Satisfaction with
aspects of water

supply (twelve-
gar trend)

Industry (2022 base

The reliability
of water supply appearance of drinking water
tap water

Colour and

Safety of

Water pressure

Taste and

smiell of tap

water

Hardness [
softness of
water

sample: 5502) - 964% 928% « 920% | 883% « 867% « 67.0%
Iﬂgﬁ?ﬁf’&m - 96.6% 922% - 013% « 876% <« 858% | 565%
ﬂiﬂgmﬁm] T 96.1% 90.8% 1  891% o 855% «» 827% «— 455%
E::;“;T;;:{%f 97.2% 936% 1 026% o 890% <« B87.7% | 629%
Cambridge Water

(2022 base sample: —  97.5% 94.8% -  945% « 01.0% < 883% «— 522%
150)

Essex & Suffolk

Water (2022 base 1 a97.2% 924% =  91.1% l BY. 7% l B7.5% 1 53.1%
sample: 150)

Portsmouth Water

(2022 base sample:  «»  97.4% 93.9% «» 929% | 885% < 864% | 575%
150)

South East Water

(2022 base sample: «  95.7% 912%  907% | B77% o  83.1% 58.0%
550)

South Staffs Water

(2022 base sample:  +—  96.3% 82.0% 1 921% + BB5% «— B56% — T0E%
150)

SES Water (2022~ g7 94, 94.8% — 04.8% | 883% o« 924% 66.4%

base sample: 151)
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When assessing customer satisfaction with reliability of supply (on -@dive scale), thesSE Customer Promises
Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquofsend that between 2015 and 2023 satisfaction scores ranged between
4.564.73 on average, indicating a relatively high level of satisfaction overall. Compared to 2021/22, in 2022/23,
satisfaction score for supply reliability jumped from 4.56 to 4FiQurel4.15). This is going against the downward
trend suggested basedon20#9n v RI G ® ¢KAa Yl & 6S | NBaLkryasS G2 i
was the lowest level of satisfaction with water supply reliability recorded.

Figure 14.15: HH Satisfaction with the Service Areas Trends (Average scores)

431
B30

393

Nofe: ‘Don’'t knows™ excluded
Nofe: * denotes smaller base of 412 for 2021/22

2015/16  2016/17  2017/18  2018/19  2019/20  2020/21  2021/22
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supply™
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Taste and smell of tap
water*

The colour and
appearance of your tap
water*

Your water pressure™

How quickly they repair
leaks on public
highways/footpaths

=8=Hardness/softness of your
water

Afurther breakdown into the two regions found satisfaction with reliability of water supply was higher for SSW than
CAM between 2021/22 and 2022/23. This is a change from the previous three years where CAM had higher

satisfaction with reliability of watefHigurel4.16).
Figure 14.16: HH satisfaction with the service areas trends by region

450

470

= The reliability of your water supply
= The reliability of your water supply (55)
=== The reliability of your water supply {Cam)

Your top water i safe to drink

430 Your top water i safe to drink (85)
Your top water i safe to drink (Cam)
4.30
— The colour and appearance of your tap
water
£10 The colour and appearance of your tap
. water (85)
The colour and appearance of your fap
water (Cam)
390 Taste and smell of tap water
South Staffs Water = full lines Taste and smell of tap water (53)
370 wessaaaes Cambridge Water = dashed lines
Taste and smell of top water (Cam)
3.50
2016/17 201718 201819 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23
September2023

Produced by Impact Research Ltd in strict confidence

187



Similarly, for NHH customer satisfaction with the reliability of water supply in 2022/23 was the highest scoring
service area measure, with satisfacti@nging between 4.624.82, with the highest score for supply reliability being
2022/23 at 4.82. This was a significant jump from the previous year of Bigg&¢14.17)

Figure 14.17: NHH satisfaction with the service area trends
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Satisfaction with reliability of supply seems to influence other satisfaction elements, such as overall service and val
for money. In thesSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquésiself HH customers said the
reason they gave theoverall service score was because of reliable supply.

GhyO0S 3 AYy FNBaK OtSty FyYyR ¢ G4SN NBfAFofe& adzZJJ) AS
. SOFdzaS (KS aSNBAOS KIFa 0SSy NBtALFIOoES FyR O2YYdzyA
O dza (i 2 OASI NI Eustomer from tHBSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise).

G. St ASPS (KSe OIMBEKRGAA If dRe&R RISRIA O82y aidl yi a&dzLJLix
SSW NHH Customer form tB&& Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoise).

R
O

Regionally, 4% of customers from each region also said the reason for their overadl seoveewas due to reliable
supply of water Figurel4.18).

Figure 14.18: Reasons given for Overall Service Scores (HH 2022/23)
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Evidence from derived importance map supports this. From 2019/22 to 2022/23, reliability of water remained in the
top right quadrant but moved more towards the centre became more of a core strength. This suggests it is one of
the most influential service elements on overall satisfaction score, out of 8 others analysed, with the greatest
positive effect where if satisfacin with supply reliability increase, it would also increase overall service satisfaction
(Figurel4.19).

Figure 14.19: Derived importance Map on overall satisfaction and individual water attribute2QP®22/23
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In terms of impact on value fanoney (VFM), reliability of water supply wasatt of 7 other service elements in
terms of important for predicting VFM satisfaction in 2622 at 14%HKigurel4.20).

Figure 14.20: Relative importance scores for VFM satisfaction (seleticents).
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Furthermore, in theCCW and OfwgtWater Consumer Views (2028ustomers were asked to rate water companies

on their services and plans and, for the 23% of respondents who said they had had a positive experience, the reasc
given was dud¢o having been kept informed about disruptions/ interruptions in 20B®@j@re14.21). This is an

increase from the previous years (202021) suggesting that being informed about any interruptions to their supply

is becoming increasingly importantforc8sY¥ SNE ' yR GKFd Ad Aa FFFSOGAYy3a Odz
on service and plans.

Figure 14.21: Reasons for rating how well water companies communicate on services and plans.
Positive (net good). Base:2662 Negative (net poor). Base:1120

-

11

“All others mentionad by less *Al others menBioned by less
than 5% than 5%

Customer priorities and expectations

TheSSE Customer Priorities Tracker Qual Year 1 (2020) (Adoemt)l when customers were asked to generate a
ALR YOl yS2dza LINA2NRGEI WO2ylGAydzZhide 2F adzZli @3 Sy adzNAh
water.

Building on this informabn, the SSE& Customer Priorities Tracker Quant Year 2 (2022) (Aaegtit also found
customers think SSC should focus on reliability of supply. When asked to spontaneously share what customers thir
SSC should focus on, reliability of supply veaged third of the 22 other areas tested, after water quality and lower
bills. This was also the case for previous years.

This theme continues in the results from the Max Diff choice exercise fror8 3k Customer Priorities Research
Tracker Quantitdve Insights Year 3 (2023) (Accentere reliability of water quality, making sure households
received water supplies that are high quality and always safe to drink, was the number one priority, as in previous
years Figurel4.22). Customers believed teato be an essential human right that nobody should ever be without
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Figure 14.22: Max Diffinformed SSC customer priorities measured ofl@scale across 2021/2022/2023 from
Customer Priorities Tracker Year 2 (2023)

There were few changes of note vr-on-yr. The following Year 2 on Year 12
changes were statistically significant at the 5% level (top half of the ranking):
= ‘religbility of water quality” falling by 6.8/4.3 intensity points
» long-term supply planning’ falling by 2.3 intensity poants (Year 1 only)
" ‘financial bill support” increasing by 1.4/1.3 intensity points

i
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Additionally, longd SNY & dzLJLJ & LI | yyAy3dT SyadaNAy3d aGKSe w{ {286 ¢
always comes out of your taggoday, tomorrow and long into the future", was fourth. Sending incident
Y2UATFTAOLF GA2Yy A 6 KS NEBtelgyduicS8shamed? ifyybir waterSsapplyis td b Eud off temporarily
FYRK 2NJ AT GKSNB A& Iy A&aadzsS 6A0GK (GKS ljdzrtAde 2F &2
scores between LoAgrm supply planning and Sending incident noéfions.

The results from the Max Diff study suggests customers expect a reliable source of water without unexpected supp!
interruptions today, or in the future. However, if such interruptions or incidents were to occur, timely
communication wouldilso be expected.

In the third year of the tracking research, t8&& Customer Priorities Research Qual and Quant Year 3 (2022)
(Accentyeportl f 82 F2dzy R GKI G KIFI@AY3 HnkT &adzllLlX & g6+ a aSoOz2yrF
haRyS4aQ F2NJ o2GK 11 FYyR bll ¢gKSy FalSR Fo2dzi aLRydl
ensure they can effectively and efficiently maintain convenient service. A similar picture is also found when
considering the wider community asstomers seem to be aware of the need to manage supply for increasing
population Figurel4.23).
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Figure 14.23: Short term spontaneous priorigegialitative hierarchy
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In terms of WTP, th8S& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (@088)both HH and NHH

customers in both regions were not willing to pay to reduce the percentage of properties experiencing a short
interruption per year as the model used to calculate thaiealdid not return positive value$dblel4.11). Like low

water pressure, one suggestion for this value may be because unplanned short interruptions to water supply lasting
3-6 hours is not seen as a major inconvenience to the customers. In contragtRvwe ODI study (Accent/PJM

Research 2022) indicated that both HH and NHH customers expected to be compensated of an interruption was
SELISNASYOSRI Y2NB (KIy (6A0OS +a YdzOK & t2¢6 6+ (SN L

Table 14.11: Mim model WTP per Unit Change from Status Quo

NHH WTP (% of
HH WTP (£) bil)
_Attribute Unit SST_CAM _ SST  CAM
A Customer service reduction in the parcentage of 007 000 NIA NIA
costumers that wait more than 10
menutes
B Risk of temporary “do reduction in number of properties 074 097 0013 0015
not drink” notice that receved "do not dnnk™ notice
C Instaling “smart” watet  increase in the percentage of 021 030 0004 -0008
meters properties having an operational
“smart” meter by 2030
D Hard water supply increase in the numbaer of 000 003 -0.0002 -0.001
properties that benefit from
nvestment (thousands)
E Lead pipes reduction in the percentage of 08 013 0017 -0017
properties that have a lead supply
pipe by 2030
F Water lost 10 leakage reduction in the percentage of 061 140 0001 0010
from pipes water that is 1ost 10 leakage
G Issues with tap waler recuction in the percentage of 017 o1 0001 -0.014
colour, taste, or smell propenies expenencing issues with
1ap water per year (lenth of a
percentage)
H Chance of property raduction in the flooding Incidents 016 103 0002 0.005
ficoding from a burst per year
ppe
I Low water pressure reduction in the percentage of 027 012 -0.003 -0001
properties experiencing low
pressure per year (lenth of 3
percentage)
J Supporting nature and increase in the number of acres 003 028 00002 0003
wikdiife protected and enhanced (tens)
K Unplanned shon reduction in the percentage of 019 -001 0002 -0002
interruptions to water properties experencing a shon
supply interruption per year (hundreth of a
percentace)
L Riskoftemporary use  reduction in the percentage chance -599 -030 -0089 -0.024
ban, inciuding of temporary use ban in a given
noseppes yoar

Nowe: NHH cuctomer: were not azked about attribute A (cuctomer zervice)
Source: NERA onalyzis of SSCW WIP zurvey
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More recently, in theSSE LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoisied, supply interruption ambition, to reduce the average
time a property is without a water supply from 2:44 minutes (current) to undiriute by 2050, was ranked as a
mid-tire priority (Figurel4.24). In the qualitative workshops, supply interruptions was rankesb#of 10 ambitions
whilst in the quantitative survey was ranked 7th with the sentiment that it should be less of a pdoeitio the
perception that SSC were currently performing wathnked 4 out of 17 companies at the time and with most
citing supply interruptions are rare.

Figure 14.24: Overall ranking of 10 ambitions from the LTDS research bagpalitaiive and quantitative research

Improving Water Quality
Lead Pipe Removal

Leakage Reduction

Water Poverty

Reducing supply interruptions

Drought resilience

Reducing HH and NHH water consumption
WINEP

BOTTOM-TIER Pro-active customer service

PRIORITIES

Achieving net zero carbon

Priorities within subgroupsg region, SEG,

Despite the main model in th8SE& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2p22)showing SSC
customers are not WTP for reducing thecurrence of unplanned short interruptions to water supply in the main
model, HH customers in the CAM region were WTP for improvements to reduce unplanned short interruptions to
water supply, although this was not significant at the five percent signifie¢evel.

One subgroup included customers in the ABC1 sasonomic groups. Although it was predicted that individuals in

the ABC1 group might have higher WTP values than individuals in the C2DE group, in the CAM region, positive W
was seen in the AM region compared to the SSW region with customers YBOIB2 per unit reduction in the

percentage of properties experiencing a short interruption per yé&ablel4.12). However, again this result is only
directional and not statistically significant.
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Table 14.12: Household customer WTP per Unit change from Statgsghgroups for gender and SEG

Men Women ABC1
SST CAM SST CAM SST CAM
Attribute Unit WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p
G Issues with reduction in the percentage of 028 018, 028 006 014 0.04 005 082 001 0.86 028 002
tap water properties experiencing issues with
colour, taste,  tap water per year (tenth of a
or smell percentage)
H Chance of reduction in the flooding incidents per 006 053 063 002 019 000 168 000 026 000 133 000
property year
flooding from
a burst pipe
I Low water reduction in the percentage of 033 002 009 012 -023 000 014 005] -021 000 009 005
pressure properties experiencing low pressure
per year (tenth of a percentage)
J  Supporting increase in the number of acres 003 000: 024 000| 002 000 035 000| 003 000 029 000
nature and protected and enhanced (tens)
wildlife
K Unplanned reduction in the percentage of 028 002, 001 084 -014 0.00 000 099| -010 001 002 050
short properties experiencing a short
interruptions  interruption per year (hundreth of a
to water percentage)
supply
L Risk of reduction in the percentage chance of | -10.1 0.02; -0.11 055 -3.89  0.00 053 009 -448 000 013 042
temporary temporary use ban in a given year
use ban,
including
hosepipes

Source: NERA analysis of SSCW WTP survey

TheSSE NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2#&#)found Future Bill Payers (FBP) indicated

no positive WTP for reducing thpercentage of properties experiencing a short interruption per y&able

14.13). Once again, it is important to bear in mind the size of the FBP customers (91). However, it does give an

indication that FBP do not see water unplanned short interrupt@asan area to prioritise for investment if it will

increase bills.

Table 14.13: FBP Main Model WTP per Unit Change from Status quo

WTP per
unitchange
Attribute Unit from 5Q (£)
A Customer Service reduction in the percentage of costumers that wait -0.36
more than 10 minutes
B Risk of atemporary "do reduction in number of properties that received "do 1.01
not drink” notice not drink” notice
C  Installing 'smart’ water increase in the percentage of properties having an -0.25
meters operational "smart” meter by 2030
D Hard water supply increase in the number of properiies that benefit -0.01
from investment (thousands})
E Lead pipes reduction in the percentage of properties that have -2.43
a lead supply pipe by 2030
F  Waterlostto leakage from  reduction in the percentage of water thatis lost to 0.83
pipes leakage
G Issues with tap water reduction in the percentage of properties -1.51
colour, taste, or smell experiencing issues with tap water per year (ienth
of a percentage)
H Chance of property reduction in the flooding incidents per year 0.88
flooding from a burst pipe
| Lowwater pressure reduction in the percentage of properties -0.82
experiencing low pressure per year (tenth of a
percentage)
J  Supporiing nature and increase in the number of acres protected and 0.10
wildlife enhanced (fens)
K Unplanned short reduction in the percentage of properties -1.15
interruptions to water experiencing a short interruption per year (hundreth
supply of a percentage)
L Risk of temporary use reduction in the percentage chance of temporary -3.66

ban, including hosepipes

use ban in a given year

Source: NERA analysis of SSCW WIP swrvey

In the SSE LTDS Report (2023) (Turquoisky HH customer, NHH customers also felt the supply interruption

ambition to reduce the average time a property is without a water supply from 2:44 minutes (current) to under 1

minute by 2050 was less important as SSC are already performing well irethislawever, NHH did rank supply

September2023
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interruptions higher in the quantitative survey as the second highest prigétyf 4 Sy OA G Ay 3 G KSANJ
reliance on water.

Additionally, over half of NHH (69%) and future customers (72%) would like tbeseapply interruption ambition
being achieved before the company target of 2050 compared to 52% of HH customers.

Regionally, a significantly higher proportion of SSW HH customers would like the supply interruption ambition of
reducing supply interruptin from 2:44 min to 1 minute by 2050 to be achieved at the earliest possible FEigter¢
14.25) and felt this was possible due to the technology now available, such as smart network that identifies bursts

before they happen.
Figure 14.25: Whepatrticipants want the Supply Interruption ambition to be achieved in the LTDS research.
S5W
scsvé: - 33%
u 0%
29%1 -
16% 18% 4z 17%
| | |
Mo, | don't support Yes. by 2035 Yes, by 2040 Yes, by 2045 Yes, by 2050 (55C Yes, after 2050
this ambition target)

Chance of property flooding from a burst pipe

Customer experience

TheSSE& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2)#t)reported that the current levels of
flooding incidents per year due to a burst pipe was, on average, 12 per year in the SSC region and 51 in the CAM
region.

TheSSE Customer Priorigés Tracker Quant Year 2 (2022) (Acceyprted 3% of customers had experienced

flooding from a burst pipe, although there is a possibility from a customer perspective that may cover bursts that are
a lot smaller than those would get picked up in officeporting and/or be thinking of internal flooding from pipe

they owned on their property. This was the same in each of the SSW and CAM régjonslé.26).

Figure 14.26: Service issues experienced by customers in the last 2 to 3 years
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Customer priorities and expectations
Customers expected innovation in infrastructure and operations, including the use of more resilient materials for
pipes in theSSE PR19 Foundation Research June (2017) (Accent).

More recently, in theSS( Customer Priorities Infographic (202@)stomers also expected ongoing innovation in
improving and maintaining infrastructure such as pipes and looking further into the future. Customers also expectec
the use of technology tongdict problems and quickly fix pipes (e.g., use of artificial intelligence) as an essential
service. If any issues were to arise, customers expected good communication during incidents.

When asked to think about potential improvements to the overall/ge in theSSE Customer Promises Tracker
Annual Report (2023) (Turquoisg¥ of NHH customers overall mentioned they would want to see improvements in
pipes/ infrastructure. Breaking down into the two regions, 3% of CAM NHH customers mentioned wasteg

this, compared to 1% of SSW NHH custorréguiels.27).

Figure 14.27: NHH Desired Improvements

Ouhtide of making water bills lower, whal's Ehe one thing you would like 1o see the two
companies warking fogethes on 1o improve the overall SErvice you receive o 4 cusionmer?

S i A 01T, Souen T Warter o Fenson Srous FLE ISURcRes £ COMBine So-ioiefan wier rotsl Butines oisrin =1
@ Ferrn Tgter LandDnt. |6 VP DuBness Now BORed UD wit O segitr Omer 10N Pennon ones Jerices ]

TheSSE NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (@08d)that HH and NHH customers across both
regions were WTP fomprovements to reduce the chance of property flooding from a burst pipe across most of the
models estimated{able14.14). SSW HH customers are willing to£@yL6 per unit reduction in the flooding

incidents per year. WTP values were higher for HH CA\.83 which may be reflecting the higher incidents of
property flooding in CAM than SSW. Similarly, NHH customers were WTP 0.002% more of their current bill in SSW
and 0.005% in CAM to reduce the chance of property being flooded due to a burst pipgoditiie WTP is

suggested to be because service failures such as property flooding would have particularly unpleasant
consequences.
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Table 14.14: Main model WTP per Unit Change from Status Quo

NHH WTP (% of
HHWTP (£)  bil)

Attribute
A Customer service

B Risk of temporary “¢o
not drink” notice

C Instaling “sman’ water
meters

D Hard water supply
E Leadpipes

F Water lost to leakage
from pipes

G Issues with tap water
colour, taste, or smell

H Chance of property
fiooding from a burst

ppe "
I Low water pressure

J Supporting nature and
wildife

K Unplanned shon
intecruptions to water
supply

L Riskof temporary use
ban, including
__hosepipes

Unit

recuction in the percentage of
costumers that wat more than 10
manutes

reduction m number of propenies
that received "do not drnk™ nobtice

" increase i the percentage of

propertes having an operational
“smart” meter by 2030

" increase in the number of

properties that benefit from
investment (thousanas)

reducton n the percentage of
peopertes that have a iead supply

_pipe by 2030

reduction in the percentage of
water that s lost 10 leakage
reduction n the percentage of
Propertes @penencing issues with
1ap water per year (tenth of 3
percentage)

reduction in the flooding incidents
per year

" reduction n the ooroeriaqe of

Propernes expenencing low
pressure per yoar (tenth of 3
percentage)

INCrease in the number of acres
protected and enhanced (tens)
reduction in the percentage of
properses expenencing a short
interruption per year (hundreth of a

__percentage)

reduction in the percentage chance
of temporary use ban in 3 given
year

SST_CAM _ SST _ CAM
007 000 NA  NA

074 097 0013 0015

021 030 -0004 -0.008

000 003 -00002 -0.001

088 013 -0017 00177

061 140 0001 0010

017 on Q001 0014

016 103 0002 0005

027 012 -0003 0001

003 028 00002 0003

019 001 0002 0002

599 030 -0089 -0.024

Nowe: NHH cuctomers ware not & bed obost anribute A (castomir zervice)
Sowrce: NERA analysis of SSCW WIP norvey

Priorities within subgroups region, SEG andilnerability

In the SSE& NERA Willingness to Pay for Water Services at PR24 (2088 sukgroups of HH customers were not

willing to pay for reducing the chances of property flooding from a burst pipe. These included those who are

particularly financially vulnerable customers and customers in the C2DE socioeconomic group.
Women were observed to have higher WTP than men for reducing the chance of property flooding from a burst pip

(Table14.15).
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Table 14.15: Household customer WTP per thahge from Status Qupsub-groups for gender and SEG.

Men Women ABC1
SST CAM S§T CAM S§T CAM
Attribute Unit WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p
G Issues with reduction in the percentage of -0.28 0181 028 006 -014 0.04 -0.05 082 001 0.86 028 002
tap water properties experiencing issues with
colour, taste,  tap water per year (ienth of a
or smell percentage)
H Chance of reduction in the flooding incidents per 0.06 053 0863 0.02 019 0.00 1.68 000 026 0.00 133 000
property year
flooding from
a burst pipe
| Low water reduction in the percentage of -0.33 002! -009 012 ] 023 0.00 -0.14 0.05] -0.21 0.00 008 005
pressure properties experiencing low pressure
per year (tenth of a percentage)
J  Supporting increase in the number of acres 0.03 000 024 0.00] 002 0.00 035 0.00) 003 0.00 028 000
nature and protected and enhanced (tens)
wildlife
K Unplanned reduction in the percentage of -0.28 0.02: -0.01 024 -0.14 0.00 0.00 0.89 ] -0.10 0.01 002 050
short properties experiencing a short
interruptions interruption per year (hundreth of a
to water percentage)
supply
L Risk of reduction in the percentage chance of | -10.1 0027 -011 055] -3.89 0.00 -0.53 0.09 | -445 0.00 013 042
temporary temporary use ban in a given year
use ban,
including
hosepipes

Source: NERA anaiysis of SSCW WIP survey

C2DE customers in the SSW region were not WTP for reducing the chance of property flooding from a burst pipe
whilst in the CAM region C2DE customers were \WabBI¢14.16). However, it is importamo note this difference is
not statistically significant at the five percent level.

Table 14.16: Household Customer WTP per unit change from statqsgbgroup for SEG and metering
C2DE Metered — yes Metered — no
SST CAM SST CAM SST CAM
Attribute Unit WTP p WTP WTP p WTP p WTP p WTP p
G Issues with reduction in the percentage of -0.52 002, -083 023) -0.09 0.23 018 021 -082 0.07 001 088
tap water properties experiencing issues with
colour, taste,  tap water per year (tenth of a
or smell percentage)
H Chance of reduction in the flooding incidents per -0.03 071 008 086 019 000 120 000| o000 0897 114 000
property year
flooding from
a burst pipe
| Lowwater reduction in the percentage of -0.34 001! -0.24 013| -019 0.00 -0.12 0.04 | -057 0.02 012 023
pressure properties experiencing low pressure
per year (tenth of a percentage)
J  Supporting increase in the number of acres 0.0 poz! 027r 0. 003 000 034 000| 002 004 019 000
nature and protected and enhanced (tens)
wildlife
K Unplannad reduction in the percentage of -0.32 Qo0 -014 025)| -012 0.00 000 083 -0 0.02 001 094
short properties experiencing a short
interrupions  interruption per year (hundreth of a
o water percentage)
supply
L Risk of reduction in the percentage chance of | -7.28 0011 -1.15 0.09| -4.61 0.00 -0.38 008 | -104 0.04 010 075
temporary temporary use ban in a given year
use ban,
including
hosepipes

Source: NERA analysis of SSCTW WIP survey

For financially vulnerable customers, their results widke C2DE customers where they did not exhibit a positive
WTP value for reducing the change of property of flooding from a burst pipe. On the other hand, those who were
socially vulnerable, defined as having serious illness, a disability and on the B8R r@gions, there were higher
WTP than HH customers overall for reducing the change of property flooding from a burst @ippel@.17). This
highlights the importance of this areas of the service to these vulnerable customers.
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Table 14.17: Househbcustomer WTP per Unit change form status gsab-groups for vulnerability

Financially vulnerable Socially vulnerable Vulnerable (combined)
SS§T CAM SST CAM S§T CAM
Attribute Unit WIP p WTP WIP p WTP p WIP p WTP p
G Issues with reduction in the percentage of -0.57 0.04 1 127 017 -0.25 0.05 -0.09  069| -040 0.01 -0.14 051
tap water properties experiencing issues with
colour, taste,  tap water per year (tenth of a
or smell percentage)
H Chance of reduction in the flooding incidents per -0.04 065 -012 088 020 0.00 121 000 013 0.03 102 000
property year
flooding from
a burst pipe
I Low water reduction in the percentage of -0.37 002 -048 012 ] -0.20 0.01 008 019 -030 0.00 011 010
pressure properties experiencing low pressure
per year (tenth of a percentage)
J  Supporting increase in the number of acres 0.02 002, 021 008 003 000 029 000 002 000 026 000
nature and protected and enhanced (tens)
wildlife
K Unplanned reduction in the percentage of -0.29 002! -046 011] -014 0.02 003 054 -021 0.00 006 026
short properties expenencing a short
interruptions  interruption per vear (hundreth of a
to water percentage)
supply
L Risk of reduction in the percentage chance of | -6.72 003 -238 0.09| -4.86 0.00 048 011 -6.01 0.00 052 007
temporary temporary use ban in a given year
use ban,
including
hosepipes

Source: NERA analysis of SSCW WIF survey

Future Bill Payers (FBP) are willing to pay for reducing the chance of property flooding from a buiipigit.18
shows FBP from both regions are WETP88 per unit reduction in the flooding incidents per year. This is the second
KAIKSai I OKASPOSR I FGSNI GKS FddNROGdziSR F20

Gl tdd GAz2Yy

Table 14.18: FBP Mawiodel WTP per Unit Change from Status quo

WTP per
unit change
Attribute Unit from 5Q (£)
A Customer Service reduction in the percentage of costumers that wait -0.36
maore than 10 minutes
B Risk of a temporary "do reduction in number of properies that received "do 1.0
not drink" notice not drink” notice
C Installing ‘smart’ water increase in the percentage of properties having an -0.25
meters operational "smart" meter by 2030
[ Hard water supply increase in the number of properties that benafit -0.01
from investment (thousands)
E Lead pipes reduction in the percentage of properties that have -2.43
a lead supply pipe by 2030
F Water lost to leakage from  reduction in the percentage of water that is lost to 0.83
pipes leakage
G 1s5ues with tap water reduction in the percentage of properties -1.51
colour, taste, or smell experiencing issues with tap water per yvear (tenth
of a percentage)
H Chance of property reduction in the flooding incidents per year 0.88
flooding from a burst pipe
| Low water pressure reduction in the percentage of properties -0.82
experiencing low pressure per year (tenth of a
percentage)
J  Supporting nature and increase in the number of acres protected and 0.10
wildlife enhanced (tens)
K Unplanned short reduction in the percentage of properties -1.15
interruptions to water experiencing a short interruption per year (hundreth
supply of a percentage)
L  Risk of temporary use reduction in the percentage chance of temporary -3.66

ban, including hosepipes

use ban in a given year

Source: NERA analysis of SSCW WIP swvey
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Golden Threads: Supply Reliability

Customers value a reliable source of water with good pressure. Hen
The need for customer [there are anyinterruptions to the supply or changes to pressure,

information and customers expect clear communication in a timely manner about ho
engagement long they could expect interruption or issue will last so they can pref
and look at alternatives.
Call for collective Having water coming out of the tap is a basic service expected by
responsibility and customers. Consequently, satisfaction with this can influence both
Golden fairness satisfaction with overall service and value for money.
Threads C_ustomers were aware Qf the future _challenges_ aroun(_j supply secu
with the growing population and the increased impact it may have o
Concern for the infrastructure. There is also some awareness of how climate change
environment causing extreme weather and tempéuaes. Consequently, customers

wanted SSC to prioritise investing in infrastructure and technology
innovation to ensure longerm supply security.

There were no specific points relating to vulnerable customersithsit
important to maintain a reliable support of water for all customers so
daily activities are not impacted.

Protection for vulnerable
customers

Demographic Splits: Supplier reliability

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic getatesl, to supplier
reliability. Please see the appendix for detailed tables of each spilit.

Demographic group(s) Key findings/ comparisons

SSW vs CAM Appendix A.13.1 summarises SSW and CAM preferel
in relation to supply reliability. On average, teevere
very few differences between regions in this area. De
this, CAM customers often showed a stronger conceri
pipe leakages and repairs compared to SSW custome
HH vs NHH Appendix A.13.2 summarises HH vs NHH preference;
relation to supply reliability. Both HHs and NHHs have
been seen to be satisfied with the reliability of their
water, with NHHs displaying a higher satisfaction rate
than HHs. HH and NHH customers tend to be aligned
supply reliability attributes, howeveNHHs are more in
favour of SSC achieving their supply interruption amb
before 2050.

FBP vs current bill payers Appendix A.13.3 summarises future customer
preferences in relation to water quality. Future billpaye
emphasise supply reliability,aalg with excellent
customer service, as a top priority. Future billpayers
exhibit a high level of teehavviness and a demand for
proactive service. They heavily rely on technology for
accessing accounts, making payments, and receiving
time information about water services, including updat
on interruptions or changes in water pressure. Future
billpayers also recognise the importance of investing i
infrastructure to prevent future supply disruptions and
associated cost increases due to climate changmacts.
wSRdzOAy3a GKS WOKIFyOS 27
LIALISQ A& 2yS 2F F2dz2NJ | NB
G2 F20dza Ay@SadySyid 2y o
AYOGSNNHzZLIGA2ya (2 GKS 410
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for which they woull accept some deterioration in serv
(of which the other two are unrelated to supply
reliability). SSC's target of reducing the average time
without water supply is supported by future billpayers
with a preference for achieving this ambition before
2050

Vulnerable vs other customers l LIWSYRAE ! d®mo®dn adzYYl NA &
preferences in relation to supply reliability. Financially
vulnerable customers were not willing to pay feducing
the chances of property flooding from a burst pipe
compared to norvulnerable customers. divever, there
may be variation in need and priority between differen
vulnerability groups as socially vulnerable customers,
defined as having serious illness, a disability and on t
PSR. These customers had a higher WTP than HH
customers overall on thimeasure.
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Published
Date

Participants

Sample Size

17. COMMUNITIES

Project Objectives

CCW Public Views
on the Water

HH and future

The Consumer Council for Wat
(CCW) wished to conduct
research into how people value
and understand the water
environment, their preferences

our relationship witt
nature? (2021)

Envwonm(_ant (2021)July 2021 customers Total: 62 for how it should be managed,
(Community ST :
Research) a_nd thelr views on current polic
directions, taking account of the¢
difference in policies between
England and Waie ®
Aimed at studying the effects o
the COVIEL9 pandemic on the
gglilqou(r)\\/\éﬁgﬁged . LJ2_ Ladzt I G A 2yaQ A
April 2021 n/a n/a their natural environment.

Specifically, ouperceptions of
nature as a wellbeing space bo
during and after the pandemic.

Southern Waterg
Affordability
Concern and Divers
Culture Research
(2021)

April 2021

HH customers
(Southern Water

Qualitative: 20 low
income customers with
long-term affordability
concerns, 12 customers
with recent concerns of ¢
mix of circumstances, 1§
diverse cultural
background customers
Quantitative: 200 low
income households age
over 18 in charge/jointly
in charge of water bills

Aimed at understandinthe
needs, wants and views of thos
in financial hardships and those
from diverse cultural
backgrounds. Specifically aime
at delivering a voice to key
audiences, understanding the
long-term affordability concerns
for water and other HH bills frof
COVIBEL9, and explore how to
best engage these audiences.

SSQ Customer
Priorities Research
Tracker Quantitative

May 2023

HH customers

2021: 511 HH
2022: 1,054 HH
2023: 1,072 HH745

Provide ebenchmark against

G KAOK 0Odzat2YSN
be tracked for both wholesale
and retail services.

Explore any differences betwee
uninformed/informed priorities

Insights Year 3 SSW and qualitative/quantitative
(2023) (Accent) and 372 CAM insights.
Understand the customer impa
of the costof-living crisis
OHNHOUL D
Explore what matters to
customers now and in the futur
to root SSW/CAM plans in the
ﬁﬁ(ﬁitci:efggzgrch cHuZ,tgnlq—'el—r's and OdzaU2YSNEQ 42N
May 2022 32 HH, 12 NHH Understand what customers
Qual Year 3 (2022) future
want and expect SSW/CAM to
(Accent) customers

focus on in the short term and
t2y3 GSNXY (2 H

Track and measure any changg
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in short and longterm priorities
and what is driving these
OKIy3aSaod

SSC Customer
Promises Tracker
Annual Report
(2023) (Turquoise)

March 2023

HH and NHH
customers

Total: 1,134

HHs: 837
CAM 269
SSW 569

NHHs: 297
CAM 93
SSW 204

To monitor ongoing customer
satisfaction, deliver oigoing
customer sentiment tracking,
probe awareness and usage of
key services and track changes
the way customers wish to
interact with SSC.

To build a truly engaged
community of customers, and
raise the profile of the SSC bra

SSC H20nline For the poll reported on
among the customer base.
Monthly Report (about schemes they D .
August 2022 |[HH customers To gain insights more quickly t¢
(August 2022) support), there were 38 .
. allow the customer voice to be
(Explain) SSW voters and 23 CAN, . .
built into more dayto-day
decisionmaking within tle
business.
To build a truly engaged
community of customers, and
SSC H20nline For the poll reported on raise theprofile of the SSC bran
. . lamong the customer base.
Monthly Report February 2023HH customers (about charity donatlonsATo ain insights more quickly ta
(February 2023) y there were 45 SSW vote|. 0 9 9 q y
(Explain) and 19 CAM aII(_)W_ the customer voice to be
' built into more dayto-day
decisionmaking within the
business.
To build a truly engaged
community of customers, and
SSC H20nline For the poll reported on raise the profile of the SSC bra
L = s among the customer base.
Monthly Report ol 602dzi , 2dzy 0 .
June 2023 HH customes To gain insights more quickly t¢
(June 2023) Panel), there were 22 .
(Explain) SSW voters allow thecustomer voice to be
P ' built into more dayto-day
decisionmaking within the
business.
To build a truly engaged
community of customers, and
SSC H20nline For the discussion  [raise the profile of the SSC bra
Monthly reported on (about topiciamong the customer base.
October 2022 |HH customers |of interest), there were 1To gain insights more quickly tg

Report (October
2022) (Explain)

SSW commestand 8
CAM comments.

allow the customer voice to be
built into more dayto-day
decisionmaking within the
business.

SSQ; Social Tariffs
Research (2023)

September
2023

HH and
Stakeholders

SHs 6
HHs 52

Quant:
Total: 1238

To engage with consumers abg
the future development of the
Assure tariff, and establish
customer views towards a
possible new affordability tariff

aimed at those struggling to pa
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HHs Panel: 130
Vulnerable HHs: 99

their water bills, but who don't
qualify for Assure due to their H

On PSR: 23 incomebeing too high.
H20nline: 21
To explore household, future ai
SME businesses customer
preferences in terms of;
Total: 47 environmental ambition, levels
SSQ WRMP24 ' service/resilience ambition,
HH, NHH and o o
WRAP Theme 1 ) water efficiency ambition, and
oo August 2021 [future HHs: 28 . o
Research Findings customers NHHs: 10 best value planning criteria.
(2021) ' _ ¢2 SyadaNB | a3
Future customers: 9 :
customer preferences in these
strategic areas, which sets the
context for the remainder of the
engagement programme.
Total: 1,015
SS@ WRMP MCDAUuly 2022 CAM: 445 OELI 2NE Odzat2y
L . HH and NHH ] views regarding the natural
Quantitative Insights customers SSW: 570 SYBANBYYSYd |y
(2022) (Accent) ‘o plannin
HH: 887 planning.
NHH: 128
Aim: Develop a teaching resou
2-day panel with 25 F2N {{/ Qa ¢ 4GS
attendees representing |education tools for schools acre
18 state schools: the region. Hearing future
SS@ Youn - 14 female Odza i 2 YSNEQ @8 S
9 August 2023 [Future -11 male range as part of their PR24
Innovators Panel . . .
(2023) (Unpublished) customers - 13 BAME evidence. Includingeneral
- 12 White attitudes, environmental beliefs
Schoolsurvey of sixth |acceptability of business plan
formers (43 replies at  [proposals, highevel response tq
time of report) investment phasing and
intergenerational fairness.
SSC Customer Gives stakeholder feedback on
Experience Slide fol attendance at Tipton Muslim
Community July 2023 n/a n/a Centre requesting flexibility in
Engagement July language for customer online
(2023) forms.
SSC (?ustome_r Gives stakeholder feedback on
Experience Slide fol
. attendance at Walsall Welfare
Community June 2023 n/a n/a )
Reform group on creating a
Engagement June working group for social tariff
(2023) g group '
A selection of slides from a
presentation concerning the
University of Yorkg; comparison of UK and Egyptiar
| 2dza SK2f R water behaviours, specifically
Conservation n/a n/a n/a looking at the water behaviours

Behaviour in UK ani
Egypt

of faith groups and how to
promote better water
consumption habits with religio

framing.
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- . Representatives Aimed at understanding the

Water Efficiency in from a range of . .
: . . differences in, and the needs o

Faith and Diverse |July 2023 water suppliers, [n/a . . )

- | . various faith groups in respect 1
Communities (2023 faith groups and : :

. I their water supplier.
universities

To ensure the customer input if
the regional plan is uo-date by
WRW- Updated March 2023 In/a Triangulation of 120 including the latest knowledge
Regional Plan (203! pieces of research (by conducting a triangulation @
the most recent customer and
stakeholder research).

Communities introductia

{dzZLIL2 NI AYy3 €20t YR ylFGA2YyIlFE O2YYdzyAGdASa Aa |y AYL
to their customers. SSC is no different in this respect. This sections reviews whether customers and stakeholders
want SSC to go above abedyond delivering a reliable, resilient, safe, and good quality water supply, to also deliver
wider social and wider environmental value in the communities it serves.

h@dSNIXrfts AG gta F2dzyR GKFG {{/ Qa ‘ustdhels@®Y¥uPpori oA GK G
improvements in; support for vulnerable customers and their awareness around the support available such as the
PSR and the social tariff (despite high levels of awareness this year compared to previous years), the consideratior
the various water needs of ethnic minority and religious group and the preservation of green spaces due to its
benefits to mental wetbeing. SSC customers also wanted to see greater community involvement through more
education for the general public and yager generations to help them save water and manage bills. Finally,
supporting charity was seen as less of a priority than other areas.

Temperature check for SSC involvement with the community

Involvement and support for the community appear to be important for customers with room for improvement for
SSC. In th8SC H2O0nlireMonthly Report(October 2022) (Explait)g 2 N] Ay3 gAGK f20Ft O2Y
one of the main topics of intes for 2023 from SSC customers (note that this research contained a small base size)
highlighting the need to put more focus on community involvement from SSC on the radar.

Gaé 2yfe GK2dAKGA F2N G02LA0A 4 2dz R rihélochl cotmzinity WKa g/ !
@ NA S & Qe fraCAM reinber from th8SC H2OnlimgMonthly Report (October 2022) (Explain).

hy {{/ Qad Ay@2t @dSYSyili sAGK (KS OSSQUnfomér®bmieyTragkerd p:'z 2
Annual Report (2ZZB) (Turquoisedverall perceived that SSC is doing a good job at playing an active role in the
community. Examples of good practice include sponsoring local projects or visiting schools to teach pupils the value
of using water wisely. Furthermore, 39%kHifl customers and 17% of NHH customers felt SSC is a company that puts
AGad OdzaAG2YSNEQ ySSRa FTANRG 20SN) AGA aKFENBK2f RSNE |y
other hand, it is evident more could be done either in terms of mgisiwvareness of the activities by SSC or the

number of activities themselves as 20% of HHs overall took the opposite view in the same study, believing SSC pult
its own needs and those of its shareholders above those of the local community and custoseeve st

Supporting vulnerable customers

Supporting vulnerable customers has been shown to be important to SSC custome3& @ I@istomer Priorities
Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (Aesket) customers to rank certain S8i@atives in order

2F LINA2NAGEed a{ SNDAOS &dzLJLI2 NI NBfIGSR (G2 @dzZ ySNIof S
delivering bottled water if the water is cut off or braille bills) was ranked& of 20 initiatives. This initiative ka

been seen to grow in importance over the last few years and has continuously increased in its ranking position ovel
the past 3 years.
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Additionally, theSSE Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turgushssys that over time there has
been a significant increase in awareness that SSC offers financial support. For exampl&3€ thestomer
Experience Slide for Community Engagengehine (2023)the Walsall Welfare Reform group invited SSC for social
tariff input and were impressed witthe work SSC is doing in the community and in the community hub. Through
this discussion, Walsall Welfare Reform group is now looking for further collaborations.

However, there remains room for improvement in terms of raising awareness of the sup@oldble for vulnerable
customers. Specifically, in tlBS@ Customer Promises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turquoigel), NBy S&aa 2
Assure Tariff, for those on a low income or struggling to pay their water charges, was up in both region&28 2022
albeit at 33% for HH overaRigurel5.1). This was a similar level of awareness to 2019/20 which was the first year of
the pandemic, suggesting the increase in awareness in 2022/23 may be fuelled by the struggles brought by the
current costof-livingincreases.

CA3IdzNBE mMpdmY ! g1 NBySaa 2F {{/ Q& ! a&adz2NE ¢FINATFF o110

2019/20 was the first year of the pandemic where customers has heighted awareness
of vulnerability messages
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Mote: excludes don’t know responszes for
Are you aware that 55W/CAM provides support for people who have difficulty in paying their clean water bill? comparison to 2018/19

TheSS(E Social Tariffs Research (2028)estigated customers attitudes towards the Assure tariff. The HH focus
groups identified that customers support the principlecontributing through their bill to help others who are
struggling with their bills, despite low awareness of the existence of ulssidy. Customers also recognise and

I OOSLIi GKIFIG AyONBFaAy3a Oz2aida YSI ya obhdplthe sa&rumberioff 3 02
customers through Assure as they currently do, and hence an increase is required. The findings show that an
increase in the contribution level to £7 is acceptable (61%), which represents an increase of £2 a year from the
current kvel of £5.

HH customers wanted to ensure more customers are supported through this tariff, so are happy to pay more. They
were also asked if a contribution level of £8 was acceptable, and this was found to be acceptable for 58% of SSC
customers. CAM atiomers have higher levels of acceptance for each level of-sudssdy tested in the survey
compared with SSW customers. At the £7 contribution level, 58% of SSW and 71% of CAM respondents found this
acceptable. A similar story is seen at the £8 levakne 55% of SSW customers and 68% of CAM find this

acceptable. Although some customers were willing to pay more in theory, their current financial circumstances can
limit their ability to do so.

Further, theSSE Social Tariffs Research (2028ked participants what improvements they would like to see SSC
make to the Assure tariff. Customers were largely happy with the Assure scheme as it is, although some questione
if the eligibility threshold (under £1950) was high enough due to the rising cost of living and in the increase in
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Wg 2 NJ A YiddisehdRICANDcustomers specifically pointed to the fact that the cost of living is higher in their
region when thinking about those on lower household incomes.

In the coedevelopment workshops, which were attended by customers who would be eligible for Assure, or could be
community gatekeepers were seen as a particularly effective way of reaching the Assure target audience. There is
already a lot of good work herwhich received positive feedback from customers and stakeholders, and customers
suggested focusing on partnerships with organisations that encounter the highest number of eligible, vulnerable
customers.

TheSSE CustomelPromises Tracker Annual Report (2023) (Turqusismys that awareness of the Priority Services
Register also showed a positive upward trend over the longer term at 32% overall in 2022/23 with the proportion of
HH customers signed up to the PSR in 202B&IAg 7%, up by 1pp from the previous ydaig(rel5.2 and 15.3).

This increased awareness could be, in part, a response to increased messaging around vulnerabilities, and specific
health-related vulnerabilities, that arose during the CO\NI@Dpandemi. Further, increased awareness of the PSR in
general coincides with increased PSR-sigs A higher portion of HH customers in the SSW region indicated that a
household member was registered on the PSR than in the CAM region (8% vs. 5% respevditikietysmall drop in
registrants recorded in CAM compared with 2021/22).

CAIdzZNE mMpodHY ! g NBySaa 2F {{/ Qad tNA2NRG& {SNIBBAOSa w

2019/20 was the first year of the pandemic where customers has heighted awareness
of vulnerability messages. However, this was not seen in the SSW region for PSR.

34%
32% 33% 32%
- 30% 359 30%
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MNote: excludes don't know responses for
Are you aware that S5W/CAM runs a Priority Services Register which ensures that customers who have additional comparison to 201819

needs or require extra help are given the support they need?
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Figure 15.3: Proportion of Households on the Priority Services Register (HH)

% of households claiming to be on the Priority Service Register

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 202122 2022/23

w=South Staffs Cambridge Water  s—=HH Overall

Is anyone in your household registered on the Priority Service Register?

Supporting ethnianinority groups

The thoughts of customers can vary greatly depending on their community and it is highly important that the views
and needs of these communities are not ignored. This is specifically important for ethnic minority and religious faith
groups whose specific needs may have often been overlooked in the past. Concern for each specific community is
also highlighted as an effective means of ensuring the successful implementation of water conservation schemes.
Indeed, some religious practices amstivals can lead to higher levels of water consumption, but at the same time,
faith communities can also be effectively partnered with as a way of engaging with communities on the importance
of conserving water.

Reporting on ethnic minority communities often carries the risk of assuming homogeny between groups of people
with vastly different worldviews and cultural backgrounds; however, there are often common factors that influence
life circumstances, attitudeshd expectations of water suppliers in these groups that can be looked at in unison.
TheSouthern Water, Affordability Concern and Diverse Culture Research (2@2uynents this and highlights four

key themes that emerge in commonality between ethnic mityogroups that impact their needs from water

suppliers, these include:

1 Being more likely to practice more traditional gender roles at home, often resulting in women being less
experienced in dealing with bills and communicating with suppliers, resuttiacknowledge gap and
lower overall confidence in this area. This is reported to be more prevalent in South Asian and East
European HHs.

1 Less experience managing and paying bills overall, due to a history of partners or landlords
communicating with suprs and paying bills. These customers are less likely to be knowledgeable
about devices such as prepayment meters.

1 Less secure employment, being more likely to hold jobs in industries witkhpeirocontracts, with less
reliable income. This is reporteéd be more prevalent in Eastern European HHSs.
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1 Past and current experiences with racism and xenophobia, leading to concerns about being treated fairl
or needs not being met, especially by larger organisations. This often leads to looking for supgaort with
communities rather than reaching out to organisations. This is experienced by all ethnic minority groups
and means more effort is required by suppliers to build a rapport and provide support to those in these
communities Water Efficiency in Faith andv@rse Communities (2028ptes a previously unsuccessful
campaign from Affinity Water aimed at promoting a water efficiency programme in faith communities
which faced many challenges including low engagement (with only 5 out of 23 particgitemding
focus groups), with the reason for the failure being partially attributed to a lack of rapport between
supplier and community. This highlights the need to build trust ahead of the launching of such
campaigns.

1

Additionally, the multiple effectsf these key themes are exaggerated by the disproportionate impacts of the
COVIBEL9 pandemic. Many of those in ethnic minority groups are more likely to have been furloughed or made
redundant due to factors such as location and nature of employment, expazia disproportional amount of
negative outcomes on health leading to an inability to work, a higher overall rate of financial difficulty due to less
income and potential higher expenditure on funerals, mental health scarring, closure of support otigasilaoth
professional and communal) and a loss of support network.

The Southern Watey Affordability Concern and Diverse Culture Research (20243 several dimensions of support
required by members of ethnic minority groups from their supplierghlghting which individuals hold specific
needs and which have more mainstream needs. These can be sEguie 15.4

Figure 15.4: Factors that determine whether customers hold more specific needs from suppliers, from the
Southern Water, Affordability Concern and Diverse Culture Research (2021)

Dimension Those who have specific needs Those who have mainstream needs

Length of time in the UK Those who have arrived more recerThose who were born in the UK or
in the UK havelived here for multiple years

Language proficiency Non-native English speakers with  [Native speakers or those highly

lower levels of English proficiency |proficient in English
Experience paying household bills [Less personal past experience in |More personal past experience in

paying bills (including rent) paying bills (including rent)
Confidence in managing bills and |Low confidence in managing bills afHigh confidence in managing bills a
suppliers suppliers suppliers
Support network inthe UK A smaller network of support and |Larger networks of support within th
contacts in the UK UK

Relating to specific water supplieiater Efficiency in Faith and Diverse Communities (2tigB)ights the

difference in water usagketween faith communities, especially around specific times of year, e.g., during Ramadan
water companies often see an increase in night water usage in comparison to the rest of the year, noting that
suppliers need to be aware of this communal difference.

Multiple papers discuss the importance of cultural consideration when communicating with ethnic minority and faith
communities concerning water usagdéniversity of York| 2 dza SK2f RaQ 2 4SNJ / 2y a SN
Egyptclaims thatpreenviN2 Y YSY (G f 0 SKIF @A 2dzNJ Aad Y2G0AQFGSR o0& (62
Y2yS@8Q YR I 0A23LIKSNRO Y20A0Q0 A2y G2 wal @S (KS Syg
effectiveness in influencing water conservation behavidinis paper then goes on to suggest that because religion
often acts to shape our worldview, values and morals, communicating the value of water and giving a deeper
meaning to the conservation of water through a religious framing in religious communitigprmeide more

success in water conservation.

Finally, Water Efficiency in Faith and Diverse Communities (2f1&8)isses both potential barriers and opportunities
when working with ethnic minority groups concerning water. For example, i$8@€ Cusbmer Experience Slide for
Community EngagementJuly (2023)the Tipton Muslim Centre suggested how much easier it would be for
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customers to be able to complete an online form and have a choice of language, to improve their customer journey.
Other barries and opportunities include:

Barriers: 1 Alack of awareness of water availability and perception of water being cheap and
to obtain

1 Difficulty starting a rapport with groups

1 There are many diverse cultures within the UK, #dratefore it is difficult to know
where to start

T ! £Fr01 2F LINBGA2dza RIFIGF 2y SGKYAO YA
A lack of access to engage with these communities

Potentially sensitive issues around water, the potential to cause offence, or interfe
with the sacredness of water in other cultures

A lack of trust in water companies

A lack of access to smartphones, computers or emails
A lack of a support system in this country

Language or cultural barriers

Varyingidentification, religiosity, and devoutness within groups means that groups
cannot be treated as one singular unit within surveys and fieldwork

= =

= =4 =4 =4 =4

Opportunities 91 Providing alternatives to avoid telling people what to do

1 Launching campaignmslated to events from a range of cultures

1 Education around watesaving

1 National voice/collective action

T [ SENYAY3 YINNIGADPSakOlFrasS addzRASa I yR
91 Innovation tariffs
1 Promote waterrecycling/water butts to people who grow their own products
1 Be there to support communities rather than tell them what to do
1

Trusted community champions who customers are more likely to be honest with

LYLRNIIFYOS 2F 3IbdBRuvhitya LI 0Sa Ay {{/ Qa
¢ KNRdzZAK2dzi {{/ Qa NBaSINOK> GKSNB KIFI @S 0SSy Y
wellbeing.

Syirzya

For example, th&SC H20nlieMonthly Report (August 2022) (Explaasked HH customers which schemes, out of

a predetermined list, they would like to see SSC support. It is of note that these questions were answered by 38 SS
customers and 23 CAM customers, which isalitg in line with engagement rates in the community. While the exact
wording of the three schemes differs by each region, there is overlap in the general tHegwe®15.5 shows the
descriptions and results of each scheme in both regions.

Figurel5.5: The descriptions and results of the three environmental schemes asked about in the August 2022 editic
of H2Online, split between SSW and CAM.

Description used inDescription used in% in SSW % in CAM
Scheme 1 Wetlands/river to expand an to improve river  19% 52%
habitats existing communityhabitats and the
garden by creatingsurrounding
wetland area riverbanks at a
Country Wildlife
site
September2023
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Scheme 2 Garden space for to create adiverse to restore a 53% 17%
community/people garden space to neglected area of
use benefit the health overgrown
and wellbeing of grassland and turn
people using its  into a community
facilities garden
Scheme 3 Wildlife habitats  to create a to restore part of a 24% 26%
WLI2 £ LA yNI (playing field to a
' YR Wg A f kwildflower meadow
g A f RS NJY S iand orchard, by
establishing a wideproviding better
range of habitats habitats to support
wildlife

Firstly, the most popular response 86W customers, with 53%, was wanting SSW to help create a diverse garden
space to benefit the health and wdiking of people using the facilities (Scheme 2). Alternatively, the majority of
CAM residents preferred Scheme 1, with 52% wanting CAM to impi@rehabitats and riverbanks. In CAM, 17%
picked Phase 2, whilst in SSW, 19% picked phase 1. The schemes in each area have different descriptions and do
target slightly different things, but it appears that SSW customers are more in favour of theircgatpany

investing in community spaces to benefit local communities than CAM customers might be. A few members
explained that their reasons for choosing scheme 2 (garden space) included benefits to the wider community, such
as mental and physical wdieingand environmental benefits.

A chose scheme 2 because it will not only benefit the environment, but also the mental and physbmhg el
members of the local communidb®uote from SSW member from tl&SC H20nlirgMonthly Report (Augus2022)
(Explain).

However, many noted that all three schemes were important and would prefer SSC to support all of the
aforementioned schemes. There were some members who prioritised scheme 3 (restoring or creating a wildlife
habitat: 26% in CAM and 258SSW), and this was somewhat due to the educational aspect for young people.
When presented alongside other types of initiatives, support for this type of scheme was seen to waver slightly. The
SSE Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitatisiglts Year 3 (2023) (Acceatked customers to rank

certain SSC initiatives in priority order.

Out of 20 attributes which are important to customers, improving the local environment by offering grants to
support local projects that improveatural habitats attracted a lower relative weighting, ranking.14 theSS
WRMP24 WRAP Theme 1 Research Findings (20219f 22 SSW panellists, 20 ranked environmental protection as
important or very important, and 11 stated that they had viditgatural blue spaces (rivers, lakes, etc.) within the
previous month, similarly in Cambridge 24 out of 25 participants ranked environmental protection as important or
very important, and 17 stated that they had visited natural blue spaces within theguewmonth. Participants in

the SS& WRMP MCDA Quantitative Insights (2022) (Acaepdrt tended to show a relatively high degree of care
towards the environment, with 60% of SSC participants overall stating they had visited rivers, lakes or reservoirs
within the last yearThis was more likely among CAM customers (65%) compared with SSW (58%). Similarly, 64% c
SSC H20nline community members (63% SSW, 70% CAM) stated that protecting lakes, reservoirs, fish, and other
aquatic plants and wildlife was reaimportant.

One factor of note is the rise in appreciation for green spaces coinciding with the @@y#ddemic and

subsequent lockdown€£ CW;, Public Views on the Water Environment (20&dted the high value placed on visiting
natural spaces by mosarticipants during the pandemic, something that appears more broadly in national samples.
¢KS LI LISNJ NBLR2NIA (GKSasS aLl 60SaQ OFtYAy3a ylidNBx 02y
outdoor activities (some of which are watspecifO | OGA GAGASA0 P a2aG LI NIAOALI y
purpose for a variety of functions for the natural world: human vbeling, agriculture, and a water supply for
households. In the month before taking part in the research, just over haliegbdinticipants reported having visited
water environments such as rivers, streams, lakes, reservoirs, or canals. This demonstrates the importance of local
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water environments, especially during the COX{fDpandemic, with some participants going as faroasdte
spontaneous worry concerning deterioration in these areas.

To further support this, th®©NS; How has lockdown changed our relationship with nature? (2pagpégr reports

that in May of 2020, 36% of people were spending more time outside during the pandemic than they were before,
rising to 46% in July of the same year. This increase in outdoor activity has been heavily attributed to a need for we
being supprt during lockdowns, with welbeing scores during lockdown periods and throughout the pandemic

being reported as significantly lower when compared with previous years. In a separate study by Natural England ir
May 2020 (reported i©ONS; How has lockdowohanged our relationship with nature? (2028 }ut of 10 people
surveyed agreed that natural spaces were important for mental health anebeilly, with 40% noticing that

nature, wildlife and visiting local green spaces have been even more importdrgitavellbeing since COU®
restrictions began.

Value of water and demand for SSC educating communities

How water is valued varied between customers and future bill payers. Nonetheless, most customers say they want
to be educated on how the waterdustry works, how to efficiently use water and the challenges faced by the water
for both current and future customers to ensure supply of water in the future, protect the environment and save
costs. However, it is not the highest priority for customers.

In the SS& WRMP MCDA Quantitative Insights (2022) (Acaeprt, my:’2 2 F (G KS 2yt Ay S LI yS
said they do not think much about saving water and instead take it for granted (the respective figures for CAM and
SSW were 17% and 20%). Abdially, theWRW- Updated Regional Plan (2028hows that since 2021, there
KISy Qi o060SSy Fyeée aA3ayAFAOFIYyGd OKFy3aSa 2@0SNIff | NRdzyR
2023 stating that there is little compelling people to save waded NHH customers stating that all but the highest
consumers are complacent about their water usage. This suggests water is not actually valued greatly by customer
However, when looking at future customers, in B8C Young Innovators Panel (2028)e students who took part

claim to have become slightly more careful with water usage since 2018. For example, compared to 2018 where 58
were very likely to turn off the tap whilst brushing their teeth, in 2023 this figure had increased to 72%. Thisssuggest
there may be a generational difference emerging over time in terms of the value placed on water, but the main
driver for reducing water usage appears to be related to the-obsiving context, rather than driven by

environmental factors.

Regardlessf the driver for wanting to save water usage, there is demand from some customers to be educated by
their water company. In th&/RW- Updated Regional Plan (20235% of customers reported wanting to learn

more about how they can save water, showing dehfor greater education for customers. Furthermore, in $&C

¢ Young Innovators Panel (2028)r SSC to be responsible actors in society, students suggested that SSC should be
educating people about the risk of drought and the need to reduce consumpfioe students felt education
programmes are the best way to engage their age group €f8l@ears old, the future customers. Current teaching

on environmental issues and the water industry was seen as insufficient.

Gf you tell adults and they telltheNJ { AR&A>X G KS ({AR& R2y QiU Ffglea tAaltSy
the adults tocé v dz2 (G S SS@NBONG liinkvators Panel (2023).
A R2y Qi GKAY]l LQ@S SGSNI 4SSwye v depl (YSSSEKERY InfilidiBrs Pangi A y 3
(2023).

In the SSC H2O0nlirgMonthly Report (June 2023) (Explamgmbers from SSW were asked what they think about
{{2Qa&a ,2dzy3 LYyy20Fi2NBEQ tlySto C2tf2gAy3 idtiftivey 3 LINE @
members were asked how they felt about it and if they felt SSW should be running it. The majority of members
(55%) felt that it was a great initiative, but they think it should be run every year. 36% thought it was a great
initiative and runniigy it once every two years sounds good.

G¢KAZ &2dzyRa fA1S I OSNE JI22R ARSHZT yR AYiGiNRRIOAY3

gAff I FFTFSOO (K Quaokramiss\wzm@nber o tIESNMIONIikeMaghihlgpReport (June 2023)
(Explain).
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In terms of priority research, th8SC H2O0nlirgegMonthly Report (August 2022) (Explaas)aforementioned, asked

HH customers which schemes, out of a predetermined list, they would like to see SSC support. Around afquarter
the sample (26% in CAM and 25% in SSW) prioritised scheme 3, which was about establishing a wide range of
habitats and restoring local wildlife areas. Those that supported this did so due to the educational aspect for young
people.

OAll threeprojects have their merits but [scheme] 3 gets youngsters involved in a very positig€Qwate from CAM
member fromthe SSC H20nlimeMonthly Report (August 2022) (Explain).

When presented alongside other types of initiatives, support for educatitaied schemes did not seem so strong.
TheSSE Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023) (fvajeat)asked customers

to rank certain SSC initiatives in priority order. Educating future customers where they wouldlasaly with

primary, secondary schools and higher education bodies to educate young people about the value of conserving ar
re-using water was ranked &'out of 20 initiatives. Nonetheless, education on water usage was a-sdront

spontaneous priorityor both HH/NHH customers and also when looking from a wider community perspective.
Customers expressed that it is a basic service they expected SSC to be prioritising mainly to help customers mana
and control bill spend in th8SE Customer PrioritieResearch Qual Year 3 (2022) (Accent).

Charity support

Out of a suite of other initiatives, theS(& Customer Priorities Research Tracker Quantitative Insights Year 3 (2023)
(Accentyeport shows that providing financial grants and /sgronsorship and SSC employees spending time
volunteering to support local community schemes in the areas they supply was ranked 20th out of 20 initiatives.
Whilst all the areas tracked by SSC in this study are viewed by customers as being importantdaonptrer
initiatives, this was not a strong customer priority for SSC customers.

In the SSC H20nlieMonthly Report (February 2023) (Explainytomers were asked to either choose or suggest a
charity that they thought would be worthy of the commitynspring donation. CAM members suggested Emmaus
gK2 F20dza 2y K2dzZaAy3a FyR 2LILRNIdzyAGASa FT2N) GK2aS Ay
SSW chose Acorns Children Hospice. However, many other members said that these causes werevhilersmth

hence they did not mind which charity SSC supports.

Golden Threads

Golden Protection for Extra consideration should be taken for customers in all manners of
Threads \vulnerable customersjulnerable circumstances to ensure that the@eds are supported.
IAdditionally, many customers in ethnic minority groups are vulnerable ¢
being nonnative English speakers or due to the lack of a support netwo
within the UK. Due to this, extra care is needed to ensure that these
customers are syported by their suppliers.

Golden The need for customegThe needs of smaller communities and ethnic minorities are historically
Threads information and overlooked by larger companies, due to this there is an increased need

engagement engagement now in order to fully understand the needs of these custor
Emerging Cost of living Customers in ethnic minority groups are disproportionately affected by
thread costof-living crisis due to a higher proportion of these customersraless

secure income and the impacts of the COYfpandemic.
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Demographic Splits: Communities

The table below provides a brief summary comparison of each of the key demographic groups, related to
communities. Please see the appendixdetailed tables of each split.

Demographic group(s) Key findings/ comparisons

SSW vs CAM

Appendix A.14.1 summarises SSW and CAM preferel
AY NBtLFGA2Yy (2 {{/ Qa Ayd
Overall, SSW and CAM differed on a number of

community-related areas. More SSW customers were
registered with the PSR, while CAM customers were |
environmentally focused in comparison, with greater ¢
over water usage and greater support for natural gree
and blue spaces.

HH vs NHH

Appendix AL4.2 summarises HH vs NHH preferences
NBflGA2Y G2 {{/ Qa Ay@2f g
work related to communities only captured HH views,
from the evidence we do have available, it appears th
HH customers are more likely to think thatCS8orks to
support the local community, compared to NHHSs.

FBP vs current bill payers

Appendix A.14.3 summarises future customer
LINEFSNByOSa Ay NBtlFliAzy
community. The information on future billpayers withir
this topic wagelatively sparse, however, in a similar
fashion to previous topics, finance and the co$living
crisis was a tof-mind priority for future billpayers,
ranking even higher than environmental issues relate(
local green spaces. Future billpayers smiucation
programmes as the best way to engage with their ows
age group concerning water saving.

Vulnerable vs other customers

 LIWSYRAE ! omnodn &dzYYl NA &
preferences in relation to Communities. Several areas
identified as incrasing the vulnerability of ethnic
minorities, such as a knowledge gap on bills and serv
(many rent and do not have direct interaction with
suppliers), being in less secure employment, having
previously experienced racism or xenophobia or

traditional gender role pushback.
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