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Executive summary

Introductions

WRSE is developing the regional water resource plan for the South East. The aim is to ensure that
water supplies are managed and secured over the long term, meeting the needs of households
and businesses now and in the future. The plan will address future challenges including changing
climate, changing weather patterns, environmental protection and population growth. The
regional long-term water resources plan will need to balance reducing demand for water,
developing new schemes, environmental and resilience improvements, and bill impact.

This report summarises the approach, method, analysis, and findings from quantitative research
that examined customers'’ preferences for alternative regional plans.

Approach

The quantitative research used a stated preference methodology and involved the design, testing,
implementation, and analysis of a customer survey. The core component of the survey was two
choice tasks - with and without a bill impact - in which customers selected their preferred
scenarios (“profiles”) for the regional plan (Table A1).

Table A1: Regional plan profiles featured in the customer survey

Label in survey (plan profile*) Features

Mix of schemes
(Least Cost)

Base plan: balance of transfers, strategic schemes, local schemes,
and demand management.

- Draft plan (consultation): more emphasis on demand
More resilient

management and strategic schemes over transfers and local
(Best Value)

schemes, resulting in higher resilience plan.

More transfers, fewer
reservoirs
(More transfers, fewer reservoirs)

Reliance on transfers and local schemes, with specific exclusion of
the largest strategic resource option (the South East Strategic
Reservoir Option / SESRO), resulting in a lower resilience plan.

More demand management
(Accelerated demand
management (Gov C))

Balanced plan plus highest level of ambition for demand
management requiring Government-led intervention, giving a
lower carbon intense plan.

Less Government intervention
(Exclude Government led demand
management (Gov H))

Note: *"Plan profile” refers to WRSE investment modelling outputs.
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The scenarios were described in terms of the key regional planning considerations:

e Where will the water come from?

e What are the main supply schemes?

¢ What does the plan mean for customers’ water use?
e What are the wider impacts of the plan?

The main results provide a basis for estimating the level of customer support for alternative
scenarios for the regional plan.

The survey was implemented with representative samples of household (n = 1,409) and non-
household customers (n = 319). A good geographic spread of respondents was achieved across
the WRSE region overall and for each company area.

The overall survey results, respondent feedback, and findings from the survey testing stage
indicate that customers engaged well with the survey content, understood the choice task
exercise, and provided considered responses.

Key Findings

Overall, no single plan stood out with a majority share of customer support and preferences
varied according to aspects including bill impact, location, and customer characteristics. The main
tendency, though, was for customers to prefer plans that offered a balanced approach to
securing future water supplies in the region. Key findings in this regard were:

1. Customers’ overall preference is for a balanced regional plan.

The three most-preferred plan profiles for both household and non-household respondents
tended to be the Least Cost, Best Value and Gov C plans. These all featured a mix of strategic
resource schemes (e.g. South East Strategic Reservoir Option/SESRO), supporting transfers (e.g.
Grand Union Canal transfer), local schemes (e.g. Teddington water recycling) and higher levels
of demand management ambition. The plans profiles with more extreme variations in schemes
and options - such as More transfers, fewer reservoirs (fewer strategic resources schemes;
more reliance on inter-region transfers) and Gov H (lower Government intervention) - tended
to be less preferred in aggregate compared to the Least Cost, Best Value and Gov C plans.

2. The greater weight of customer preference was for self-sufficiency within the WRSE
region.

Transfers from outside of the region featured within the mix of schemes that most customers
tended to prefer. But the overall pattern of preferences suggests that large-scale transfers were
not viewed as the primary solution for the regional plan. Indeed, the majority of respondents
wanted new transfers to be in place alongside efforts to reduce customers’ water use,
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suggesting that they saw transfers as a complementary part of the regional. Moreover, the
strength of preference observed for the Gov C plan indicates that a sizeable proportion of
customers tended to view demand reduction as of equal importance to large-scale transfers
for ensuring a “balanced” regional plan to secure water supplies.

3. Customers value the aspects offered by the Best Value and Gov C plan.

At higher given bill amounts for the regional plan - for example above £100 per year - the Best
Value and Gov C plans tended to be the most preferred alternatives (28% and 31% respectively,
versus 9% - 17% for the remaining three plans - Section 4.2.3). This suggests that customers
tended to see these plans as better value for money over the alternative plan profiles at higher
bill levels. For the Best Value plan, at least, this indicates that the higher level of resilience offered
does has some appeal, albeit, though this is only apparent in cases where there is a sizable impact
on customer bills - i.e. the plan was less differentiated and stood out less in comparison to others
at more modest levels of bill impact.

4. Customers recognise the need to reduce demand and see this as an integral part of the
regional plan, but it must be supported by Government intervention.

Given the choice between the Gov C (introduction of product standards and new building
regulations) and Gov H (lowest level of ambition for demand management) plan, there was a
stronger preference for Gov C, indicating that customers preferred options with more demand
management measures and higher levels of government intervention. This is consistent with
wider findings that showed that respondents recognised that reductions in demand were integral
to the regional plan and future challenges could not be solved by strategic schemes and further
resource development alone.

5. Varying levels of preferences for the alternative plan profiles were attributable to
customer location, socio-economic and demographic characteristics.

The variation in customers’ preferred plans was explained by observable factors and this help to
explain why no single plan stood out overall. For example, respondents in higher SEGs tended to
have a stronger preference for the Best Value plan, whilst older respondents (55+) tended to have
a stronger preference for the Least Cost plan. Respondents living in Lower Thames tended to
have a stronger preference for Least Cost plan, compared to the Best Value and Gov C plan, while
respondents based in the Central and South WRSE regions tended to have a stronger preference
for the Best Value plan profile compared to the Least Cost plan. Overall, these findings support a
direction forward around a balanced plan and the flexibility to adapt the plan in the future.
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Conclusion

This research complements consultation feedback from regulators, stakeholders and other
interested groups on the regional plan, along with the WRSE companies’ own customer research.

The results and findings are most informative on customers’ views on the balance and emphasis
of the regional plan, rather than representing a detailed assessment of customer support for any
specific scheme or water resource planning option. The adaptive planning approach that
underpins the regional plan will be updated every five years. This provides future opportunities
to engage with customers on the balance of the plan moving forward. This is particularly
important for the medium to longer term view of the plan beyond 2035 and how future
uncertainty is addressed through different pathways and the combination and balance of
schemes expected to be needed under each scenario.
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1.Introduction

1.1 Background

Water Resources South East (WRSE) is an alliance of the six water companies that supply drinking water
across South East England - Affinity Water, Portsmouth Water, SES Water, Southern Water, South East
Water and Thames Water. In collaboration with Government, regulators and stakeholders, WRSE is
developing the long-term plan for water resources for the region. The overall aim is to outline the strategic
approach to make water supplies in the South East more resilient and address the projected future shortfall
in water resources due to climate change, population growth and increased protection for the
environment. The plan will be implemented and delivered through the individual Water Resource
Management Plans (WRMPs) of the six WRSE companies.

WRSE consulted on the draft regional plan in early 2023. The plan is based around a series of future
scenarios and understanding the amount of additional water that may be needed to secure water supplies
over the period 2025 - 2100. The basic legal and regulatory requirements and policy expectations for the
plan include:

e Resilience: Increase the resilience of the region’s water supplies to reduce the risk of emergency
restrictions such as standpipes to no more than once every 500 years on average by 2040

e Environment: Leave more water in the environment to deliver long-term environmental
improvements

o Leakage: Reduce leakage by at least 50% by 2050

e Demand: Support the national ambition to reduce household water use to 110 litres per person per
day by 2050

The plan identifies the priority investments needed for the period 2025 - 2035 that will enable adaptation
in the longer term to different future scenarios to manage uncertainty and invest appropriately. Here a
series of choices remain, including:

e Thescale of development of shared resources that can supply customers in multiple company areas
versus greater emphasis on “local” schemes;

e How much reliance should be placed on the transfer of water to the South East from other regions
versus self-sufficiency within the region; and

e The overall ambition for reducing demand and the set of measures and support from Government
that will be needed to bring down per capita consumption.

1.2 Wider research context

The customer research for WRSE was carried out through March to May 2023 against the backdrop of
continuing pressure on households’ budgets from rapidly rising food and energy prices (the “cost of living
crisis”). There was also a continued focus on the environmental performance of water companies following
the high-profile political scrutiny and media coverage of wastewater management and storm discharges.
Prior to this, the prolonged dry weather throughout 2022 - which included several heat wave events - raised
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the profile of drought resilience and water availability in both national and local media, with a drought
declared across the South East in August 2022.

1.3 Objectives

The purpose of the customer research for WRSE was to examine customer preferences in relation to:

1. The balance of the regional plan, by offering customers the choice between alternative plan
profiles, based around the mix of schemes, inter-region transfers, the intensity of demand
management measures and wider outcomes including resilience to drought and unexpected
events, carbon emissions, and impact on customers’ water use; and

2. The bill impact of the regional plan, by testing whether the level of support for the alternative
plan profiles changed at varying levels of (average) bill impact.

The research used a stated preference approach and was implemented as an online survey with a
representative sample of household and non-household customers in the South East, with coverage of
all six WRSE companies. The practical methodology involved: (i) the design and testing of the survey and
the stated preference choice tasks; (i) the main survey implementation (fieldwork); and (iii) analysis of
the dataset to quantify customers’ preferences. The results and findings from the research sit alongside
the consultation feedback to WRSE from regulators, stakeholders and other interested groups. Along
with these responses the view from customers will help inform the finalisation of the regional plan in
early Summer 2023.

1.4 Report structure
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

* Section 2 details the methodological approach and implementation of the online survey;

* Section 3 summarises the respondent profile, which includes the sample representativeness and
customer views and attitudes on reductions in water use;

* Section 4 presents the choice task analysis and validity testing assessments; and
* Section 5 summarises the main findings and conclusions from the research.
The main report content is supported by the following appendices:
* Appendix 1 summarises the approach to the survey development and testing;
* Appendix 2 provides the survey scripts for households and non-households;
* Appendix 3 provides the onscreen layout of the survey to respondents;
* Appendix 4 reports summary statistics for both the household and non-household samples; and

* Appendix 5 reports the choice model estimations.
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2.Research approach

Section 2 summarises the method and approach of the study:

Survey versions - Household and non-household versions of the survey were produced. Both followed
a similar overall structure, with small differences to adapt to the corresponding customer type.

Survey development and testing - the survey was tested and piloted prior to full implementation.
Extensive development work took place with participation from a panel of customers to help “co-design”
elements of the survey that explained and presented the regional plan.

Survey structure and content - The survey consisted of five sections: (A) Respondent screening and
quotas; (B1) Introduction to long-term planning for water resources; (B2) The regional plan; (C) Customer
preferences and preferred plan profile; and (D) respondent profile.

Choice exercises - Respondents were presented with two choice tasks concerning their preferred
profile for the regional plan: (i) an “unconstrained” choice without bill impact; and (ii) a “constrained”
choice with an (average) annual bill impact over from 2025 onwards (to 2100).

Sampling approach - The overall target sample size for the main survey implementation was 1,400
household and 300 non-household customers. Household sampling quotas were specified in terms of
socio-economic group, gender, age and water service provider, while non-household quotas were
specified in terms of sector and water supplier.

2.1 Survey structure and content

The customer research was implemented as an online survey. The survey structure was consistent with the
typical approach for a stated preference survey (

Table 2.1) and in line with good practice guidelines’.

The survey content was developed with support from WRSE, who provided tailored introductory content
(Section B1), including short videos explaining the background to the regional plan, key drivers (drought
resilience, climate, population growth, and environmental protection), and key requirements (e.g. the
amount additional of water required over time) and options (resources, transfers, demand management).

The design and level of detail provided in the storyboard and “information share” (Section B2) was informed
by a co-design exercise that was carried out with a panel of customers via an online bulletin board. The
purpose of the co-design exercise was to explore how the regional plan could be presented and explained
to customers in an online survey setting, including presenting the strategic context and spatial and
temporal aspects of the plan showing major supply options and transfers. A summary of the overall survey
development and testing process is provided in Appendix 1. The complete scripts for household and non-
household versions are provided in Appendix 2 for reference, whilst Appendix 3 presents the onscreen

"Johnston, Robert]., et al. "Contemporary guidance for stated preference studies." Journal of the Association of Environmental and
Resource Economists 4.2 (2017): 319-405.
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layout of the survey.

Table 2.1: Survey content

Content
Section
Household survey (online) Non-household survey (online)
Section A Introduction to the survey topic, WRSE, and aims to understand customer views.
Respondent screening Gender, age, socio-economic group and water | i
and quotas supplier ector and water supplier
Section B1 Video introducing the long-term plan for water supply in the South East of England

Introduction to long-term | cystomer awareness of the four main pressures on the water supply system (population
planning growth, climate change, drought resilience and protecting the environment)

Descriptive information (‘Story Board’) on the regional plan under the following sections:
e Where will the water come from?
e What are the main supply schemes?
e  What does the plan mean for customers’ water use?
e What else has been considered in the plan?

Section B2: Regional plan
Customer preferences for plans for demand and supply measures

Customer preferences for the size of schemes

Customers views towards circumstances in which they would find it acceptable to reduce
water in the future

Overview of the minimum requirements of the long-term plan and introduction to the
choice tasks

Section C Choice tasks: Two sequential choice exercises using a preference ordering (“full ranking”)
Customer preference - format - (i) “unconstrained” without the bill impact and (ii) “constrained” with the bill
preferred plan profile impact

Motivations and reasons for choices

Feedback for the choice exercise (ease/difficulty)

Household size, disability, employment, Number of sites, size of organisation,

Section D education, income organisation turnover, bill

Respondent profile
Feedback on the survey

2.1.1  Customer preferences - choice tasks

Customer preferences for alternative plan profiles were elicited via stated preference choice tasks (discrete
choice), that used a progressive choice task format. This is an approach for quantifying customer
preferences between alternative options, such as different profiles for the regional plan. The progressive
choice format gives a full ranking of plans and hence a richer set of data on customer preferences. The
resulting data can be analysed in terms of customers “most preferred” plan only (their top choice from the
alternative shown), or the full preference ordering (their top choice, their second choice, and so on). This
gives more flexibility to gauge how strong customer preference is for each plan. For example, whether one
plan stands out from all others, or whether there are subsets of plans that have a similar level of preference
from customers.
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The survey featured two choice tasks, asked in sequence:

1. Preference over alternative plan profiles without bill impact: this provided an “unconstrained”
view of customer preferences based on the profile of each plan (i.e. the mix of schemes and impacts).

2. Preference over alternative plan profiles with (randomised) bill impact: this provided a
“constrained” view on customer preferences reflecting trade-offs between higher/lower bill amounts
and the profile of each plan.

In each choice task, respondents were asked to consider five alternative plan profiles that represented
difference balances of the regional plan (see below). The progressive choice format required that
respondents select their most preferred profile out of the five shown, then of the remaining four plans
select the most preferred plan, and so on. Respondents made a total of eight “most preferred” choices: one
set of 4 for the “unconstrained” exercise and another set of four for the “constrained” exercise.

Figure 2.1 shows the onscreen appearance of the “unconstrained” choice task exercise. The order of the
plans (left to right) was randomised for each respondent. The layout and appearance of the choice tasks
was developed and refined during the pre-testing stage (see Appendix 2).

Which plan do you prefer most?

More transfers, fewer Less Government . . More demand
- . . Mix of schemes More resilient
reservoirs intervention management

Moving water from other parts of the
country
Big schemes

New reservoirs,

niarging reservoirs

Local schemes
Desalination and water recycling

14%
Demand management

10 leaks, reducing customer

Resilience to unexpected

T Lower Average Average Higher Average
Carbon emissions An average A higher An average An average Alower
emissions plan emissions plan emissions plan emissions plan emissions plan
Impact on water use and
lifestyle change Lower Lower Lower Lower Higher
Higher water efficiency
Yes No Yes Yes Yes

standards from Government

Which plan do you prefer
most?

Figure )2.1: Onscreen appearance and layout of choice task (“unconstrained”, without the bill
impact
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The profiles of five alternative plan profiles shown to respondents were specified according to outputs from
WRSE's extensive investment modelling that was undertaken in 2022. The alternative profiles characterised
the high-level choices and trade-offs for the balance of the regional plan based around sources of water
(supply schemes, inter-region transfers and demand management) and selected impacts. The
characterisation mirrored the information respondents were provided with in Section B2 of the survey (see
Appendix 3), which was presented under the following headings:

e  Where will the water come from?

e What are the main supply schemes?

e What does the plan mean for customers' water use?
e What else has been considered in the plan?

The five plans included in the survey were selected from a longer candidate list which was narrowed down
based on analysis and pre-testing with customers to determine the subset that presented sufficient trade-
offs and meaningful differences for respondents to choose between. Table 2.2 outlines the five alternative
plan profiles featured in the choice tasks, detailing the key features for each plan. Appendix 3 provides for
more information on the chosen five plans.

Table 2.2: Regional plan options

Label in survey (plan profile*) Features

Mix of schemes
(Least Cost)

Base plan: balance of transfers, strategic schemes, local schemes,
and demand management.

. Draft plan (consultation): more emphasis on demand management
More resilient

and strategic schemes over transfers and local schemes, resulting in
(Best Value)

higher resilience plan.

Reliance on transfers and local schemes, with specific exclusion of
the largest strategic resource option (the South East Strategic
Reservoir Option / SESRO), resulting in a lower resilience plan.

More transfers, fewer reservoirs
(More transfers, fewer reservoirs)

Balanced plan plus highest level of ambition for demand
More demand management » ) ) .
management requiring Government-led intervention, giving a lower

(Accelerated demand management (Gov C))

carbon intense plan.

Less Government intervention
(Exclude Government led demand

Lowest level of ambition for demand management with absence of
Government-led intervention, giving a more carbon intense plan

management (Gov H)) impact.

Note: *"Plan profile” refers to WRSE investment modelling outputs.

The “constrained” choice exercise included a bill impact as a trade-off against each alternative plan profile.
The bill impact was defined as the average annual bill impact over the whole planning period (2025 - 2100).
Respondents were told that the stated amount was for the cost of investments for regional plan only. The
total amount paid for water and wastewater services over the planning period would depend on other
investments. Respondents were also told that the bill impact did not include an estimate of the effect of
inflation. Household respondents were presented bill impacts in terms of annual pound increases, while
non-household were presented bill impacts in terms of the annual percentage increase from their current
water bill (see Table 2.3). The bill impact was randomised across the plans for all respondents.

Technical Report | September 2023 Page 6




WRSE Customer Research - Regional Plan Preferences

Table 2.3: Bill impact levels for the “constrained” choice task (average annual bill impact from

2025 to 2100)
Bill impact Level0 | Level1 | Level2 | Level3 | Level4 | Level5 | Level6 | Level7 | Level 8 | Level 9
Households £5 £10 £20 £30 £50 £75 £100 £150 £200 £250
Non-

1% 2% 5% 7% 11% 17% 23% 34% 46% 57%
households

2.2 Sampling approach

The overall (minimum) target sample size for the main survey implementation was 1,400 household and
300 non-household customers. For the household sample, the quotas were specified in terms of socio-

economic group, age, gender and water supplier to ensure representativeness across household
characteristics and geography (Table 2.4). The sample was also monitored to identify for customers who

were in potentially vulnerable circumstances and to ensure their inclusion in the research.

Respondents were identified as being in potentially vulnerable circumstance if they fit two of the following

criteria:

* Annual household income under £18,000k

* Unemployed, full-time carer, retired, or casual worker

*  Struggles to pays bills at least some of the time

e Aged 75 orover

* Registered/eligible for Priority Services Register

* Long term medical condition or disability (collect only if the person is unidentifiable)

e Children in household under 5 years

To ensure regional representativeness of non-household customers, sampling quotas were specified in

terms of sector and water service provider (Table 2.5)
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Table 2.4: Sampling quotas for household customers

Socio-economic group Quota (n) Quota (%)
SEG AB 406 29%
SEG C1 448 32%
SEG C2 252 18%
SEG DE 294 21%
Total 1,400 100%
Gender Quota (n) Quota (%)
Female 700 50%
Male 700 50%
Total 1,400 100%
Age Quota (n) Quota (%)
16-18 56 4%
19-24 126 9%
25-30 154 11%
31-44 364 26%
45 -54 238 17%
55 - 64 196 14%
65+ 266 19%
Total 1,400 100%
Water Company Quota (n) Quota (%)
Affinity Water 210 15%
South East Water 210 15%
Southern Water 210 15%
Thames Water - London 224 16%
Thames Water - Outside London 224 16%
SES 154 11%
Portsmouth Water 168 12%
Total 1,400 100%

Source: ONS (2019) Census data
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Table 2.5: Sampling quotas for non-household customers

Sector Quota (n) Quota (%)
Primary 3 1%
Secondary 51 17%
Tertiary 246 82%
Total 300 100%
Water company Quota (n) Quota (%)
Affinity Water 64 21%
South East Water 24 8%
Southern Water 24 8%
Thames Water - London 81 27%
Thames Water - Outside
London 81 27%
SES 12 4%
Portsmouth Water 14 4%
Total 300 100%

Source: ONS (2019) Business activity data

Source: ONS (2022) UK Business: activity, size and location

Technical Report | September 2023

Page 9




WRSE Customer Research - Regional Plan Preferences

3.Respondent profile and attitudes

Section 3 reports the sample profile, along with results for respondent perceptions and attitudes towards
the regional plan. Full summary statistics are provided in Appendix 4.

Household sample - The sample consisted of 1,409 respondents. The sample profile was largely in line
with the specified target quotas. Sample weights were applied in the analysis to account for over/under-
representation of specific groups.

Non-household sample - The sample consisted of 319 respondents. The non-household sample was in
line with the specified target quota for operating sector but there was under-representation of non-
household Thames Water customers. Sampling weights were applied in the analysis to account for this.

Geographic distribution of respondents - The sampling achieved a good distribution of respondents
across the WRSE region, for both household and non-household customers.

Awareness and attitudes - Both household and non-household respondents were generally aware of
future pressures facing water supplies. Preferences on the emphasis of future planning varied.
Approximately half of the household and non-household respondents preferred stronger emphasis on
demand management measures, while just under half preferred transfers to be the emphasis. Most
respondents stated they were happy to reduce their water use if water companies reduce leaks to meet
targets by 20250, and if government introduced new legislation to promote efficient water use.

3.1 Geographic distribution and water company

A total of 1,409 household respondents and 319 non-household respondents completed the survey.
Overall, there was a good spread of both household and non-household respondents across the WRSE
operating area (Figure 3.1). The household sample featured respondents from each of the 31 individual
water resource zones (WRZs) in the region and the non-household sample had coverage of 30 of the 31
WRZs in the region.
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Figure 3.1: Geographic representation of the sample (HH n =1409, NHH n = 319)

Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3 provide a breakdown of the number of respondents by water company, relative
to the sampling quotas. Overall, the sample was well aligned to the profile of the WRSE region, with
household water supplier profile being within +/-6 percentage points of the specified quotas. The non-
household sample was generally less representative with respect to water suppliers, with the profile being
within 21 percentage points of the specified quotas. To correct for the deviation from the sampling quotas,
weights were applied to the analysis to account for over/under-representation of specific company
customers.
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Water supplier %

n
Affinity Water 296 21%

Quota s 19%
Portsmouth Water 57 . 4%

Quota B 4%
SES Water 65 5%

Quota B 4%
Southern Water 217 _ 15%

Quota ] 14%
South East Water 181 - 13%

Quota e 13%
Thames Water so3 42%

Quota IS 8%
Total 1409

Figure 3.2: Household respondents by water company (HH n = 1409)

Water suppllier %

n
Affinity Water 2 I 29%

Quota _ 17%
Portsmouth Water 14 . 4%

Quota . 4%
Sutton and East Surrey Water 22 - 7%

Quota l 3%
Southern Water 44 - 14%

Quota B 13%
South East Water 55 _ 17%

Quota B 13%
Thames Water 92 _ 29%

Quota DN som
Total 319

Figure 3.3: Non-household respondents by water company (n =319)

3.2 Household sample

The household sample profile by age was fairly consistent with the target quotas (Figure 3.4). The main
deviation was for respondents aged 31-44 who were 10 percentage points off the specified target quotas.
The sample according to socio-economic profile over-represented higher SEG groups, with SEG AB 14
percentage points above the target quota (Figure 3.5). The gender profile was, though, more consistent
with only minor variation from the quotas (+/- 2 percentage points) (Figure 3.5). Sample weights were
applied in the analysis to account for over/under-representation of specific groups.
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Age %
16-18 1%
Quota 4%
19-24 7%
Quota 9%
25-30 13%
Quota 11%
31-44 36%
Quota 26%
45-54 14%
Quota 17%
55-64 16%
Quota 14%
65+ 13%
Quota 19%
Total
Figure 3.4: Household sample profile - age (n = 1409)
SEG %
AB 43%
Quota 29%
c1Cc2 42%
Quota 50%
DE 15%
Quota 21%
Total 1409
Figure 3.5: Household sample profile - SEG (n = 1409)
Gender %
Female 48%
Quota 50%
Male 52%
Quota 50%
Total

Figure 3.6: Household sample profile - Gender (n = 1409)

The average household income of the sample was around £50,000, while the median income was just
under £48,002 (Figure 3.7). This is higher than median income in the South East which is around £36,000°,
and is likely explained by the oversampling of the SEG AB respondents.

2The income of the sample was capped at £150,000
32022 median income by region, available at: https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8456/
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Up to £5,999
£6,000 - £12,999
£13,000 - £16,385
£16,386 - £19,747
£19,748 - £25,999
£26,000 - £31,999
£32,000 - £35,999
£36,000 - £41,999
£42,000 - £47,999
£48,000 - £63,999
£64,000 - £95,999
£96,000 and over
Don't know
Prefer not to say

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Figure 3.7: Household income (n = 1409)

The majority of household respondents had a current combined bill for water and wastewater services
above £300 per year. Approximately 20% stated that their annual bull was £501 or higher Figure 3.8).

Less than £150 per year I 59

Mor

£151 - £200 per year
£201 - £250 per year
£251 - £300 per year
£301 - £350 per year
£351 - £400 per year
£401 - £450 per year
£451 - £500 per year
£501 - £550 per year
£551 - £600 per year
e than £600 per year

Don’t know

I %o
I 1 0%
I (1%
I 3%
I 0%
—— 3%
—— ] %
I— S %,

I 5%,
I  ©%
I (3%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14%

Figure 3.8: Household customer water and wastewater bill (n = 1409)

3.3 Non-household sample

The non-household sample aligned relatively well to the quotas specified for sector, with the majority of
respondents operating in the tertiary sector (82%) (Figure 3.9). Just over a third of respondents stated their

organisation’s turnover was under £1,000,000, whilst 48% had a turnover between £1,000,000 and
£10,000,000. Around one-fifth reported turnover over £10,000,000 (Figure 3.10).
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Sector n %
Primary 6%
Quota 1%
Secondary 28%
Quota 17%

Tertiary 200 I oo
Quota I 2%

Total 319
Figure 3.9: Non-household sample profile - Sector (n =319)

Up to £49,999 I /%
£50,000 - £99,999 NN 6%
£100,000 - £249,999 I 6%
£250,000 - £499,999 NN /%
£500,000 - £999,999 NN 10%
£1,000,000-£1,999,999 I 14%
£2,000,000 - £4,999,999 I 13%
£5,000,000 - £9,999,999 NN 16%
£10,000,000 - £49,999,999 NN 0%
£50,000,000 or more NN 0%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18% 20%

Figure 3.10: Organisation turnover (n =319)

Around 30% of organisations operated on one site, 61% operated on between two and ten sites, and a
tenth of organisations operated on 10 sites or more (Figure 3.11). Half of the organisations paid up to
£1,400 for water and wastewater services, 41% paid between £1,400 and £25,000, while the rest (9%)
paid over £25,000) (Figure 3.12).

1site I 23%
2sites I 13%
3-5sites N 34%
6—10sites NG 9%
More than 10 sites NN 10%
Don'tknow [ 2%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Figure 3.11: Organisation size (n = 319)
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Less than £250 per year I 7%
£251 to £400 per year NN 3%
£401 to £900 per year I 17%
£901 to £1,400 per year I  13%
£1,401 to £5,000 per year I  20%
£5,001 to £10,000 per year I 14%
£10,001 to £25,000 per year NG (%
More than £25,000 per year NN 0%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

Non-household water and wastewater bill (n = 319)

3.4 Awareness and attitudes

3.4.1 Awareness of future pressures

Respondents were generally aware of the main pressures facing water resources and the long-term
security of water supply. For both household and non-household respondents, the highest level of
awareness was for climate change, with around 92% of household and 93% of organisations reporting that
they were “very” or “somewhat aware” Figure 3.13). Both sets of respondents were also highly aware (“very
aware" / “somewhat aware”) of population growth (HH 92%, NHH 95%) and protecting the environment (HH
88%, NHH 87%). While general awareness was still high overall, the pressure with highest incidence of
respondents who were “not aware at all” was drought resilience (HH 16%, NHH 12%).

Household
Climate Change 53% 39% 6% 1
Population Growth 7% 1
Protecting the environment 9%
Drought Resilience 16% [ |

Non - Household

Climate Change 5%l

Population Growth | T T~ 7 S = 7
Protecting the environment 9% Il
Drought Resilience 12% W

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B \Very aware H Somewhat aware Not at all aware  E Don’t know

Customer awareness of future pressures (HH n = 1409, NHH n = 319)
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3.4.2  Views on sources of water and scheme types

Following the introduction to the regional plan (Sections B1 and B2) respondents were asked some
preliminary questions concerning some basic aspects of the balance between supply-side and demand
management options. In relation to an emphasis on demand reduction versus reliance on transfers, there
was a fairly split view, with the greater proportion of respondents marginally preferring the former
(demand management, HH 53%, NHH 50%; new transfers, HH 41%, NHH 47%) (Figure 3.14).

41%

! 6%
Don't know 3% 9

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

B Household ™ Non-household

Fi§ure 3.14: Preference between emphasis on demand management versus new transfers (HH n
=1409, NHH n =319)

Sample weighted results.

A similar split view was evident for resource development options. Almost equal proportions of household
respondents favoured an emphasis on larger strategic schemes (47%) to more local schemes (46%) (Figure
3.15). For non-household respondents there was a clearer a distinction between the two alternatives,
although the difference was still relatively minor with a greater proportion favouring local schemes (53%)
over larger schemes (47%).

47%
0,

' 7%
Don't know 2% 0

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

W Household ® Non-household

Figure 3.15: Preference between emphasis on a smaller number of larger schemes and a larger
number of local schemes (HH n = 1409, NHH n =319)

Sample weighted results.

3.4.3  Views on reducing water use

Respondents were asked a set of questions about the circumstances in which they would be willing to
reduce their water use. Most respondents indicated they would be happy to try to reduce their water use
if water companies reduce leaks to meet their stated targets by 2050 (HH 95%, NHH 94%) and if government
introduces new legislation to promote efficient use of water (HH 88%, NHH 88%) (Figure 3.16). The majority
of household respondents (79%) and non-household respondents (87%) also felt that new transfers should
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be in place alongside efforts to reduce their own water use, suggesting that they saw transfers as a
complementary part of the regional plan (rather than being an outright solution and alternative to

measures to reduce demand).

Household
Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets
2 gby e = 68% 27% 9|
Government introducing new legislation to promote the S
efficient use of water (water efficiency labels, standards... Sl Al 7% .
Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who
use more water higher amounts for their water use) == Gl 11%
Small number of large schemes that s ly customers from
. =0 i e 33% 47% 16% W
multiple companies
New transfers of water from outside of the region 31% 48% 15% Il
Non - Household
Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets
2 gby et = 55% 39% 6%|
Government introducing new legislation to promote the S
efficient use of water (water efficiency labels, standards... = = 8 .
New transfers of water from outside of the region 40% 46% 1% 1
Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who
LBIEEE ISl clne e W 37% 46% 14% W
use more water higher amounts for their water use)
Small number of large schemes that supply customers from
S LY 33% 54% 11% I
multiple companies
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W Must be in place H Should be in place Doesn’t matter either way W Doesn’t need to be in place

Circumstances under which customers would find it acceptable to reduce water use
(HH n =1409, NHH n = 319)

Sample weighted results.
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4. Preferences for the regional plan

This section reports the analysis and results from the choice tasks on customer preferences for the
regional plan:

Analysis - the choice task data was analysed using a series of econometric models to estimate and
explain customer preferences for the regional plan. The main results are presented as respondents most
preferred plan (“unconstrained” without a bill impact, and “constrained” with a bill impact) and the
sensitivity to the bill impact (household only).

Validity - overall, the choice model estimations are robust with a reasonable fit to the data and the
pattern of results is generally consistent with expectations. The choice task results, responses to follow-
up questions, and overall feedback indicated that respondents were engaged, understood the survey
and gave considered answers.

Results - overall, no single plan stood out with a majority share of customer support. In the main, the
preference was for a balanced regional plan, with an emphasis on self-sufficiency within the WRSE region
rather the reliance on inter-region transfers. The added resilience offered by the Best Value plan
compared favourably to alternative plan profiles at higher levels of bill impact. A lower bill impact levels
the Best Value plan did not stand out from the Least Cost and Gov C plan profiles. Customers recognised
the need to reduce demand and see this as an integral part of the regional plan, but it must be supported
by Government intervention.

4.1 Analysis

The main results for the customer preferences concerning the preferred plan profiles are derived from
econometric analysis of respondent’s choice task responses. As described in Section 2.1, respondents
completed two choice tasks (unconstrained preference and constrained preference) using a progressive
choice format and in each case were asked to select their most preferred profile for the regional plan from
five options shown, and then their preferred profile from the remaining four and so on. This format allows
for both the analysis of the preferred option in each choice and additionally analysis of the full preference
ordering across the five options shown as well as understanding the sensitivity to the bill impact.

Two basic model specifications were used to analyse the choice task responses:

1. Multinomial logit model (MNL) to examine:

o The choice of a preferred plan profile without bill impact (households and non-households). This
is the “pure” unconstrained preference, reflecting the choice based on the alternative plan
profiles (mix of schemes, the intensity of demand management, and wider outcomes including
resilience to drought and unexpected events, carbon emissions, and impact on customers’ water
use) from set of five alternative. Results are reported in Section 4.2 for the overall WRSE customer
base.

o The choice of a preferred plan profile when set against a bill impact (households and non-
household). This is the constrained choice, reflecting the trade-off between the preference for an
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alternative plan profile and the impact on the customer bill. Results are reported in Section 4.2
for the overall WRSE customer base and for demographic, socio-economic and geographic
segments.

2. Logistic regression model to examine:

o Sensitivity to bill impact (households only). These results show the level of customer support for
each plan at varying levels of bill impact. Results are reported in Section 4.2 for the overall WRSE
customer base for each individual plan. Due to sample size limitations only household customer
results are reported.

The estimated models control for a range of customer demographic, socio-economic, and geographic
factors. The models explain customer preferences based on the alternative plan profiles, the wider
explanatory factors, and bill impact®. Supporting sensitivity analysis examined respondents’ full ranking
(preference ordering) of the five alternative plans including bill impact using a mixed logit model. These
results help validate the main findings (see Section 4.4).

Two main insights can be drawn from the choice model analysis to understand customer preferences for
the alternative plans: (a) the main model estimation results that demonstrates robustness of response data
and consistency in explaining customer preferences (i.e. primarily shows validity of research results); and
(b) predicted shares that are estimated from the models which provide a basis for quantifying customer
support for each alternative plan profile. Section 4.2 focuses on reporting the main model estimation.
Predicted share results are provided in the accompanying Summary Report®.

4.2 Main model estimations

The analysis of household customer preferences for the most preferred plan profile for both the
“unconstrained” (without bill impact) and “constrained” (with bill impact) choice exercises controlled for the
following factors as explanatory variables:

* Billimpact (for the “constrained” choice task);

* Geographic region (Upper Thames, Lower Thames, Central, West, South, East);

* Age(18-24,25-54 and 55+);

* Socio-economic group (SEG AB, C1C2DE);

* Customer in potentially vulnerable circumstances (based on the criteria set out in Section 2.2)

* Preference for demand management / reliance on transfers and strategic / local schemes (Section
3.4.2); and

*  Overall plan preference (via the constant term in the estimated models).

4 The two models used analyse the data from different perspectives. The MNL specification looks at the overall preference amongst
alternative plan profiles to explain strength of preference for each plan, while the logistic regression looks at the preference for
each individual plan to examine sensitivity to bill impact, independent of preference for the alternative plans. Note also that the
analysis overall examines the strength of preference - i.e. what was most liked by respondents. It does not test whether any
plans were expressly disliked, just whether they less favoured.

5 See: eftec (2023) WRSE Customer Research Regional Plan Preferences Summary Report
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The analysis of non-household customer preference for the most preferred plan profile for both the
“unconstrained” (without bill impact) and “constrained” (with bill impact) choice exercise controlled for the
following factors as explanatory variables:

e Billimpact (for the “constrained” choice task);

e Geographic region (Upper Thames, Lower Thames, Central, West, South, East);
e Company turnover (Turnover over £250,000 per year);

e Number of sites (Companies with more than 6 sites);

e Preference for demand management / reliance on transfers and strategic / local schemes (Section
3.4.2); and

e Overall plan preference (via the constant term in the estimated models).

4.2.1 Households - most preferred plan - unconstrained preference

The main observations are:

o Age: Older household respondents (aged 55+) were less likely to choose the Best Value and Gov H plan
profiles compared to the Least Cost plan (as shown by the negative coefficients which are statistically
significant at the 1% level). Household respondents aged 25-54 were also less likely to choose the Gov
H plan compared to the Least Cost plan.

o Geographic region: The coefficient estimates for household respondents living in Lower Thames are
negative and statistically significant at the 5% to 10% level for the Best Value and Gov C plan, indicating
that these respondents preferred the Least Cost plan, compared to the Best Value and Gov C plan.

« Vulnerable customers: None of the coefficients for vulnerable customers were statistically significant,
indicating this was not a relevant factor in explaining the choice of preferred plan.

« Prefer demand management: As expected, household respondents who preferred more emphasis
on demand management measures were more likely to prefer the Gov C plan (a plan with more
management plan included) compared to the Least Cost plan (the coefficient is positive and statistically
significant at the 1% level).

o Prefer strategic schemes: Also, as expected, household respondents who preferred strategic
schemes were less likely to pick the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profile (a plan excluding
schemes like SESRO) compared to the Least Cost plan (the coefficient is negative and statistically
significant at the 5% level).
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Table 4.1 reports the main MNL model estimation results for household respondents’ most preferred plan
for the “unconstrained” choice (without billimpact). The primary interpretation of the model results is based
on: (a) the sign (positive/ negative) of the estimate coefficients for each explanatory variable; and (b) its
statistical significance. The coefficient estimates should be interpreted relative to the least cost plan, which
is specified as the base case.

The main observations are:

o Age: Older household respondents (aged 55+) were less likely to choose the Best Value and Gov H plan
profiles compared to the Least Cost plan (as shown by the negative coefficients which are statistically
significant at the 1% level). Household respondents aged 25-54 were also less likely to choose the Gov
H plan compared to the Least Cost plan.

« Geographic region: The coefficient estimates for household respondents living in Lower Thames are
negative and statistically significant at the 5% to 10% level for the Best Value and Gov C plan, indicating
that these respondents preferred the Least Cost plan, compared to the Best Value and Gov C plan.

« Vulnerable customers: None of the coefficients for vulnerable customers were statistically significant,
indicating this was not a relevant factor in explaining the choice of preferred plan.

o Prefer demand management: As expected, household respondents who preferred more emphasis
on demand management measures were more likely to prefer the Gov C plan (a plan with more
management plan included) compared to the Least Cost plan (the coefficient is positive and statistically
significant at the 1% level).

o Prefer strategic schemes: Also, as expected, household respondents who preferred strategic
schemes were less likely to pick the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profile (a plan excluding
schemes like SESRO) compared to the Least Cost plan (the coefficient is negative and statistically
significant at the 5% level).
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Table 4.1: Multinomial logit model (MNL) - most preferred plan - unconstrained preference -

household (n = 1,409)

More transfers,
Least Cost Best Value Gov C Gov H
fewer res.
Age
25-54 -0.20 0.31 0.37 -0.50%*
55+ -0.94%** 0.15 -0.10 -1.15%%%
Geographic region
Lower Thames -0.41* -0.61** -0.17 -0.29
Central 0.58 -0.08 0.45 0.14
West 0.09 -0.50 -0.64 -0.27
South 0.08 -0.01 0.46 0.37
Base
East -0.56 -0.51 0.00 -0.14
Vulnerable 0.13 -0.14 -0.04 -0.37
circumstances
Prefer demand 0.24 0.75%** -0.20 -0.10
management
Prefer strategic 0.22 0.14 -0.40** -0.34*
schemes
SEG AB 0.34 -0.06 0.68** 0.28
Constant 0.49 -0.10 -0.37 0.46
Model fit
Number of observations 1,408
LR chi2 (44) 151.72
Prob > chi2 0
Log likelihood -2203.24
Pseudo R2 0.0

Notes: * denotes statistically significant at the 10% level; ** denotes statistically significant at the 5% level, *** denotes statistically

significant at the 1% level.

« Socio-economic group: The coefficient for household respondents in higher socio-economic groups
for the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan is positive and statistically significant at the 5% level. This
indicates that these respondents tended to prefer the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profile

compared to the Least Cost plan.

« Overall plan preference (constant): All else equal, there is no strongly preferred plan over the base

case (coefficients are not statistically significant).

Technical Report | September 2023

Page 23




WRSE Customer Research - Regional Plan Preferences

4.2.2  Households - most preferred plan - constrained preference

The main MNL model estimation results for household respondents’ most preferred plan for the
“constrained” choice (with bill impact) are reported in Table 4.2. The main observations are:

Bill impact: Respondents were more likely to select the Best Value, Gov C or More transfers, fewer
reservoirs plan profiles compared to the Least Cost plan as the bill impact increases (coefficients
estimates are positive and statistically significant).

Age: Respondent aged 25 - 54 were more likely to choose Gov C plan over the Least Cost plan
(coefficient is positive and statistically significant at the 5% level), while respondents aged over 55 were
less likely to choose the Gov H plan compared to the Least Cost plan (coefficient is negative and
statistically significant at the 10% level).

Geographic region: the coefficient estimates for respondents based in the Central and South WRSE
regions are positive and statistically significant at the 5% level. This indicates that these respondents
are more likely to prefer the Best Value plan profile compared to the Least Cost plan.

Prefer demand management: As with the “unconstrained” choice task, respondents who preferred
an emphasis on demand management measures were more likely to choose the Gov C compared to
the Least Cost plan (the coefficient is positive and statistically significant at the 1% level).

Prefer strategic schemes: Respondents who preferred strategic schemes were less likely to choose
the Gov H plan profile compared to the Least Cost plan (the coefficient is negative and statistically
significant at the 1% level).

Socio-economic group: Respondents in higher socio-economic groups tended to prefer the Best Value,
Gov C and Gov H plan profiles compared to the Least Cost plan (the coefficients are positive and
statistically significant at the 1% to 5% level).

Overall plan preference: the coefficients for the constants for the Best Value, Gov C and More
transfers, fewer reservoirs plan are negative and statistically significant (between the 5% - 10% levels).
This indicates that respondents were less likely to choose these plans over the Least Cost plan. Further
sensitivity testing examines this preference using the full preference ranking responses via an MXL
model (see Section 4.3).
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Table 4.2: Multinomial logit model (MNL) - most preferred plan - constrained preference -
household (n = 1409)

Least Cost Best Value Gov C More transfers, GovH
fewer res.
Bill impact 0.003** 0.004#*** 0.003* 0.0002
Age
25-54 0.01 0.44** 0.43 0.28
55+ -0.18 0.29 -0.02 -0.56*
Geographic region
Lower Thames 0.37 -0.09 -0.04 -0.49*
Central 0.88** 0.10 0.37 0.12
West 0.61* 0.04 -0.06 -0.10
South | Base 0.81** 0.03 0.03 0.37
East 0.32 -0.34 0.19 -0.44
Vulnerable 0.21 0.01 0.31 0.05
circumstances
Prefer demand 0.25 0.72%** 0.02 -0.14
management
Prefer strategic 0.16 0.06 -0.23 -0.72%**
schemes
SEG AB 0.66** 0.41 0.66** 0.56*
Constant -0.81%* -0.78** -0.68* 0.16
Model fit
Number of observations 1,408
LR chi2 (44) 139.3
Prob > chi2 0
Log likelihood -2240.5931
Pseudo R2 0.03

Notes: * denotes statistically significant at the 10% level; ** denotes statistically significant at the 5% level; *** denotes statistically
significant at the 1% level.
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4.2.3  Households - sensitivity to bill impact

The main logistic model estimation results for household respondents’ sensitivity to the bill impact are
reported in Table 4.3. Note that preferences for each plan was analysed separately (unlike the MNL models
outlined above). The primary interpretation of the results for the model estimation is in relation to the
coefficient estimate for the bill impact parameter, which in the main is expected to have negative sign,
which would include a declining level of support for the plan - all else equal - as the bill impact increases.
The other parameter estimates control for the socio-economic, demographic, geographic and attitudinal
factors detailed above.

Table 4.3: Logistic regression model - sensitivity to bill - constrained preference - household (n =

1409)
Least Cost Best Value Gov C . Gov H
fewer res.
Bill impact -0.003** -0.003#*** -0.003#*** 0.00 -0.003#***
Age
25-54 | -0.28 -0.21* 0.27*%* 0.25 0.07
55+ | 0.06 -0.38*** 0.42%** 0.03 -0.58*%**
Geographic region
Lower Thames | 0.03 0.14 -0.18 -0.01 -0.53%**
Central | -0.38 0.46%** -0.28 0.08 -0.20
West | -0.15 0.39** -0.21 -0.21 -0.24
South | -0.32 0.24 -0.18 -0.26 0.14
East | 0.06 0.02 -0.27 0.30 -0.47
Vulnerable -0.14 0.15 -0.10 0.25 -0.07
customers
Prefers demand | -0.28** 0.03 0.54*** -0.23 -0.41%**
management
Prefers larger | 0.11 0.22%%% 0.12 -0.17 -0.73%%%
schemes
SEG AB -0.57** 0.15 -0.17 0.23 -0.11
Constant -0.81#%%* -2.98*%*% -3.30%** -1.67*** -0.7*%**
Model fit
Number of | 14,080 14,080 14,080 14,080 14,080
observations
LR chi2 (13) 61.53 61.53 84.22 42.17 50.31
Prob>chi2 0 0 0 0 0
Log likelihood -2799.71 -2799.71 -2872.16 -1947.99 -565.07
Pseudo R2 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.04

Notes: * denotes statistically significant at the 10% level; ** denotes statistically significant at the 5% level; *** denotes statistically

significant at the 1% level.
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Overall, as expected the coefficient for the bill impact is negative and statistically significant (at 1% - 5%
level) in all cases with one exception in relation to the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan. This signifies
that for the most part customer choices were constrained by the cost of each plan. In general, this is a
key validity test meaning that there is a decreasing level of customer support for each plan as the bill
impact increases (all else equal). The exception for the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profile
suggests that in aggregate there are “fixed” views on this plan - i.e. some customers would not select it
at any cost. Indeed, the coefficient estimates for the wider control variables are also insignificant at
conventional levels for this model.

Table 4.4 illustrates the bill sensitivity across the five plans. It shows the likelihood of the average
respondent (weighted sample averages) choosing each plan at a given bill impact. Across all the plans
(except for More transfers, fewer reservoirs), the likelihood of support for a plan decreases as the bill
impact increases. At higher bill amounts, a higher proportion of respondents selected the Best Value and
Gov C plan profiles (28% and 31% respectively, versus 9% - 17% for the remaining three plans).

Table 4.4: Level of support for the plans by bill impact (likelihood of choosing a plan)

Bill impact More transfers,
Best Value Least Cost Gov C GovH

(E/year) fewer res.

0 55% 22% 51% 17% 14%
50 46% 20% 45% 17% 13%
100 39% 18% 40% 17% 11%
150 33% 16% 35% 17% 10%
200 28% 14% 31% 17% 9%

Further analysis - per sensitivity testing (see Section 4.3) - showed a level of preference heterogeneity
suggesting potentially a highly split view across the sample, with a smaller proportion of respondents
strongly favouring the plan versus a larger proportion who did not.

4.2.4  Non-households - most preferred plan - unconstrained preference

Table 4.5 reports the main MNL model estimation results for non-household respondents’ most preferred
plan for the “unconstrained” choice (without bill impact). As for households, the primary interpretation of
the model results is based on: (a) the sign (positive/ negative) of the estimate coefficients for each
explanatory variable; and (b) its statistical significance. The model estimates should be interpreted relative
to the least cost plan (base plan). The main observations are:

e Company turnover: Non-household respondents with a higher turner over were less likely to
prefer the Gov C plan profile compared to the Least Cost plan (negative and statistically significant
(10% level) coefficient).

¢ Number of sites: Respondents who had more than six sites were more likely to prefer the More
transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profile compared to the Least Cost plan (coefficient is positive and
statistically significant at the 5% level).
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Table 4.5: Multinomial logit model (MNL) - most preferred plan - unconstrained preference -
non-household (n =319)

Gov C More transfers,
Least Cost Best Value R Gov H
fewer reservoirs
Turnover over 0.38 -0.94* -0.65 -0.54
£250,000 per year
More than 6 sites -0.69 -0.12 0.92** 0.13
Geographic region
Lower Thames 0.88* 1.36%** 1.15%* 0.20
Central 0.99 0.48 0.66 0.00
West 0.21 1.28*%% 0.26 0.12
Base
South -0.46 -0.06 -0.29 0.21
East -0.93 -0.40 -0.26 0.49
Prefer demand 0.17 0.92** -0.26 0.07
management
Prefer strategic -0.20 -0.02 -0.29 -0.74*
schemes
Constant -0.13 -0.72 -0.35 -0.11
Model fit
Number of observations 319
LR chi2 (44) 79.74
Prob > chi2 0
Log likelihood -483.51
Pseudo R2 0.07
Notes: * denotes statistically significant at the 10% level; ** denotes statistically significant at the 5% level; *** denotes statistically

significant at the 1% level.
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Geographic regions: Respondents based in the Lower Thames were more likely to prefer the Best
Value, Gov C and More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profiles compared to the Least Cost plan (the
coefficients are positive and statistically significant between the 1% - 10% level). Respondents who
have organisations in the West of the WRSE region were more likely to prefer the Gov C plan
compared to the Least Cost plan.

Prefer demand management: Similar to the household results, non-household respondents who
preferred an emphasis on demand management measures were more likely to prefer the Gov C
plan profile over the Least Cost plan (positive coefficient and statistically significant at the 5% level).

Prefer strategic schemes: The coefficient estimate for respondents who preferred and emphasis
on strategic schemes is negative and statistically significant at the 10% level for the Gov H plan
profile. This indicates that these respondents prefer the Least Cost plan compared to the Gov H
plan.
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e Overall plan preference: All else equal, there is no strongly preferred plan over the base case
(coefficients are not statistically significant).

4.2.5 Non-households - most preferred plan - constrained preference

reports the main MNL model estimation results for non-household respondents’ most preferred plan for
the “constrained” choice (with bill impact). The main observations are:

o Bill impact: Respondents were more likely to select the Gov C and More transfers, fewer reservoirs
plan profiles compared to the Least Cost plan as the bill impact increases (coefficients estimates are
positive and statistically significant between the 5% and 10% level).

e Company turnover: Respondents who have companies with a turnover of over £250,000 were
more likely to prefer the More transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profiles compared to the Least Cost
plan (positive coefficient, statistically significant at the 10% level).

e Number of sites: Respondents who have companies with more than 6 sites were more likely to
prefer the More transfers, fewer reservoirs and Gov H plan profiles compared to the Least Cost plan
(positive coefficient, statistically significant at the 5% - 10% level).

e Geographic regions: Respondents based in the Lower Thames were less likely to prefer the More
transfers, fewer reservoirs plan profile and more likely to prefer the Gov H plan. Respondents who
live in the East are more likely to support the Gov H plan compared to the Least Cost plan.

e Prefer demand management: As before, respondents who preferred an emphasis on demand
management measures were more likely to prefer the Gov C plan profile over the Least Cost plan.

o Prefer strategic schemes: None of the coefficients for the preference of Strategic schemes were
statistically significant.

e Overall plan preference: Overall, respondents were less likely to prefer the Gov H plan compared
to the Least Cost plan.
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Table 4.6: Multinomial logit model (MNL) - most preferred plan - constrained preference - non-
household (n =319)

Least Cost Best Value Gov e More transfet:s, Gov H
fewer reservoirs
Bill Impact 0.02 0.02* 0.03** 0.002
Turnover over 0.24 -0.49 -1.00%* -0.37
£250,000 per year
More than 6 sites -0.14 0.28 1.42%** 0.93**
Geographic region
Lower Thames -0.51 0.14 -0.92* 1.28*%
Central -0.01 0.32 -1.22 -0.23
West | Base 0.08 1.04 0.68 1.46
South -0.21 -0.26 -1.13 0.97
East -1.07 0.24 -0.91 1.54%
Prefers demand 0.51 0.69%** 0.38 0.53
management
Prefers larger -0.48 -0.03 -0.50 -0.36
schemes
Constant -0.01 -0.58 -0.05 -1.56%*
Model fit
Number of observations 319
LR chi2 (44) 69.71
Prob > chi2 0.0025
Log likelihood -489.65764
Pseudo R2 0.0664

Notes: * denotes statistically significant at the 10% level; ** denotes statistically significant at the 5% level; *** denotes statistically
significant at the 1% level.

4.3 Validity testing
The two main aspects for assessing the validity stated preference studies and their results are:

o Content validity - This aspect of validity is primarily addressed in the survey design and testing phase.
It concerns respondent understanding and perceptions of the credibility of choice tasks, and the
potential for biases (systematic effects) in survey results due to these considerations.

o Construct validity - This aspect of validity is addressed in the analysis phase. It tests if respondents’
preferences align with reasonable expectations based on: (i) underlying economic theory; (ii) findings
from similar/previous studies using comparable methods (if available); and (iii) the consistency of
responses to different aspects of the survey.
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4.3.1  Content validity

The assessment of content validity is primarily a qualitative exercise which draws on both the survey design
and testing process, including follow-up questions concerning the survey. The survey was pre-tested in
cognitive interviews. Overall, respondents understood the survey and the description of the regional plan
was understood by respondents. The mix of videos, graphics, and “flip cards” was well received, helping to
retain attention and make the information provision more engaging. See Appendix 1 for more information
on the survey testing.

The follow-up questions in the survey included provide a further basis for judging it validity in terms of
respondent understanding and the stated motivations for the choices made.

Motivations for choice task responses

After completing each choice exercise, respondents were asked to rank each aspect of the plan profiles by
order of importance to their choice. Overall, it was observed that no single consideration dominated
respondents’ selection of plan preference, indicating that all aspects of the alternative plan profiles were
being weighed up. For the “unconstrained” choice task, the mix of schemes was the most important aspect
overall (HH 35%, NHH 38%), followed by the impact on water use and customer lifestyle (HH 19%, NHH
20%). Higher water efficiency standards from the government were generally of lower-level importance to
both household and non-household respondents (Figure 4.1).

Households
Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes) 35% 18% 16% 16%
Impact on water use and lifestyle change 13%
Resilience to unexpected events 18% 35% (70 9%
Carbon emissions 15% 19% 18% 20%
Higher water efficiency standards from Government 15%  14% 20% 38%

Non-households
Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes) 12%
Resilience to unexpected events 8%
Carbon emissions 19% 15% 20% 18%
Impact on water use and lifestyle change 15%

Higher water efficiency standards from Government INEX/ KA 18% 43%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
B Most important to you B Second most important to you B Third most important to you

B Fourth most important to you ® Least Important to you

FLgure 4.1: Importance of different aspects of the plan profiles - “unconstrained” choice (HH n =
1409, NHH n = 319)
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A similar pattern of responses was observed for the follow-up question to the “constrained” choice task.
Moreover, in line with expectations, the impact on customer bills featured prominently with 28% of
households and 19% of non-households respondents stating that this was the most important aspect of
the plan profiles when making their choices (Figure 4.2).

Household
Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes) 13% I
Impact on customer bills 12% 2RV
Resilience to unexpected events 15% [9a
Carbon emissions 12% 20V
Impact on water use and lifestyle change 14% G
Higher water efficiency standards from Government  E7 KD 15% 31% 18%

Non -Household

Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes) e
Impact on customer bills 15% IS
Resilience to unexpected events 14% 6%
Impact on water use and lifestyle change 14% 9%
Carbon emissions 13% G
Higher water efficiency standards from Government INEI/EFAR 14% 31% S 18%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B Most important to you B Second most important to you ® Third most important to you
B Fourth most important to you ® Least Important to you H Other

Figure 4.2: Importance of different aspects of the plan profiles - “constrained” choice (HH n =
1409, NHH n =319)

Ease/difficulty of choice tasks

Generally, respondents stated that they found the choice tasks easy to complete, with 59% of households
and 72% of non-households reporting that they were either “very easy” or “fairly easy” (Figure 4.2). This
suggests that a good level of confidence can be placed in the model estimations and results. Moreover,
whilst 20% of household and 13% of non-household respondents felt that the choice tasks were difficult
(“very difficult” / fairly difficult”), this was because it was hard to decide which aspect of the plan profiles
mattered most when picking their preferred options (HH 80%, NHH 95%) (Figure 4.4). Very few respondents
reported that there was insufficient information to make their choices, or that the instructions were not
clear (HH: 54 out of 1,409 respondents (4%), NHH: 8 out of 319 respondents (3%) ).
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Very easy |, 02, -
Faily casy |
Neither easy nor difficult | o opmm— 21 %
Fairly difficult | — 50
Very difficult [, 2%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

m Household m Non-household

Figure 4.3: Reported ease/difficulty of the choice exercise (HH n = 1409, NHH n = 319)

Not enough information was provided about the choices to - 13%
help me answer 15%

The instructions for the questions were not clear ‘%%%

Other (please state): .OO/‘Z’%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Household ® Non-household

Figure 4.4: Reasons for difficulty (HH n =288, NHH = 40)

Feedback on the overall survey

Overall feedback suggests that respondents had a good understanding of the survey. The majority of
respondents reported that the survey was easy to complete (“very easy” / “fairly easy”) (HH 77%, NHH 75%)
(Figure 4.5). The majority of respondents also provided positive feedback to the survey, such as finding it
interesting (HH 53%, NHH 56%) and educational (HH 27%, NHH 27%), suggesting that for the most part it
was sufficient engaging. Negative feedback on the survey was limited and most frequently due to the survey
length (HH 10%, NHH 5%), rather than any inherent difficulty (HH 6%, NHH 5%, or issues with credibility
("unrealistic”) (HH 2%, NHH 2%) (Figure 4.6).

Very casy |0 379
Fairly easy | — 2
Neither easy nor difficult | ————— ) 17
Fairly difficult  —p— 107
Very difficult [, 3%
Don’t know / prefer nottosay |a 0%%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

B Household ® Non-household

Figure 4.5: Reported ease/difficulty of the overall survey (HH n = 1409, NHH n =319)
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Interesting | e © 56%
Educational I 07

Too long EEEEEE=Ewr=— 10%
Difficult to understand = %
Unrealistic / not credible  Hly 276,
None of these [y 290,

Other HR 3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

B Household ® Non-household

Figure 4.6: General feedback to the survey
4.3.2  Construct validity

The econometric analysis (choice model estimations) provides the main basis for the construct validity
assessments of the study’s results. This is supplemented by comparison of the main estimation results to
results from supporting questions asked in the survey, such as consistency between attitudinal statements
and preferred plan profiles.

Main model results

There are a number of initial observations in regard to the main model estimations. Firstly, they have
relatively low goodness of fit scores by conventional measure (pseudo r2 - see Section 4.2), yet the tests of
statistical validity (chi2) are all satisfied and demonstrate that the estimated models do explain the
observed variation in data - i.e. they are valid representations of customer preferences.

In part, the low goodness of fit likely reflects the model specifications, where customer preferences are
quantified relative to a base case (the Least Cost plan profile) and hence the models examine strength of
preference over this reference point. Therefore, insignificance coefficient estimates are not immediately a
signal of poor model performance. Rather, they signify that respondents felt similarly about various aspects
of the plan profiles and hence there is limited differentiation in some cases. Notwithstanding, there are
also consistent patterns in the model results, showing that preferences did vary according to observable
customer characteristics. Hence< overall, the model estimations are judged to provide a reasonable
account of customer preferences for the unconstrained and constrained choice exercises.

Added to this, it is also observed that customers’ preference for their preferred plan was also constrained
by the bill impact - i.e. respondents were “price” sensitive. This is the main a priori expectation for the
“constrained” choice task, showing that as the bill impact of a given plan profile increased, respondents
were less likely to choose it as their preferred plan profile and would opt for an alternative plan instead.
Hence both household and non-household respondents were judging trade-offs between the cost of a plan
and other features such as the mix of schemes, impact on water use, and wider impacts.

Itis also evident that respondents were consistent when answering different questions within the survey.
For instance, respondents who preferred more emphasis on demand management measures were more
likely to prefer the Gov C plan (a plan with more management plan included) compared to the Least Cost
plan. Respondents who preferred strategic resource schemes were less likely to pick the More transfers,
fewer reservoirs plan profile (a plan excluding schemes like SESRO) compared to the Least Cost plan.
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Sensitivity analysis

The sensitivity analysis conducted for households and non-households utilised respondents’ full
preference ordering for the alternative plan profiles which ranked them from 15t to 5" most preferred. The
model results (Table 4.7) quantify the overall preferences of respondents, based on alternative plan profiles
they could choose between, subject to the bill impact. The MXL specification also tests for potential
preference heterogeneity via estimation of a standard deviation parameter for the explanatory variables,
which measures the extent of variation in customer preference around the “average” result; i.e. whether
most respondents felt fairly similarly about each plan profile, or whether there were diverging and
potentially split views. As with the main model estimations, the results should be interpreted relative to the
base case (Least Cost plan) and interpreted according to: (i) the sign (+/-) of the coefficient estimates; and
(ii) their statistical significance.

The results confirm the conclusion as to price sensitivity of respondents and the constraint of bill impact
on the choice of preferred plan (negative and statistically significant coefficient estimate). They also show
that overall - as surmised above - there was limited differentiation between the Best Value and Gov C plan
profiles compared to the Least Cost plan for household respondents. The coefficient estimates for these
two plan profiles are not found to be statistically significant, hence on average, neither was preferred over
and above the Least Cost plan. Largely this supports the interpretation that the main results provide a fair
representation of strength of preference between the alternative plan profiles - in that there was no single
“stand-out” most preferred plan profile and that overall there was a similar strength of preference for the
Least Cost, Best Vale and Gov C plan profiles. Building on this, it is also observed that household
respondents had a lower level of preference for the More transfer, fewer reservoirs and Gov H plan profiles,
as signified by the negative and statistically significant coefficient estimates). The results further show that
the Gov H plan was the least preferred for both household and non-household respondents.

For household respondents, there is significant variation customer preference around the “average” result
for the Gov C and the Gov H plan (shown by the statistically significant standard errors). This indicates that
there were diverging and potentially split views for these plans. For non-household respondents, there is
significant variation in customer preferences for the Gov C and More transfer, fewer reservoirs plan (shown
by the statistically significant standard errors).
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Tabée 4.7: Mixed logit model (MXL) - ranked choice - constrained preference (HH: n = 1,409, NHH:
n =319)

Choice Coefficient (household) Coefficient (non-household)

Model estimates

Bill -0.01#%** 0.0 *+*
Least Cost (Base)

Best Value 0.03 0.07
Gov C 0.06 0.06
More transfer, fewer reservoirs -0.17%** -0.05
GovH -0.44%** 0.32%**

Standard deviation

Best Value -0.18 -0.13
Gov C 0.78*** 0.86***
More transfer, fewer reservoirs 0.03 0.90***
Gov H 0.39%** 0.17
Model fit

Number of observations 19,712 4,466
LR chi2(4) 22.55 10.93
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.027

Notes: * denotes statistically significant at the 10% level; ** denotes statistically significant at the 5% level;, *** denotes
statistically significant at the 1% level.

Overall, the supplementary results from the sensitivity analysis help to confirm conclusions as to the
strength of respondent preferences for the alternative plan profiles, providing reasonable validation of the
main results and interpretation of customer preferences for the regional plan.

Technical Report | September 2023 Page 36




WRSE Customer Research - Regional Plan Preferences

5.Conclusion

5.1 Summary

The results of this study support the planning approach that underpins the development of the WRSE
regional plan. The customer preferences for the regional plan was examined via a stated preference
approach with the research implemented through a representative online survey of household and non-
household customers in the South East.

A comprehensive design and testing phase of work was undertaken which ensured customer
understanding of the survey content, and the effectiveness of the choice exercises. This was achieved
through an initial co-design phase and then an iterative testing process that included cognitive interviews
and a pilot survey phase. Feedback from the testing was generally positive with high levels of customer
engagement in the survey. Overall, the study results are judged to be valid and a fair representation of
customers preferences for the regional plan.

The results and findings are most informative on customers’ views on the balance and emphasis of the
regional plan, rather than representing a detailed assessment of customer support for any specific scheme
or water resource planning option. The adaptive planning approach that underpins the regional plan will
be updated every five years. This provides future opportunities to engage with customers on the balance
of the plan moving forward. This is particularly important for the medium to longer term view of the plan
beyond 2035 and how future uncertainty is addressed through different pathways and the combination
and balance of schemes expected to be needed under each scenario.

5.2 Interpretation results

The main observations and interpretation of study results from the perspective of the composition of the
regional plan are outlined below. Further commentary is provided in the Summary Report, which draws
some wider conclusions in relation to the predicted share results that quantify the level of customer
support for each alternative plan profile.

Overall, no single plan stood out with a majority share of customer support. On balance, preferences varied
according to aspects including bill impact, location, and customer characteristics. Further analysis, though,
via the sensitivity testing confirmed that the weight of customer preference was towards the Best Value,
Least Cost and Gov C plan profiles. More broadly, the research findings are conclusive in terms of the
patterns of customer preferences:

1. Customers’ overall preference is for a balanced regional plan.

The three most-preferred plan profiles for both household and non-household respondents tended to
be the Least Cost, Best Value and Gov C plans. These all featured a mix of strategic resource schemes
(e.g. SESRO), supporting transfers (e.g. GUC), local schemes (e.g. Teddington water recycling) and higher
levels of demand management ambition. The plans profiles with more extreme variations in schemes
and options - such as More transfers, fewer reservoirs (fewer strategic resources schemes; more reliance
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on inter-region transfers) and Gov H (lower Government intervention) - tended to be less preferred in
aggregate compared to the Least Cost, Best Value and Gov C plans.

2. The greater weight of customer preference was for self-sufficiency within the WRSE region.

Transfers from outside of the region featured within the mix of schemes that most customers tended to
prefer. But the pattern of preferences as summarised in (1) above indicates that the large-scale transfers
were not viewed as the primary solution for the regional plan. Indeed, the majority of respondents
wanted new transfers to be in place alongside efforts to reduce their own water use, suggesting that they
saw transfers as a complementary part of the regional (Section 3.4.3). Moreover, the strength of
preference observed for the Gov C plan indicates that a sizeable proportion of customers tended to view
demand reduction as of equal importance to large-scale transfers for ensuring a “balanced” regional plan
to secure water supplies (Section 3.4.2).

3. Customers value the aspects offered by the Best Value and Gov C plan.

At higher given bill amounts for the regional plan - for example above £100 per year - the Best Value and
Gov C plans tended to be the more preferred alternatives (28% and 31% respectively, versus 9% - 17% for
the remaining three plans - Section 4.2.3). This indicates that customers found these plans to represent
better value for money over the alternative plan profiles at higher bill levels. For the Best Value plan, at
least, this suggests that the higher level of resilience offered does has some appeal, albeit, though this is
only apparent in cases where there is a sizable impact on customer bills - i.e. the plan was less
differentiated and stood out less in comparison to others at more modest levels of bill impact.

4. Customers recognise the need to reduce demand and see this as an integral part of the regional
plan, but it must be supported by Government intervention.

When given the choice between the Gov C (introduction of product standards and new building
regulations) and Gov H (lowest level of ambition for demand management) plan, there was a stronger
preference for Gov C, indicating that customers preferred options with more demand management
measures and higher levels of government intervention. This is consistent with wider findings that
showed that respondents recognised that reductions in demand were integral to the regional plan and
future challenges could not be solved by strategic schemes and further resource development only.

5. Varying levels of preferences for the alternative plan profiles were attributable to customer
location, socio-economic and demographic characteristics.

The variation in customers’ preferred plans was explained by observable factors and help to explain why
no single plan stood out overall. For example, respondents in higher SEGs tended to have a stronger
preference for the Best Value plan, whilst older respondents (55+) tended to have a stronger preference
for the Least Cost plan. Respondents living in Lower Thames tended to have a stronger preference for Least
Cost plan, compared to the Best Value and Gov C plan, while respondents based in the Central and South
WRSE regions tended to have a stronger preference for the Best Value plan profile compared to the Least
Cost plan. Overall, these findings support a direction forward around a balanced plan and the flexibility to
adapt the plan in the future.
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Appendix 1 Survey development and testing

This appendix describes the survey development and testing, structured as follows:

1. Co-design sessions: Initial design and testing was carried out in 2021, building on preceding
customer research studies. The purpose was to explore how the regional plan could be presented
and explained to customers in a survey setting, including presenting the strategic context and
spatial and temporal aspects of the plan showing major supply options and transfer.

2. Survey testing: One-to-one interviews and pilot testing was carried out in February - March 2023
to improve survey content.

A1.1 Co-design sessions

This section summarises the “co-design” research undertaken with customers to support the development
of “information share” in the WRSE customer research survey. The purpose of the “information share” is to
provide an engaging format for presenting the key features of the plan to customers, in terms of the
drought resilience outcomes and wider improvements to the water supply system, the investments that
will be made (options and solutions), environmental objectives, and the impacts on customers (use of water
and future bills).

The purpose of the co-design exercise was gain to customer insight to inform the design and testing of the
“introduction to the regional plan” and the “information share” of the survey (Section B7 and B2 outlined in
Section 2.1). The primary focus was the development of the tool interface - as it would be viewed and used
by customers within the survey - and understanding the balance between the required detail and spread
of information. For example, what aspects of the plan and if outcomes are more easily understood by
customers versus the aspects need more explanation. The specific research questions for the co-design
exercise were: (a) what types of information to show in the tool; and (b) how to show the information in the
tool.

The co-design exercise was implemented via an online platform using a bulletin board approach. The
overall scope and approach to the research was discussed and agreed with the WRSE Engagement &
Communications Board (ECB) along with input and comment the WRSE companies’ Customer Challenge
Group (CCG) members on the project. WRSE, water company and CCG representatives were able to observe
the bulletin board sessions with customers as they took place.

A1.1.1  Approach

Co-design exercise

Planning for the co-design exercise placed particular emphasis on ensuring it would provide robust insights
from customers that can be used with confidence to help develop the “information share”. The discussion
material and content for the sessions were carefully structured to cover the research scope and to enable
participants to build their understanding of the purpose of the tool and how it would support the online
survey. This was important to ensure informed feedback was given on the questions posed in the sessions.
The overall schedule with customers took the route outlined in Appendix Table 1, with the opportunity for
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discussing other relevant concerns as they arose.

The co-creation sessions were conducted online between April 2021 and June 2021. The research was
implemented using the bulletin board function on the Visions Live platform (an online qualitative research
host) (Appendix Figure 1 ). This provided a formal setting for interactions with participants and the creative
functions available through the online platform were used to make the process more engaging.

A small group of customers were recruited to participate in the bulletin board. Inputs to the bulletin board
were asynchronous, meaning they are not conducted in real time, so participants logged in and posted
responses on topics and questions at times that were convenient to them. The co-creation and testing
activity was observed by WRSE, water company and CCG representatives via a dedicated chat group on the
platform.
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Appendix Table 1 Schedule for co-design sessions

Topic

Objective(s)

Activities

Session 1 (29" April to 14% May 2021)

1A. WRSE best
criteria (BVCQ)

value

Scene-setting - introduce WRSE and long-term
planning needs for the South East

Scene setting: introduce WRSE plan, overall planning context.
Read/comment: Best value criteria descriptions (attribute descriptions).
Follow-up: Discuss criteria and importance of each.

Format: Prompted responses; follow-up probes on specific issues

1B. Format for plan
support question

Develop format and structure of “preference /
choice” question(s) that will be used to measure
customer preference for candidate plans - i.e. most
preferred plan

Prompt material: outline plans from Phase 1 customer research.

Facilitated discussion: which plans are preferred; any information or plans missing
(e.g. low carbon; do-minimum); no. of plans that are manageable to compare.
Test: Ease of filtering +5 plans down to 2 - 3 “possible”, then selecting most
preferred plan.

Format: Semi-structured discussion

1C. Plan information

Confirm information on candidate plans to feature
in the “information share” (i.e. what to show)

Prompt material: types of information that would be useful in comparing
alternative plans and selecting most preferred plan.
Format: Prompted responses

1D. Tool interface/
“dashboard” design

Feedback on options for presenting different
aspects of plan information (i.e. how to show)

Prompt material: informed by (1C) based around:

Supply options - mapped/location

Transfers - mapped

Leak reduction - icon

Amount of water from difference sources - graph
Environmental performance - RAG

Format: Prompted responses

o O O O O

Session 2 (5% May to 2" June 2021)

2A. Test best value criteria
(BVC) ranking
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Feedback on online survey results of BVC ranking

Prompt material: BVC ranking.

Facilitated discussion: what do you think about this ranking, do you agree with the
ranking.

Format: Prompted responses
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Topic

Objective(s)

Activities

2B. Test
requirements,

minimum

user
interface and dashboard
components

Test user interface instructions, and understanding
of presentation of plan information, including
layout and format; update materials based on
feedback

Prompt material: draft layout of plan - draft text and graphics:
Minimum requirement “badges”

User interface instructions

O
O
o “Topline” description for each candidate plan
o Dashboard components (based on 1D)

O

Onscreen layout options

Format: Prompted responses

2C. Test
preferences on aspects of
the plan

consumer

Understand the acceptability of each aspect within
the plan.

Prompt material: draft layout of plan
Ask participants to rate each aspect of the plan out of 10.
Format: Prompted response

2D. Choice exercises

Understand the acceptability of the plan as a whole.

Prompt material: Choice cards

Facilitated discussion: clear instructions, level of information about each plan on
the choice cards

Format: Prompted responses

Session 3 (74" June to 20" June 2021)

3A. Test WRSE videos

Feedback on WRSE videos explaining overall
planning context and key requirements

Prompt material: Three WRSE videos.

Facilitated discussion: how well videos help explain regional plan, its purpose and
aims; how well this “sets scene” for customer survey on plan preference based
around the “information share”.

Format: Prompted responses

3B. Test updated
dashboard  components
and choice card layouts.

Test user interface instructions, and understanding
of presentation of plan information, including
layout and format; update materials based on
feedback

Prompt material: updated draft layout of tool
Format: Prompted responses

3C. Test WRSE video and
interactive map

Feedback on WRSE video and test out a working
version of the map component of the tool.

Prompt material: One WRSE video and map component of tool

Follow-up: how well videos help explain of different supply schemes, ease of use
of map, understanding of interface the map

Format: Prompted responses

Note: * Part A survey refers to the customer survey to assess the priorities that customers place on the best value criteria. The ‘weights’ from the survey will be an input into the regional investment

model.
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D w
Option 2. A. It seams a lot clearer to me.
BR «~ t fic
ﬂ d would be made avallable (1)
Ty J9E By fion 2
Ahows he sarme ~4ormation on 8 donut | e chat
Please can you say why Donna
How will water needed be made avanable ?
BR ~
€ - =
The graphics in Option 1 are more eye catching and dynamic.
The graphic for option 2 is clearer in displaying the information, but a bit stayed and corporate.
1 think you are missing a trick here for more creative and interactive graphics. Motifs that could be used, just off the cuff, would be taps,
water pipes, water butts, plug holes and so on
BR -

Option 1 and 2 show the same information, You may like one more than the other, you may not. Let us know
which you prefer.

Which do you think makes it easier to see where the water is coming from for Plan A and B?

And does one way make it easier to compare and see the difference between Plan A and B?

Appendix Figure 1 Screen capture of Visions Live platform

Recruitment

Recruitment of the co-design exercise participants was undertaken by Feedback Market Research. Given
that Covid-19 restrictions were still in place, all recruitment was carried out by telephone. A recruitment
questionnaire with relevant scoping criteria was used to identify 15 people to participate in the Bulletin
Board. The criteria included the following:

e Water company;

o Age;

e Gender;

e Socio-economic group (SEG);

¢ Whether metered or not;

e Long term health issues;

e Number of people in the household; and

e Ethnicity.

At recruitment, participants were advised that there would be multiple sessions of activities which would
require their involvement, and as thank you for their time, they would each receive £120. Once all the
participants were recruited, they were invited to take part in a Zoom video call where the bulletin board
process was explained more fully. In particular, it was explained that each of the session would last 1-2
weeks, with around two weeks between each session, to allow for relevant materials to be produced. It also
gave the participants an opportunity to meet the moderator and clarify anything they did not understand
or were not clear about.

Of the initial 15 recruits, two dropped out in the first week of activities. The remaining 13 actively
contributed on all three of the sessions.
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Participants

Appendix Table 2 provides an overview of the 13 full-participants based on the criteria outlined above. Of
the two who dropped out, one was from Southern Water and one was from Affinity Water. One of the
people who reported personal health issues was also on a company social tariff.

Appendix Table 2 Summary of participants

Criteria Participant’s profile

Thames Water (5); South East Water (2); Portsmouth Water (2); Affinity Water (2); Southern

Water compan
pany Water (1); SES Water (1)

Gender Male (5); Female (8)

Age 18-30 (2); 31-45 (6); 46-65 (3); 66+(2)

Socio-economic

group (SEG) AB (2); C1(5);, C2 (3); DE (3)

Whether metered or

Yes (6); No (7)
not

Long term health

. Yes (5); No (8)
issues

Number of people

in the household 1 person (3); 2 people (3); 3 people (3); 4 people (3); 6 people (1)

Ethnicity White British (9); Black British (2); Indian British (1); Hispanic (1)

A1.1.2  WRSE planning context

This section summarises the research findings in relation to materials introducing WRSE plan and the
overall planning context. To help participants appreciate the wider context for resilience planning, the
sessions started with participants’ understanding of the long-term plan for water supplies. The
participants were then shown the descriptions of the WRSE best value criteria and as a “warm-up” activity
were asked to rank the best value criteria.

Long-term plan for water resources

Participants were shown materials on the long-term plan for water resources, which help set the scene for
the development of the “information share”. Materials were adapted from the research carried out with
customers in 2020°. Appendix Figure 2 provides an example of some of the materials shown (information
was also shown on drought measures, reducing water leakage, using less water, increasing the amount of
water available, cost of the plan). Participants’ understanding of these concepts helped to gauge what the
pieces of information about the plan were important to participants, which in turn informed the
specification for the video content that will be included in the survey/tool.

6 eftec and ICS Consulting (2021) Customer Preferences to Inform Long-term Water Resource Planning - Part A Evidence Review,
Final Report for Water Resources South East, February 2021

Technical Report | September 2023 Page 44




WRSE Customer Research - Regional Plan Preferences

Water avagaiity and semand |

Planning for the future

NIL bs do

Protecting the environment

[cnam sareams |

Protecting sensitive river habitats

Water shortages
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" Water shortages

Une of emergency &reugnt messures

Appendix Figure 2 Examples of information shown to participants on the long-term plan for

water supplies

Participants were engaged with the materials on the long-term plan for water supplies and showed
a good level of understanding of the issues related to water resource planning. Participants generally
found the information on the long-term plan for water supplies in the South East interesting, clear and easy

to understand.

Posted by PR on 05 May 2021 12:22

This is very clear, water security and a “buffer” are obviously very important to all of us.

Posted by JD on 03 May 2021 11:53

there is an expense to households

Clear and easy to understand. Protecting wildlife habitats is important and we should do as much as possible even if

Posted by MC on 04 May 2021 18:52

importance of this protection.

| had no idea 85% of the worlds chalk streams were in the South of England, that is great to add that stat, conveys

Participants understood the minimum plan requirements and thought the four topics were
important issues. Participants found the information on the minimum requirements (insure against
severe water shortages, take less water from sensitive river habitats, reduce water leakage, help customers
use less water) clear and a useful starting point for explain the plan.

Posted by DWon 02 May 2021 10:50

The information is clear and isn't difficult to understand
Well at least it's a stating point and hopeful can be improved on.
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Posted by TM on 04 May 2021 10:36

This plan is easy to understand and although they are saying the “minimum?” plan it's a plan that will resonate with a
lot of people. Some good ideas here to begin with. I'm keen to hear about “more water saving devices”

Posted by CJ on 05 May 2021 14:49

The 4 points deliver on the issues which are important. Looking at reducing the risk for emergency measures,
reducing water leaks is really important as it's the cause of 1/5 of water use, environmental impact is taken into
account, and water saving measures for costumers. His could really help as many people will implement if it reduce
the increase in costt themselves.

Best value criteria descriptions

Participants were given a list of 14 different factors WRSE are looking to balance in producing the plan
(Appendix Figure 3 ) and asked to comment on the clarity and ease of understanding of these factors.
As well demonstrating the range of considerations being taken into account by WRSE in developing the
plan, this helped inform how the information on a plan could be presented to customers in the tool. It
also provided an opportunity to test survey content that would be used in a parallel customer research
exercise for WRSE’.

Make sure there is enough water for everyone
Reduce leaks from the water system

Reduce the amount of water used

Use water supply options that customers prefer
Maximise positive environmental impact

Minimise negative environmental impact

Reduce dependency on sensitive river habitats and groundwater sources
Net zero carbon impact from the plan

Reduce the need for emergency drought measures
Make the water system more reliable

Make the water system more adaptable

Make the water system easier to modify

)(HOOP®EOOO®E®DE

."l'/] 2)
AN

Deliver the plan at an acceptable cost

Il

(f
K{-.

Balance the cost of the plan for current customers vs. future customers

Appendix Figure 3 Best value criteria (translation for customers from technical definitions)

Participants generally found the different factors clear and easy to understand, providing a useful
starting point for further developing material that will explain the plan outcomes and constraints
to customers. Participants were engaged in the exercise and were interested in how WRSE plans to meet

7 See eftec and ICS Consulting (2021) Customer Preferences to Inform Long-term Water Resource Planning - Part A Evidence Review,
Final Report for Water Resources South East, February 2021.
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the objectives set out.

Posted by DWon 19 April 2021 21:39
All of the factors are clear and together with the symbols make the goals understandable

Posted by DWon 19 April 2021 21:47
All 14 factors where very clear and easy to understand, and a challenge.

Postedby SPon 01 May 2021 10:11
All easy to understand but missing the key details on the HOWS...

Participants were then shown more detail on the 14 best value criteria, grouped into four categories

(Appendix Figure 4 ).

oYy, TG Pk of 1030ng nd & pokiRen,

clolole

kY, Tectug sk of f0odng and ¥ pokiten,

Appendix Figure 4 Descriptions of best value criteria

Overall, participants found the descriptions easy to understand across all four categories, easy to
distinguish between the different factors and found the accompanying icons intuitive. A selection of

participants' responses is provided below under each of the four categories.

Deliver a secure supply of water to customers and other sectors to 2100

Postedby LC on 29 April 2021 17:45

It is easy to understand the four factors.
| feel factor four is very important as it covers most of the above factors as well as options that customers prefer.

Posted by TM on 30 April 2021 14:56
Completely understandable with plain English terminology at all times. No jargon which is a must for me,
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Posted by LM on 30 April 2021 15:22
Easy to understand. | would say they are fairly easy to distinguish as neither one repeats any of the others.

Deliver environmental improvement and benefits to society

Posted by CJ on 29 April 2021 21:14

Clear to me. The symbols by each factor are easy to follow, once having read the factors. The use of colour
differential is clear too

Posted by CJ on 29 April 2021 21:14

Clear to me. The symbols by each factor are easy to follow, once having read the factors. The use of colour
differential is clear too

Improve the resilience of the region’s water systems

Posted by Ben B on 30 Apr 2021 06:38
| found the information quite clear and easy to distinguish between the different factors

Posted by CJ on 05 May 2021 12:45
This is clear to understand. There are goodideas to provide reillience to the water supply for the future.

Deliver at a cost that is acceptable to customers

Posted by LM on 30 April 2021 15:29

Easy to understand and easy to distinguish. However both points are a little vague in what they actually plan to do.
However, im sure that can't be helped

Postedby LC on 04 May 2021 16:03

| find it easy to understand.
It is very important to balance the plan for current customers as well as future customers.
A very good point , the different combinations of investment options.

Ranking of best value criteria

To further gauge what could be the most relevant and material aspects of the plan to share with customers,
participants were asked to rank the best value criteria from “most important” to “least important” in terms
of the outcomes the plan should achieve. As part of this exercise participant were also shown the ranking
produced from the Part A research® with customers and asked to comment on the similarities and
differences.

Appendix Table 3 sets out co-design participants ranking of the best value criteria along with the ranking
from the Part A research. The two most important outcomes / constraints were “make sure there is
enough water for everyone” and “reduce leaks from the water system”. Conversely, the lowest priority
outcomes / constraints were “net zero carbon impact” and “use water supply options that customers
prefer”. When asked to comment on the ranking from the online survey, some noted the top six priorities

8 See eftec and ICS Consulting (2021) Customer Preferences to Inform Long-term Water Resource Planning - Part A Evidence Review,
Final Report for Water Resources South East, February 2021.
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relate to broader aspects of the plan, while the bottom five are more concerned with the finer details of
the plan.

Appendix Table 3 Ranking of best value criteria

Ranking from co-creation Ranking from online survey'

# Attribute # Attribute

1 Make sure there is enough water for everyone 1 Make sure there is enough water for everyone
Reduce leaks from the water system 2 Reduce leaks from the water system

10 | Make the water system more reliable 13 Deliver the plan at an acceptable cost

13 | Deliver the plan at an acceptable cost 7 astugiiSre]ssv:?::sch?r:;;nvae river habitats

3 Reduce the amount of water used 3 Reduce the amount of water used

6 Minimise negative environmental impact 6 Minimise negative environmental impact

9 Reduce the need for emergency drought measures 5 Maximise positive environmental impact

5 Maximise positive environmental impact 10 Make the water system more reliable

11 Make the water system more adaptable 14 Ejligrc:etrz(?/?;tzghceuEtlzrr]rfrrsCurrent

7 Reduce dependency on sensitive river habitats and 9 Reduce the need for emergency drought
groundwater sources measures

12 | Make the water system easier to modify 11 Make the water system more adaptable

14 Ssa.litz]tcui;hceugc)os:nzfrzhe plan for current customers 12 Make the water system easier to modify

4 Use water supply options that customers prefer 8 Net zero carbon impact from the plan

8 Net zero carbon impact from the plan 4 Use water supply options that customers prefer

T eftec and ICS Consulting (2021) Customer Preferences to Inform Long-term Water Resource Planning - Part A Evidence Review,
Final Report for Water Resources South East, February 2021.

A1.1.3 Introduction to the plan and tool

This section summarises the co-creation findings in relation to the introduction to the tool and instructions
for using the tool.

WRSE videos

WRSE have developed videos to explain to stakeholders and customers the purpose of the regional plan
and overall planning process. The intention is that content from the videos, either in full or in part, will
be included in the tool to introduce the plan and its purpose, before showing details of the of plan to
survey respondents. The co-design participants were asked to view the videos and give feedback on how
clear the explanations of WRSE are and what they are doing is, along with whether there are any parts
that need more or less explanation.

Participant’s feedback helped identify key video content for tool - from the WRSE background to

the regional plan and why the plan is needed. Participants generally found the information clear and
easy to understand.
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Posted by MC on 14 June 2021 22:19

...It explains it well, describing region, goals, and purpose. It also describes the current boundaries, and future
uniting of the boundaries and collective of systems...
... The colours, music and voice were all very pleasant, and well chosen.

Postedby DWon 15 Jun 2021 22:39

...| found it very clear to understand the goals and what WRSE do...
...perhaps mention the role customers will have in reducing water usage, so they engage with it...

Nevertheless, there were some aspects of the videos participants found confusing and the explanations in
the videos were too fast.

Postedby DWon 15 June 2021 22:50

... | found the ‘Preferred regional Plan’ page complexand confusing. Had to pause a couple oftimes to read the
flow chart. The way it went across the page - left to right didn’t make it very quick to read...

Participant’s feedback helped recognise that some of the videos could be split into shorter ‘tell me
more’ videos to avoid any video being too long and overloading users with information. Participant's
thought some of the videos were too long and some information was repeated across the videos shown.

Postedby PR on 14 June 2021 15:16

| think it depends on the context of the videos and how they are used. Is the plan to use them to drive interestin
interaction with the tool ? In this context video 1 is needed foran overview and video 2 a later addition as part of the
tool itself maybe.

Posted by BB on 14 June 2021 17:31
... Way too long. Slightly repetitive...

Postedby DWon 14 June 2021 15:29
...l wouldn't like it to be any longer...

Instructions

To test the design concept for the user interface and the gauge what level of instructions could be
needed, participants were presented with a set of slides to illustrate what the tool could look like
onscreen and how it would be used. This included how users could: (i) navigate through the tool; (ii) see
information onscreen; and (iii) interact with a map showing potential new supply schemes (Appendix
Figure5).
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Appendix Figure 5 User interface of the tool

Partipiants’ feeback helped to understand that the content on the screen should be kept to a
minimum and designed to allow users to access additional information sequentially, rather than it
being shown all at once. Participants seemed confident that the tool could be intuitive and users would
not need too much steer on how to navigate, but there should be less clutter to make the tool useable.

Posted by JD on 26 May 2021 17:52

| think they layout looks good. It looks like there’s a lot going on but | don't think it could be condensed down without
losing a lot of information thus comprising understanding...

Posted by BB on 27 May 2021 11:56

My initial reaction is that the page is very busy and perhaps overload for a first page... Try and declutter if possible
but again this may not be an issue live...

Postedby CJ on 26 May 2021 22:46

| would expectthe users to click on each target and drill down for more information on how the main aim is

achieved. This would give additional information, above what the headline would be. This would enable to user to
understand more of what the water companies would like to achieve...

A1.1.4  “Information share” layout and content

Building on the scene-setting and understanding of WRSE plan aims participants had formed through
the co-creation exercise, participants were asked what types of information they would like to see in the
“information share” and how they would like to see this information - if they were in the situation of
being asked their views on the plan in an online customer survey. This included participants listing the
top 10 pieces of information that would help them determine their level of support for a plan and/or

compare between alternative candidate plans.
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All the possible information that could be displayed on a candidate plan is contained in an underlying
database - e.g. an excel document that is population from the WRSE modelling outputs; and translates the
modelling outputs to the information shown on the dashboard. This information was shown to users
based on the WRSE's long term planning themes and on the WRSE best value criteria - supply and
demand, environment, resilience and cost (Appendix Table 4 ). Information on the minimum plan
outcomes were also presented to help decide whether the tool should initially display this plan or if the
preferred plan should show how it compares to the minimum plan outcomes. The initial list of
information shown builds on the earlier phase of customer research for WRSE® and the previous co-
creation exercises.

Appendix Table 4 High-level outcome preference

Best value criteria Label

- Minimum plan outcomes

Deliver a secure and wholesome supply of water to customers and | SUPPly schemes
other users to 2100

Sources of water

Deliver long-term environmental improvement and social benefits | Environmental impact

Increase the resilience of the region’s water systems Resilience

Be deliverable at a cost that is acceptable to customers Impact on customers

Types of information and presentation of information

Minimum plan outcomes

Participants were keen to see the minimum plan outcomes highlighted. Participants understood
the minimum requirements of the plan and thought they were important issues, which should be
presented as a “given” for the plan. This would ensure there is a distinction between the outcomes that
the plan is required to deliver and those that are more discretionary in nature.

Posted by CJ on 05 May 2021 14:49

The 4 points deliver on the issues which are important. Looking at reducing the risk for emergency measures,
Reducing wafer leaks is really important as it's the cause of 1/5 of water use, environment impact is taken into
account, and water saving measures for costumers. This could really help as many people will implement if | reduce
the increase in cost to themselves.

Posted by BB on 04 May 2021 08:07

The minimum plan is a good start.
The four areas to appear to be clear and sensible.
| would like to see a greater emphasis/target on reducing leaks.

Participants were given three options of how a plan target related the minimum requirement for the plan
could be presented - using the example of leakage reduction. The options differed as follows: (i) showing
the target for the level of leakage and the year itis to be reached; (ii) showing a timeline with the expected

9 eftec and ICS Consulting (2021) Customer Preferences to Inform Long-term Water Resource Planning - Part A Evidence Review,
Final Report for Water Resources South East, February 2021
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level of leakage in 2025, then the target and when it would be reached; and (iii) a timeline using some
icons that represent parts of the water system, e.g. a water pipe (Appendix Figure 6

Here are two ways we could show the target for level of leakage (1) Here are two ways we coulid show the target for level of leakage (3]
Option 1 Option 2 %’%, Himling wi

£ . . R el ereed o lakaaga i) 2075
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Appendix Figure 6 Options for presenting information on the minimum requirements

The plan targets should be shown as an icon with the year the target will be achieved. The majority
of participants preferred a simpler representation displaying the target level of leakage and year it will be
achieved as an icon because it was clear, easy to understand and visually eye catching. Whilst some other
participants preferred the timeline approach because more information was be displayed (e.g. current level
of water loss from system) while still being cohesive.

Postedby SPon 12 May 2021 20:52

Option 1 is simplerand easier to understand — creative too
Option 2 takes sometime to process—theres a lot of numbers!! Lesis more..

Postedby TMon 13 May 2021 11:27

| like option 1 as the graphic is really clear without having to read too much but of course Option 2 is more detailed. |
guess it depends on whether one is “wordy” or “visual” on this item. .

Postedby PRon 12 May 2021 15:16

| like the motif in the previous depiction— the softer graphic of a tear drop or water droplet. On balance though,
finding leakage and replacing pipes is very much a industrial/construction enterprise and these graphics win there.

Plan “balance”

Appendix Figure 7 presents the types of information participants were shown as part of a plan “balance”.

The type of information that could be shown What it would tell you about a plan

How much leaks from the water supply system The target for the amount of water saved by reducing leaks
would be reduced « The year the target would be achieved

How much of the water overall would come

ooo from = The "balance” of the plan between new supplies and water saving
'—I—' = New supply schemes, measures
- Reducing leaks, and = The “balance” over time

Measures to save water / reduce use

Appendi)l( Figure 7 Options for the types of information that could be shown under ‘What is the
plan?’

Information on how much of the water overall would come from the difference sources should be
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included in the tool. Participants wanted to see information on where the water would come from. When
asked to rank the pieces of information, the majority of respondents put how much of the water overall
would come from reducing leaks water in their top five.

Postedby CJon 10 May 2021 14:55
It all seems clear. | must admit that | am more interested in the leaks, water saving, and impact on wildlife

Posted by DWon 06 May 2021 22:03

| think all of this information is important, but the last point “How much of the water overall come from....” seemsto
cover the most range of details in this category

Participants were given two options of how they would like to see information on sources of water
presented in the tool - one showing the amount of water needed in 2050, with the width of the lines equally
the amount of water coming from each source and the other showing the same information on a pie chart
(Appendix Figure 8).

Here are two ways we could show how the water need would be made available (1)
Option 1 Option 2
This shows the amount of water needed in 2050. The width of the lines This shows the same information on a donut / pie chart
Is equal to the amount of water coming from each source.
How will water needed be made available?
How will water needed be made available? Reducing
use
Plan A Plan A Mew supply
Reducing schemes
use :
Reducing
. leaks
Rﬁj:ﬂng Amount of water
o nesded in 2060
New supply
schemes
Hew supply
Plan B Plan B schemes. Reduzing
Reducing use
use :
Reducing I Amount af water
leaks needed in 20530
Mew supply RES::?H
schemes o

Appendi)l( Figure 8 Options for presenting information that could be shown under ‘What is the
plan?’

Information on how much of the water overall would come from the difference sources should be
presented in the tool as a pie chart. Overall, participants preferred this information to be shown on a pie
chart. Participants stated information presented in a pie chart was clearer, easier to understand and was
easier to allow comparisons between the plans. Some participants thought the Sankey diagram was more
eye catching, dynamic and visually more relatable to pipelines/flows of water. However, found it harder to
understand the differences between the plans.

Postedby LMon 12 May 2021 16:22
Option 2. Clearer overall option 2 makes if easier to compare just due to how its presented visually
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Postedby MC on 12 May 2021 17:16

Definitely option 2, it is logical and graphically easy at first glance for anyone to understand as pie charts have been
used since early school years.

Both options make it easy to see where the water is coming from, option one has thickness of lines to convey
amount of water, but the pie charts/graphs is a quick view percentage wise.

It is easier to compare in option 2, unless you have looked at option1 for a while then it's just focusing on line
thickness.

Postedby RS on 13 May 2021 10:52

| really prefer option 2 as a way of showcasing. Itis easier to see and the differencesbetweena and b
Option 1- is very hard to understand the differencesbut the visuals of this is better.

Supply schemes

Appendix Figure 9 presents the types of information participants were shown under options for each plan.

The type of information that could be shown What it would tell you about a plan

The types of schemes that would be used - e.g. reservoir, water
recycling, desalination plant
= How much water each scheme would provide
The new water supply schemes that would be : .
. = Where each scheme would be located in the region
built PR
= The year the each scheme would come “online
The potential impacts/benefits of the scheme (e.g. wildlife, recreation
opportunities, local disruption, etc.)

How much water would be moved around the South East, or how
much extra water would be brought into the South East

Where the transfer would come from and go to

How the water would be transferred (e.g. by new pipes, using existing
rivers or canals)

The year the transfer would come “online”

“Transfers” of water
Between different locations in the South
East, and/or
Into the South East from other parts of the
country

Appendix Fri‘gulre 9 Options for the types of information that could be shown under options for
each plan

Information on location of schemes and timings of new schemes should be included in the tool.
When asked to rank the pieces of information, the majority of respondents listed the new water supply
schemes that would be built in their top pieces of information they'd like to see included in the tool. Most
participants wanted to see information on the impacts/benefits of the schemes used and what type of
schemes would be used.

Postedby LMon 14 May 2021 16:12

The types of schemes that would be used — e.g. reservoir, water recycling, desalination plant. How much water each
scheme would provide a year.

Appendix Figure 10 presents the four options participants were given to show the main supply schemes.
Each option had varying levels of information, including the information about the schemes and the
amount of water that is provided by each option over time.
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Appendix Fti'gulre 10 Options for presenting information that could be shown under options for
each plan

The map should include rollovers with more information on each scheme. Participants wanted
rollovers with more information on each scheme, rather than displaying the information on the main
scheme. Most participants liked the ‘clickable’ timeline that would change the map display, showing when
the schemes come online. The majority of participants preferred the options where users of the tool would
be given the choice to click each scheme to get more information. Most participants were concerned with
finding a balance between too much or too little information - the optional pop ups could resolve the
information fatigue. Most respondents preferred dots, rather than icons, to show locations/types of
schemes.

Postedby PR on 13 May 2021 14:47

Makes sense, would be useful to know more detail on the particular “scheme”. Also, | think generally people are

most interestedin what might impact them directly. So give the option to zoom to their particular area. More
interactive...

Posted by MC on 13 May 2021 18:42

Maybe a tad too much info for a few users, but if “mousing over” or tapping the icon pops up the information box, it
is a nice addedtouch in my opinion. The clean look would start to diminish on a mobile device but a desktop makes
is still look great. There will be interest in the additional info.

Posted by DWon 13 May 2021 15:09

Im still happy with option 2, maybe many customers may feelthey are being overloaded with too much information.

Participants also were asked to test a working version of the interactive map produced by SurveyEngine

(Appendix Figure 11). This version allowed participants to zoom in/out and click each scheme to find out
more about it.
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Appendix Figure 11 Interactive map

The map should have more instructions in the tool. Participants generally found the interactive map
easy to use and intuitive but clear instructions are needed for the map in the tool.

Postedby DWon 18 Jun 2021 15:46

| found it easy to use the map as | am used to looking at information like that. But | did have too go back into it again
to move the bottom slider along the years. | didn't see that to begin with. | think there does need to be a basic box
with instructions regarding zooming in/moving slider along the bottom to reveal further plans other wise people may
miss that... The whole thing feels much more immersive now.

Resilience

Appendix Figure 12 presents the types of information participants were shown under the resilience
performance indicator.

The type of information that could be shown What it would tell you about a plan

= How the amount of water supplied would change over time

= How the amount of water needed (demand) would change over time
= The “gap” between supply and demand over time — i.e. how much
surplus water would be in the system

The supply of water vs. the demand for water

The size of the “buffer” in the system to reduce the chance that

How the reliability of the system would be extreme events have less chance of causing disruption and water

improved

® OO

shortages
How the adaptability of the system would be - How well the system could recover faster from disruption caused by
improved extreme events (e.g. flooding, heatwaves, severe cold snaps)

The potential for modifying the system in the = How easy it would be to increase the supply of water gradually over
future time as and when the extra water is needed

Appendix Figure 12 Options for the types of information that could be shown under the
resilience performance indicator
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Information on the reliability of the system, adaptability of the system and potential for modifying
the system should be included in the tool. Participants found the information presented under the water
supply system clear and useful to have in the tool. There was no clear preferred on what type of information
is more important to shown under this category. However, when asked which are their five least important
pieces of information from the 10, five participants said information on the supply of water vs. the demand

for water.

Postedby CJon 10 May 2021 14:57

All very clear and comprehensive
Short, shar bites pfinformation are better suited to keep attention, with instructions to find out more if required

Posted by DWon 06 May 2021 17:04

| would have be happy to receive this kind of information in the past.
With more information provided to customs I’'m sure they would be a lot more careful with not wasting water.

Posted by MC on 06 May 2021 20:05

A simplified system showing water in a graphical system (similar to mobiles do for battery top up during charge
would be great for this ) like a small simplified moving graphical rep of the actual complex system.

Postedby LC on 06 May 2021 16:39

| think it is very clear. | would like to see how | would be easy to increase the supply of water gradually over time
with what cost percentage?

Environmental impact

Appendix Figure 13 presents the types of information participants were shown under the environmental

performance indicator.
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Type of information for customers What the tool would tell you about a plan

Overall impact

= An assessment of whether the plan would have an overall positive or negative
Overall impact on the plan on environmental impact, based on considerations like (a) protecting wildlife and creating new
the environment habitats, (b) effect on river quality, risk of flooding, and air pollution, and (c) impacts on local
communities (e.g. disruption, recreation sites)

@

Positive/negative impact

= Ana nent of the positive environmental impacts of the plan based on considerations
like (a) protecting wildlife and creating new habitats, (b) effect on river quality, risk of
flooding, and air pollution, and (c) impacts on local communities (e.g. disruption, recreation
sites)

Positive environmental impacts

+ An assessment of negative environmental impacts of the plan based on based on
considerations like (a) protecting wildlife and creating new habitats, (b) effect on river
quality, risk of flooding, and air pollution, and (c) impacts on local communities (e.g.
disruption, recreation sites)

Negative environmental impacts

® @

Specific environmental impacts

= Rivers and groundwater locations where less water will be taken to protect sensitive

Improvemen nsitive river ; . )
provement to sensitive rive habitats to help them cope better with the effects of climate change

habitats = The year environmental target(s) for protecting sensitive habitats would be achieved
The chance that extra drought + The expected frequency of “back-up” measures that allow more water to be taken out of
measures would be needed rivers in a time of drought

= An assessment of the impact of the plan on all rivers in the region, based on their quality for

Impact on river quality fish and other wildlife

+ The "net gain” in biodiversity from the plan due to offsetting negative impacts on habitats

Biodiversity improvement and wildlife through “biodiversity credits” bought in projects outside the water sector.

SHONONE

o, Carbon impact = Amount of carbon the plan would emit / the amount of carbon that would be offset
& P = The year net zero carbon would be achieved

Appendix Figure 13 Of)tions for the types of information that could be shown under the
environmental performance indicator

The tool should include positive and negative impacts on the environment. Participants were divided
about the types of information they would like to see on the environmental implications. The majority of
participants wanted to see the overall impact, while a few specified the separation of negative and positive
impacts are important. When asked to rank the pieces of information, the majority of participants (over 8)
stated the overall impact of the plan on the environment would be a in their top 10 pieces of information
for the tool. Five respondents stated information on biodiversity improvement could be excluded from the
tool.

Postedby LC on 06 May 2021 16:47
It is important to look at both negative and positive impacts regarding environment.

Postedby LMon 10 May 2021 21:57
Understood. | think a more concise approach with this one is needed.

Postedby LC on 06 May 2021 16:51

the information for customersis good.
Carbon impact is a must for customers to know. Extra drought measure would be needed. |d like to see how this
would be done?
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Postedby LM on 10 May 2021 22:00

Seemsclear and concise. I'm sure some points can be grouped together infact

Participants were shown two ways the environmental impact of the plan could be shown in the tool
(Appendix Figure 14). The first option uses a traffic light colour scheme to indicate the impact on specific
aspects of the environment and the second also uses a traffic light colour scheme but uses meter/gauge
icon to indicate the impact on specific aspects of the environment.

Here's one way we could show the environmental impact of aplan (D

Option 1

T s Il gl ko e o icali s et an el i i b e

SR s i s have dashboard type display with indicators for some
of the Impartant Impact types,

* The @ could be a rollover that gives a bit more

Impact an ihe eavireament and comminities
X nfarmatian on the Impact that has been assessed,

& i iver cualit @9

Carban zmizsions @

+ The traffic light approach reduces detaled technical
asseasments down to a simple rating.

* Would you be happy with having this level of detail to
help you compare between different opfiona for the
plan, ar would you ideally like a bit more information —
bearing in méind there are ofher things bo weigh up as
well fas shown on the previous screens |7

@ Focrpzromance onthis mazuwe
AHerage EoraTaTTD an s Toasurs

Gaod periamance en this measues

Here's one way we could show the environmental impact of a plan (2]

Option 2
This Lsas & vaMfic IghE cakour Schama and matarigaLgs loon o

= Az hefore, the Indicators could alzo be mone themed
reicTe the IMEact an specric aspects of the ervmament. L

rathes than |ust a coloured shape,

* This example uses a mater or gaugs indicator icon.

Impact an the: envircament and communties .
" + Orit could be a leaf or something elae. .

T Impast o i cuslitg )
Impaz or senstive hebitats = Views please on:
Carben emissians @
. Caloured shape
e
0 Themed iccna

Or something else’?

Appendix Figure 14 Options for presenting information that could be shown under the

environmental performance indicator

The indicators for the environmental impact should use a traffic light system to rate the
performance and use a coloured shape. Participants liked the option to get pop ups for more information
on the impacts if needed. Most participants liked the traffic light approach and stated it was easy to

understand.

Postedby CJ on 13 May 2021 12:30

| like the option to be able to rollover the info icon for further info
The impact on environment and communities is complex, so to make it straightforward and clear is useful

Postedby DWon 13 May 202121:15

much reading.

| find the traffic light approach visually easier to understand. People all understand Red, Amber and Green. The “I|
symbolis a useful way of providing extra information if a personwants more clarity, without bombarding you with too

Postedby LMon 13 May 2021 23:08

| like this idea. Its simple enough to follow and it seems to have worked well on the food labels so far. | do think they
could require a little more detail but the colour scheme is a greatidea

Participants views were divided when asked what type of icon could be used to indicate the impact. Some
were indifferent between the icons, others preferred the themed icons, while a few believed the themed

icons didn't add anything to the message.

Postedby LM on 13 May 2021 23:09

| think the colour scheme is enough. Sometimes less is more.

Postedby LC on 13 May 2021 14:49

the environment.

| do prefer the previous option. | don't like the idea of a gauge indicator. A leaf would lock a lot better and its part of
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Posted by SPon 13 May 2021 20:55

Oh yes | like this! Anything with more visuals for me will always get my vote! | like the idea of themed icons... maybe
something more to do with the actual topic it is demonstrating.

Impact on customers

Appendix Figure 15 presents the types of information participants were shown to explain what the impact
of the plan would be on customers.

The type of information that could be shown What it would tell you about a plan
@ 'rl;z:d(;h;nce thatwaler use resirictions would be = The expected frequency of restrictions like hosepipe bans

The expected frequency of the severe restrictions on uses of
The chance that emergency drought measures ) )

water due to extreme drought and water shortages, including use
' would be needed .
! of rota cuts and standpipes

How customers would be encouraged to save water — e.g.
meters, water saving devices, increased recycling in homes
How day to day use of water could change in the future (e.g.
change in customer behaviour, changes in use of water in
homes).

The measures that would be used to save and
reduce the amount of water used by customers

The cost of the plan = The impact on customers’ bills from 2025 onwards

Appendix Figure 15 Options for the types information that could be shown for impact on
customers

Information on the types of water saving measures and how much water customers will have to
save should be included in the tool. Participants stated the measures that would be used to save and
reduce the amount of water used by customers and the chance that water use restrictions would be
needed would be key pieces of information for the tool. Some participants generally thought most users of
the tool would find this the most interesting part of the tool. When asked to rank the 14 factors, the majority
of participants (over 8) stated the cost of the plan, the measures that would be used to save and reduce
the amount of water used by customers and the chance that water use restrictions would be needed would
be a key piece of information for the tool.

Posted by MC on 06 May 2021 20:10
Visual charts and percentages are always loved by customers.

Posted by MC on 06 May 2021 20:10
Visual charts and percentages are always loved by customers.

A1.1.5 Layout of the tool

Based on the knowledge gained on what types of information participants would like to see and how
they would like to see it, draft layouts of the plans were created and tested with customers to gauge how
much information should be shown and how best to present this information through the tool. The draft
layouts were shown to customers under five questions that align with the best value criteria (Appendix
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Table 5). These questions were tested with customers when shown the draft plan layouts. Participants
were asked to comment about what they like or dislike about the layout of each section of the plan.

Appendix Table 5 Sections of draft plan layouts shown to customers

Best value criteria labels Section in draft plan layouts

Minimum plan outcomes

What is the plan?
Plan “balance”

Supply schemes What are the main schemes?

Resilience How does it improve the water supply system?
Environmental impact What does it mean for the environment?
Impact on customers What does it mean for customers?

What is the plan?

Less information should be shown in the tool - additional information should be provided in
rollovers. Participants generally thought the information on what the plan does was clear but the
amount of information shown needed to be reduced.

Posted by LM on 06 May 2021 16:28
...It's incredibly hard to navigate this and ai have quite a large screen phone. Everything so congested and busy...

There needs to be clearer differentiation between the plans with emphasis on differences to be
shown visually. Most participants thought the differences between the plans on the minimum outcomes
were difficult to see. One participant mentioned the badges with the inverse colouring were useful to
highlight the difference between the minimum plan and other plans.

Posted by SP on 01 Jun 2021 20:33

...It's really difficultto pick these apart enough to notice any differences —| cannot commentbeyond the colour
inversions on plan C...

What are the main schemes?

The map should only display information related to new supply schemes. Most respondents state
the map has too much information with the arrows showing transfers and the number of schemes. One
respondent though the size of the scheme was unnecessary and added to the information fatigue.

Posted by JD on 27 May 2021 18:31
...Seems like a good enough of schemes...Dots work best in terms of keeping screen clutter to a minimum...

Postedby PR on 28 May 2021 11:47
... This looks very busy with the arrows and it is not clear what they mean...

How does it improve the water supply system?

The tool should include more information about the indicators and performance rating in rollovers.
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Most participants found the information clear. A few respondents found the ‘poor performance’ rating was
not clear, with a few suggesting using percentages achieved/improved instead. Most respondents thought
the reminder about the target was useful to see. A couple thought it was not necessary and thought it might
distract from the more important pieces of information.

Posted by MC on 27 May 2021 20:47
...More information about the indicators and why the performance rating in detail...

Posted by CJ on 28 May 2021 20:01

...Information is clear although doesthe poor performance indicators mean the current measures are poorand this
will improve with the measures?...

What does it mean for the environment?

The tool should include more information about the indicators and the performance rating in
rollovers. Most participants thought the information presented was clear and thought the poor
performance for negative environmental impact is unclear.

Posted by MC on 27 May 2021 20:47

...Clear for indicators, but this “poor performance for negative environment impact” | would see as a good thing
seeingas it is negative impact...

Posted by CJ on 28 May 2021 20:01
...The info is clear and gives more clarity on the environmental ambition which | queried earlier...

What does it mean for customers?

The tool should include information on how customer customers will be asked to save water. Most
participants found the level of information show was clear and interesting to read and liked the information
on how they might be asked to save water. While a few were concerned they could not relate to the average
household.

Posted by JD on 27 May 2021 18:31
...Really good, like this a lot. | think it's natural to want to know what it means to your person household...

Postedby TMon 27 May 2021 16:56

... This is so full of useful, relevant material that | fully enjoyed reading it. | would like to see more information for the
activities of my household as there is never morethan 2 in it...

A1.1.6 Conclusion

The co-creation sessions were one of three components helping to develop the “information share” in the
survey. The primary research objective was to produce a tool with input from customers on key aspects of
design and user interface. An online bulletin board with customers, featuring sequence of tasks and
discussions to test various aspects of tool interface and material describing candidate plans. A total of 13
household participants of mixed SEG and age groups took part in the sessions between 29th April - 18th
June 2021.

Technical Report | September 2023 Page 63




WRSE Customer Research - Regional Plan Preferences

The co-creation session findings have helped identify what types of information should be included
in the tool how the information in the tool should be presented. The types of information and
presentation of information under each aspect of the plan should be as followed:

e Whatis the plan?

o “Minimum plan outcomes”: 1:500 drought resilience, environmental ambition, 50% leakage
reduction, net-zero carbon, information on the minimum requirements shown as icons

o Plan “balance”: information on the amount of water provided by leakage reduction, water saving
shown as pie chart

e What are the main supply schemes?

o Supply schemes: information on the location and timing on schemes, with more information
provided as a roll over

e How does it improve the water supply system?
o Resilience: information on resilience scores, with performance rating
e What does the plan mean for the environment?

o Environmental impact: information on indicator(s) of positive and negative impacts and carbon,
with performance rating

e What does the plan mean for customers?

o Impact on customers: information on use of water, change in bills

Participant feedback from the sessions has been used to inform how much information should be
included in the tool and the layout of the tool. The layout of the tool should have:

e (Clearer differentiation between the plans: emphasis on differences to be shown visually

e Lessinformation on screen: rollovers and pop-ups

Appendix Figure 16 sets out the current draft layouts of the plan, based on the insights presented above.
Each aspect of the plan will have rollovers with more information, these are set out in Appendix 2.
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Appendix Figure 16 Current draft layout of plan

A1.2Survey testing

The survey content and materials were iteratively tested in two phases. The first consisted of a small
number of cognitive interviews, which were conducted one-to-one online in February 2023 (see Appendix
4). The main aim was to test the choice exercise, including ease/difficulty of the full ranking format, and
obtain feedback to help refine the information provided about the regional plan (video / graphics /
descriptions). The participants completed the survey during the interview and were then asked a series of
follow-up and debriefing questions about their understanding of the survey content and choice tasks,
motivations, and how the survey might be improved. The second testing phase included two pilot survey
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waves for household and non-household respondents in March 2023, which included 311 and 124
respondents in total, respectively. Overall learnings from the testing phases and adjustments made to the
survey are summarised in Appendix Table 6 .

Appendix Table 6 Learnings from the testing

Testing phase

Findings

Adjustments made

Cognitive interviews -
one-on-one online
interviews (4

e The overall description of the regional plan
was understood by respondents.
e  The mix of videos, graphics, and “flip cards”

Updates to the survey content were
concerned with improving the presentation
of the alternative plans in the choice

respondents) was well received, helping to retain exercise:
attention and make the information e The graphic showing the profile of
provision more engaging. each plan (supply schemes, transfers

e The choice exercises were easy to and demand management) was
understand and the requirement to fully changed from a pie to a bar charts to
rank the alternative plans was not too make the “read across” comparison
onerous. easier.

e Respondents felt that difference between e The amount of text describing the
some plans was not that obvious, and it impacts of each individual plan was
was difficult to decide which was more/less reduced (e.g. changed ‘high resilience
preferred. to unexpected events' to just ‘higher’)

and row headings were added to
support the “read across”.

e  Other superfluous text also removed
to help focus respondent attention on
the differences between the plans.

Pilot Wave 1 (59 The first wave showed improved fit and results | None.
survey | household in line with expectations (given the modest
respondents | sample size).
total)
Wave 2 (311 | Second wave carried out to check the survey None.
household was still working as expected. Results showed
respondents | improved fit and results in line with
total) expectations (given the modest sample size).
Wave 3 (124 | The first non-household wave (third wave None.
non- overall) showed improved fit and results in line
households | with expectations (given the modest sample
respondents | size).
total)
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Appendix 2 Survey script

Attached file &
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WRSE - Customer Research Survey

WRSE - Customer Preferences (_eftec

economics for
the environment

Draft Survey
Version date: 6th March 2023

RECORD:
RESPONDENT ID
DATE OF INTERVIEW
SURVEY MODE
VERSION

START TIME

FINISH TIME
DURATION

INTRODUCTION

Water Resources South East (WRSE) is a partnership of the six water companies that supply water
to around 20 million people in the South East of England.

MAP 1: THUMBNAIL ROLLOVER - MAP OF SE ENGLAND AND 6 COMPANY AREAS SHOWN

The role of WRSE is to develop the long-term plan for managing water supplies in the region,
taking into account expected population growth, changes in climate, and the possibility of
extreme events such as long dry periods and drought. The plan will set out the actions and
investments that are needed from 2025 to 2100 to ensure there is a secure water supply system
for everyone in the South East of England. This includes measures to reduce leaks, help
households and businesses save water, and increase the amount of water available for supply.

Your responses to this survey will help WRSE understand customer views on some of the
important choices for putting together the best long-term plan for the region. Your views, along
with input from other organisations - public bodies, other water users including farming and
industry, and interest groups - will help shape the approach that is taken forward.

The survey will take about 20 minutes to complete and it is important that as many people as
possible complete it. All answers that you give will be treated in confidence. The information we
collect will be used for research purposes only and the data will be analysed at an overall level. It
will not be possible to identify any particular individual or address in the results.

Our privacy policy which outlines how we collect and use your information can be viewed here.

LINK TO SURVEY ENGINE PRIVACY POLICY.
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ROUTING FOR QUOTA AND SCREENING QUESTIONS (SECTION A)
SECTION AT - ASK ALL HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

SECTION A2 - ASK ALL NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

SECTION A1: RESPONDENT SCREENING & QUOTAS (HOUSEHOLD)

HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS ONLY (Q1 - Q9)

Q1. Please can you confirm your full postcode (e.g. LS4 5AB, M18 2SE)? This will help us confirm

your water services supply company and the area where you live.

WRSE is working with a partner agency, Survey Engine, who host this survey, collate your
responses and store them. Your postcode information will only be used to determine your water
supply company. It will not be stored and it will not be passed on to any other party. Survey Engine
adhere to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and secure handling of data. To read
more about Survey Engine and to view their privacy policy, including how your data is used please

click HERE. LINK TO SURVEY ENGINE PRIVACY POLICY

Please enter your home postcode below:

RESPONSE OPTIONS
1 FULL POSTCODE - VALIDATE AGAINST LOOK-UP LIST
2 | don't want to give my postcode SKIP TO Q3

AUTOCODE WATER COMPANY
AUTOCODE WRZ

AUTOCODE WRZ GEOGRAPHIC AREA
RECORD SECTOR LEVEL POSTCODE

DISPLAY BASED ON POSTCODE LOOK-UP

Q2. Please confirm the following are correct:

A Your water services supply company is [WATER COMPANY FROM LOOK-UP]
B You live in [WRZ GEOGRAPHIC AREA FROM LOOK-UP]

MAP 2: DISPLAY MAP WITH WRZ HIGHLIGHTED
RESPONSE OPTIONS

1 YES
2 NO

Draft Survey | January 2023
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Q3. ASKIF Q2A =2 Which company is your water services supplier?

SINGLE CODE

Affinity Water
Portsmouth Water
SES Water
Southern Water
South East Water
Thames Water
Other

Don't know

0 N O Ul N =

CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE

THANK & CLOSE
THANK & CLOSE

Q4. SHOW IF Q2B =2 Please select the area where you live:

DISPLAY MAP2 WITH WRZ NUMBERS

RESPONDENT TO SELECT AREA FROM DROPDOWN LIST

1 1 - Hampshire

2 2 - Isle of Wight

3 3 - Sussex North

4 4 - Sussex Brighton/Worthing
5 5 - Sussex Hastings

6 6 - Kent Medway

7 7 - Kent Thanet

8 8 - Portsmouth

9 9 - Bracknell

10 10 - Farnham

11 11 - Haywards Heath

12 12 - Eastbourne

13 13 - Tunbridge Wells

14 14 - Maidstone/Cranbrook
15 15 - Ashford

16 16 - Folkestone/Dover

17 17 - East Surrey

18 18 - Northeast London

19 19 - Southeast London

20 20 - West London

21 21 - Swindon and Oxfordshire
22 22 - Slough, Wycombe and Aylesbury
23 23 - Reading

24 24 - Henley

Draft Survey | January 2023
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25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

25 - Guildford

26 - Hemel Hempstead and Rickmansworth
27 - Harpenden, St. Albans and Edgware

28 - Stevenage/Luton

29 - Uxbridge, Northolt and Barnet

30 - Epping, Harlow and Saffron Walden

31 - Woking, Weybridge and Staines

My area is not shown

CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE

THANK & CLOSE

NEW SCREEN - RESPONDENT QUOTA QUESTIONS

Q5. Are you responsible for paying the utilities’ bills in your household (such as water,
electricity, and gas), or are you jointly responsible with someone else?

SINGLE CODE

1 Solely responsible CONTINUE

2 Jointly responsible CONTINUE

3 Not responsible THANK & CLOSE

4 Don't know THANK & CLOSE

Q6. Please can you indicate your age:

SINGLE CODE

1 16-17 THANK & CLOSE

2 18-24 CONTINUE

3 25-30 CONTINUE

4 31-44 CONTINUE

5 45-54 CONTINUE

6 55-64 CONTINUE

7 65-74 CONTINUE

8 75+ CONTINUE

AUTOCODE AGE QUOTAS

Draft Survey | January 2023
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Q7. Please indicate your gender:

SINGLE CODE

1 Male

2 Female

3 | prefer to identify another way
4 Prefer not to say

Q8. Are you the main income earner in your household?

SINGLE CODE

1 Yes ASK Q9

2 No ASK Q9

3 No income earners AUTOCODE Q9 =6 AND SKIP TO Q10

Q9. ASKIFCODE 1 OR2AT Q8 Main income earner’s occupation (if main income earner is retired,
select occupation before retirement).

Rollover each occupation type for more information.

ROLLOVER 1: MORE INFORMATION ON OCCUPATION

SINGLE CODE

1 Higher managerial, administrative or professional A
2 Intermediate managerial, administrative or professional B
3 Supervisory or clerical and junior managerial, administrative or professional 1
4 Skilled manual worker c2
5 Semi or unskilled manual worker D
6 Casual worker, dependent on state pension only, or dependent on state welfare E

SKIP TO SECTION B1

Draft Survey | January 2023 Page 5






WRSE - Customer Research Survey

SECTION A2: RESPONDENT SCREENING & QUOTAS (NON-HOUSEHOLD)

NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS ONLY (Q10-15)
NEW SCREEN; TIME STAMP
Q10. Please can you confirm that you are the person who is responsible for your organisation’s

decision-making with respect to utility services, and in particular water and wastewater
services?

Please answer all questions in this survey on behalf of your organisation.

RESPONSE OPTIONS
1 YES CONTINUE
2 NO THANK & CLOSE

Q11. Please can you confirm the full postcode of your organisation (e.g. LS4 5AB, M18 2SE)? This
will help us confirm your water services supply company and the area where your
organisation is based.

If your organisation has multiple sites, please provide the location where you are based.

WRSE is working with a partner agency, Watermelon Research (a VCCP Group Company), who host this
survey, collate your responses and store them. The postcode of your organisation postcode will only be
used to determine its water supply company, will not be stored and will not be passed on to any other
party. All companies adhere to the GDPR and DPA 2018 and secure handling of data. You can also find
out more information about Market Research companies by calling the Market Research Society
freephone number on 0800 9759596 to check out what we do. To read more about Watermelon Research
and to view their privacy policy, including how your data is used please click HERE.

Please enter your home postcode below:

RESPONSE OPTIONS
1 FULL POSTCODE - VALIDATE AGAINST LOOK-UP LIST
2 | don't want to give my postcode

AUTOCODE WATER COMPANY
AUTOCODE WRZ

AUTOCODE WRZ GEOGRAPHIC AREA
RECORD SECTOR LEVEL POSTCODE

DISPLAY BASED ON POSTCODE LOOK-UP
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Q12. Please confirm the following are correct:

A Your organisation’s water services supply company is [WATER COMPANY FROM LOOK-UP]

B Your organisation is based in [WRZ GEOGRAPHIC AREA FROM LOOK-UP]

RESPONSE OPTIONS
1 YES
2 NO

Q13. ASKIF Q12 =2 Which company is your organisation’s water services supplier?

SINGLE CODE

Affinity Water
Portsmouth Water
SES Water
Southern Water
South East Water
Thames Water
Other

Don't know

00 N O Ul M LWWIN =

CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE

THANK & CLOSE
THANK & CLOSE

Q14. SHOW IF Q12 = 2 Please select the area where your organisation is based:

If your organisation has multiple sites, please answer for the location where you are based.

DISPLAY MAP OF SOUTH EAST OF ENGLAND WITH WRZ NUMBERS

RESPONDENT TO SELECT AREA FROM DROPDOWN LIST (TO ADD)

1 - Hampshire

2 - Isle of Wight

3 - Sussex North

4 - Sussex Brighton/Worthing
5 - Sussex Hastings
6 - Kent Medway

7 - Kent Thanet

8 - Portsmouth

9 9 - Bracknell

10 10 - Farnham

11 11 - Haywards Heath
12 12 - Eastbourne

13 13 - Tunbridge Wells

0 N O Ul A WWN =
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CONTINUE
CONTINUE
CONTINUE

Page 7






WRSE - Customer Research Survey

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

14 - Maidstone/Cranbrook CONTINUE
15 - Ashford CONTINUE
16 - Folkestone/Dover CONTINUE
17 - East Surrey CONTINUE
18 - Northeast London CONTINUE
19 - Southeast London CONTINUE
20 - West London CONTINUE
21 - Swindon and Oxfordshire CONTINUE
22 - Slough, Wycombe and Aylesbury CONTINUE
23 - Kennet Valley CONTINUE
24 - Henley CONTINUE
25 - Guildford CONTINUE
26 - Hemel Hempstead and Rickmansworth CONTINUE
27 - Harpenden, St. Albans and Edgware CONTINUE
28 - Stevenage/Luton CONTINUE
29 - Uxbridge, Northolt and Barnet CONTINUE
30 - Epping, Harlow and Saffron Walden CONTINUE
31 - Woking, Weybridge and Staines CONTINUE
The area is not shown THANK & CLOSE

NEW SCREEN - RESPONDENT QUOTA QUESTIONS

Q15. What is the main activity of your organisation?

SINGLE CODE - RECORD

00 N O Ul W IN -

U NN U N U G Vo
0 N O Ul WN = O

Agriculture, forestry & fishing
Mining and quarrying
Manufacturing

Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply

Water supply, sewerage, waste management and remediation activities
Construction

Wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles
Transport & storage (warehousing)

Accommodation & food services activities

Information & communication

Finance & insurance activities

Real estate activities

Professional, scientific & technical activities

Administrative and support service activities

Public administration & defence; compulsory social security
Education

Human health and social work activities

Arts, entertainment, recreation

Draft Survey | January 2023
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19 Other service activities

20 Activities of households as employers (undifferentiated goods and services producing activities
of households for own use)

21 Activities of extraterritorial organisations and bodies

AUTOCODE SECTOR

1 Primary industry, such as agriculture and mining CODE1-2

2 Secondary industry, such as manufacturing and construction CODE3-6

3 Tertiary industry, such as retail and services CODE 7 - 21

GO TO SECTION B1

Draft Survey | January 2023 Page 9






WRSE - Customer Research Survey

SECTION B1: INTRODUCTION TO THE REGIONAL PLAN

HOUSEHOLD AND NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

TIME STAMP

SEE SLIDES 7-10

NEW SCREEN - SLIDE 10

Q16. How aware were you of the four main factors that are putting pressures on the water supply

system in the South East of England?

FACTOR DESCRIPTIONS PROVIDED ON ROLLOVERS (2 - 5)

RESPONSE OPTIONS

A Very aware

B Somewhat aware
C Not at all aware
D Don't know

FACTORS TO LIST WITH ROLLOVERS

ROTATE

1 Population growth ROLLOVER 2
2 Climate change ROLLOVER 3
3 Drought resilience ROLLOVER 4
4 Protecting the environment ROLLOVER 5

Draft Survey | January 2023
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SECTION B2: PREFERRED PLAN

BOTH THE HOUSEHOLD AND NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

TIME STAMP

SEE SLIDES 11 - 38 FOR LAYOUT

SLIDE 33

Q17. Which option do you prefer for the plan?

OPTION CARDS 1 (source_option1.png) AND 2 (source_option2.png)
ROTATE ONSCREEN POSITION
RECORD SEQUENCE

SINGLE CODE

1 OPTION A
2 OPTION B
3 Don't know

SLIDE 35

Q18. Which option do you prefer for the plan?

OPTION CARDS 3 (schemes_option1.png) AND 4 (schemes_option2.png)

ROTATE ONSCREEN POSITION
RECORD SEQUENCE

SINGLE CODE
1 OPTION A
2 OPTION B

3 Don't know

Draft Survey | January 2023
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SLIDE 37

Q19. In which of the following circumstances would you find it acceptable to reduce your water
use in the future?

RESPONSE OPTIONS

A Must be in place

B Should be in place

C Doesn't matter either way

D Doesn't need to be in place

STATEMENTS

ROTATE

A Government introducing new legislation to promote the efficient use of water (water efficiency
labels, standards for new homes)

B Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets by 2050

C Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who use more water higher amounts for

their water use)
D New transfers of water from outside of the region
E Small number of large schemes that supply customers from multiple companies
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SECTION C: CUSTOMER PREFERENCES AND FOLLOW-UPS

HOUSEHOLD AND NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

NEW SCREEN - COMPARATIVE VIEW

Thank you for answering those questions. In the next part of the survey, you will be asked to
make a few more choices about the possible balance of the plan.

As a minimum, the long-term plan for managing water supplies in the South East will:

Insure against severe water shortages due to extreme drought - reducing the risk of
emergency measures to 1in 500 for any one year

e Help protect the environment by taking less water from sensitive river habitats in the
region in normal times

e Reduce water leakage from the supply network in region by 50% from current levels by
2050

e Help customers use less water including providing more water saving devices and working
with manufactures to improve the water efficiency of appliances and builders to make
new homes more water efficient

The overall cost of the long-term plan will depend on the options and investments that are
eventually put forward.

On the next screen, you will be shown some alternative plans and asked which you prefer most,
2"d most, 3" most, and so on.

There will be 5 plans to compare. When answering, please take your time to carefully read the
descriptions that are provided for each option.
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Q20. Which plan do you prefer most?

USE PROGRESSIVE RESPONSE FORMAT [BEST / 2NP BEST / 3™ BEST / 4" BEST / 5" BEST]

FIRST PREFERENCE QUESTION Which plan do you prefer most?

SECOND PREFERENCE QUESTION Of the remaining options, which plan do you prefer most?
THIRD PREFERENCE QUESTION Of the remaining options, which plan do you prefer most?
FORTH PREFERENCE QUESTION Of the remaining options, which plan do you prefer most?

SHOW HOUSEHOLD AND NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS THE SAME VERSIONS OF THE PLAN
POSITION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS TO BE RANDOMISED

RECORD ONSCREEN SEQUENCE

RECORD FULL PREFER ORDERING FROM PROGRESSIVE CHOICES

RECORD CHOICE TIME

RESPONSE CODING TBC

Q21. In making your choices, which aspect of the plan was...

RESPONSE OPTIONS

1 Most important to you

Second most important to you
Third most important to you
Fourth most important to you

u A W DN

Least important to you

ASPECTS OF THE PLAN

A Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)
B Resilience to unexpected events

C Carbon emissions

D Impact on water use and lifestyle change

E Higher water efficiency standards from Government
Q22. XXX

Q23. XXX

You will now be shown the same five plans, but this time with possible costs to customers in terms
of the impact on household water bills.

Again, you will be asked which you prefer most, 2nd most, 3rd most, and so on.
Before making your choices, please read this important information:

THUMBNAIL ROLLOVER: SHOW HOUSEHOLD VERSION OF BILL IMPACT SHOWCARD TO HOUSEHOLD
RESPONDENTS; NON-HOUSEHOLD VERSION OF BILL IMPACT SHOWCARDTO NON-HOUSEHOLD
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RESPONDENTS

Q24. Which plan do you prefer most?

USE PROGRESSIVE RESPONSE FORMAT [BEST / 2NP BEST / 3" BEST / 4t BEST / 51" BEST]

FIRST PREFERENCE QUESTION Which plan do you prefer most?

SECOND PREFERENCE QUESTION Of the remaining options, which plan do you prefer most?
THIRD PREFERENCE QUESTION Of the remaining options, which plan do you prefer most?
FORTH PREFERENCE QUESTION Of the remaining options, which plan do you prefer most?

SHOW BILL IMPACT FOR EACH PLAN - RANDOM SELECTION FROM PRICE VECTOR
RECORD BILL IMPACT DISPLAYED FOR EACH PLAN

POSITION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS TO BE SAME AS Q20

RECORD ONSCREEN SEQUENCE

RECORD FULL PREFER ORDERING FROM PROGRESSIVE CHOICES

RECORD CHOICE TIME

RESPONSE CODING TBC

Q25. In making your choices, which aspects of the plan was...

RESPONSE OPTIONS

Most important to you

Second most important to you
Third most important to you
Fourth most important to you
Fifth most important to you
Least important to you

o Ul W N =

ASPECTS OF THE PLAN

Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)
Resilience to unexpected events

Carbon emissions

Impact on water use and lifestyle change

Higher water efficiency standards from Government
Impact on customer bills

mm g N @ >
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Q26. Thank you for answering those questions. Considering the information and instructions
provided, how easy or difficult was it to make your choices about the options for the plan
you preferred?

SINGLE CODE

1 Very easy GO TO Q28
2 Fairly easy GO TO Q28
3 Neither easy nor difficult GO TO Q28
4 Fairly difficult ASK Q27

5 Very difficult ASK Q27

Q27. ASK IF CODE 4 OR 5 AT Q26 Was it difficult to answer because...?

It was hard to decide what was most important

Not enough information was provided about the choices to help you answer
The instructions for the questions were not clear

Other (please state)

A W N -

Q27a. What was your main reason for choosing your most preferred plan? Please respond based
on the second choice you made, where the possible impact on customer bills was included.

OPEN RESPONSE

Q27b. If your most preferred plan was implemented, would you support it?

SINGLE CODE

1 Yes

2 No

3 Don't know

Q27c. ASK IF CODE 2 OR 3 AT Q29. Can you briefly explain why you can’t say yes to supporting the
plan?

OPEN RESPONSE
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ROUTING FOR RESPONDENT PROFILE QUESTIONS (SECTION D)
SECTION D1 - ASK ALL HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

SECTION D2 - ASK ALL NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

SECTION D1: RESPONDENT PROFILE (HOUSEHOLD)

TIME STAMP

HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS ONLY (Q28 - Q41)Thank you for answering those questions. The final
part of the survey is about you and your household. This information will help check that we have

surveyed a range of customers.

Q28. How long have you lived in the WRSE region?

DISPLAY WRSE THUMBNAIL AND ROLLOVER MAP

SINGLE CODE

Less than 1 year

2 years

3 -5years

6 - 10 years

11 - 20 years

21 - 30years

More than 30 years
Prefer not to say

cOo N O U1 A WN -

Q29. Does your property have a water meter?

SINGLE CODE
1 Yes
2 No

3 Don't know

Draft Survey | January 2023
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Q30. Do you livein...?

SINGLE CODE

1

2
3
4

City or town centre (i.e. close to main retail and commercial areas)

Suburbs or housing development on edge of town or city (i.e. mostly residential area)
Mainly rural area (i.e. countryside or small settlement; fewer than 10,000 people)
Other [RECORD]

Q31. Which of the following best describes your household?

SINGLE CODE

- = O 00 N O Ul b W N —

- O

Single working age adult

Single retired age adult

Two adults of working age

Two adults of retired age

Two adults, one working age, one retired age

More than two adults, no children (below 18 years old)

Single parent family with fewer than 3 children (below 18 years old)
Two parent family with fewer than 3 children (below 18 years old)
Family with 3 or more children (below 18 years old)

Other [RECORD]

Prefer not to say

Q32. How many people in your household, including yourself, are there in each of the following

age groups?

NUMERICAL DROPDOWN (INCLUDE ZERO)

AGE GROUP

1

2
3
4

Up to 5 years (less than 5 years)
5to 15 years

16 to 64 years

65+ years

Draft Survey | January 2023
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NEW SCREEN

Q33. Do any of the following apply to you or any members of your household?

RESPONSE OPTIONS

1 No

2 Yes - me

3 Yes - household member
4 Prefer not to say

VULNERABLE CUSTOMER

1 Have restricted mobility or disability

2 Have chronic illness and/or on dialysis

3 Need a constant supply of water for medical equipment and medication

4 Are blind or partially sighted

5 Are deaf or hard of hearing

6 Have a mental health condition

7 Have additional communication needs (language, dyslexia or learning difficulties)

8 Are of pensionable age

9 Are in a vulnerable situation, e.g. recovering from an operation/accident or just had a baby/have

children under 5

—
o

Are an unpaid carer for a person with any of the above

Q34. All water companies have a Priority Services Register. Have you heard of this?

The Priority Services Register (PSR) is the water company'’s register of vulnerable customers and
offers extra support to customers with additional needs. This support includes communications
in Braille, large print or a language other than English, a password system to help protect against
bogus callers and extra assistance in the event of water supply interruptions (e.g. bottled water
delivered). The register means the water company can identify and respond quickly to the needs
of customers who require extra care and they are able to offer extra consideration for those who
are older, have a disability or additional needs.

SINGLE CODE
1 Yes ASK Q35
2 No SKIP TO Q37

3 Don't know SKIP TO Q37
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Q35. SHOW IF CODE 1 AT Q35 Is your household registered with your current water supplier(s)
Priority Services Register?

SINGLE CODE

1 Yes ASK Q36

2 No SKIP TO Q37
3 Don’t know SKIP TO Q37

Q36. SHOW IF CODE 1 AT Q35 Please can you indicate the reason(s) that your household is
registered on the Priority Services Register?

MULTICODE

1 Medically dependent on water such as kidney dialysis, medical conditions that require showers
or baths to ease conditions or need water to take medication

2 Physical issues, such as limited mobility or have young children that make it difficult to leave the
house to collect water supplies from shops or water collection points

3 Need information in alternative formats e.g. large format bills/braille bills

4 Other [RECORD]

NEW SCREEN

Q37. Which of the following best describes your current employment status?

SINGLE CODE

Self-employed

Employed full-time (30 hours per week or more)
Employed part-time (8 - 29 hours per week)
Employed working less than 8 hours a week
Student

Unemployed - seeking work

Unemployed - not seeking work/other

Looking after the home/children full-time

9 Retired

10 Unable to work due to temporary sickness

11 Unable to work due to long-term sickness or disability
12 Other [RECORD]

13 Prefer not to say

co N O U1 A WDN -
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Q38. At what level did you complete your education? If you are still studying, which level best

describes the highest level of education you have obtained until now?

NVQ (Level 1 and 2). Foundation / Intermediate / Advanced GNVQ / HNC / HND
Other qualifications (e.g. City and Guilds, RSA/OCR, BTEC/Edexcel)

Higher degree (e.g. MA, PhD, PGCE, post graduate certificates and diplomas)
Professional qualifications (teacher, doctor, dentist, architect, engineer, lawyer, etc.)

SINGLE CODE

1 O levels / CSEs / GCSEs (any grades)

2 A levels / AS level / higher school certificate
3

4

5 First degree (e.g. BA, BSc)

6

7

8 No qualifications

9 Prefer not to say

Q39. Please can you indicate your total household income before tax and other deductions

(including pensions)?

Please note this information will be used to check that we have surveyed a range of customers. It
will be not be possible to identify any particular individual or address in the results.

SINGLE CODE

Per month

Up to £499
£500 - £1,083
£1,084 - £1,365
£1,366 - £1,646
£1,647 - £2,166
£2,167 - £2,666
£2,667 - £3,000
£3,001 - £3,500
£3,501 - £4,000
£4,001 - £5,333
£5,334 - £7,999
£8,000 and over
Don't know
Prefer not to say

0 N O Ul WWN =
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Per year

Up to £5,999
£6,000 - £12,999
£13,000 - £16,385
£16,386 - £19,747
£19,748 - £25,999
£26,000 - £31,999
£32,000 - £35,999
£36,000 - £41,999
£42,000 - £47,999
£48,000 - £63,999
£64,000 - £95,999
£96,000 and over

Draft Survey | January 2023
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Q40. Which the following best describes your ethnic group?

SINGLE CODE

White British

White Irish

Any other White background (please specify)
Mixed - White and Black Caribbean

Mixed - White and Black African

Mixed - White and Asian

Any other Mixed background (please specify)
Indian

0 N O Ul N =

O

Pakistani
Bangladeshi

_
- O

Any other Asian background (please specify)
Black Caribbean

Black African

Any other Black background (please specify)

—_
u M W N

Chinese
Other [RECORD]
Prefer not to say

—_
N O

NEW SCREEN - CURRENT WATER BILL
Q41. What is the total amount your household pays for both water and sewerage services?

A RECORD AS WHOLE £ PER YEAR
B APPROX. AMOUNT

SINGLE CODE - RANGES
1 Less than £13 per month Less than £150 per year

2 £13 - £16 per month £151 - £200 per year
3 £17 - £20 per month £201 - £250 per year
4 £21 - £24 per month £251 - £300 per year
5 £25 - £28 per month £301 - £350 per year
6 £29 - £32 per month £351 - £400 per year
7 £33 - £37 per month £401 - £450 per year
8 £38 - £41 per month £451 - £500 per year
9 £42 - £45 per month £501 - £550 per year
10 £46 - £50 per month £551 - £600 per year
11 More than £50 per month More than £600 per year
12 Don't know Don't know

SKIP TO SURVEY CLOSE
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SECTION D2: RESPONDENT PROFILE (NON-HOUSEHOLD)

TIME STAMP
NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS ONLY (Q42 - Q45)

Thank you for answering those questions. Please could you now answer some final questions
about your organisation. This information will help check that we have surveyed a range of
customers.

Q42. How many employees are there in your organisation?

Please answer for the total number of employees based in the UK.

SINGLE CODE
1 1-9

2 10-49
3 50-249
4 250+
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Q43. How many sites does your organisation have?

DISPLAY WRSE THUMBNAIL AND ROLLOVER MAP
SINGLE CODE

1 site

2 sites

3 - 5sites

6 - 10 sites

More than 10 sites

Don't know

o Ul WN =

Q44. What is your organisation’s annual turnover?

Please note this information will be used to check that we have surveyed a range of organisations.

SINGLE CODE
Up to £49,999
£50,000 - £99,999
£100,000 - £249,999
£250,000 - £499,999
£500,000 - £999,999
£1,000,000 - £1,999,999
£2,000,000 - £4,999,999
£5,000,000 - £9,999,999
£10,000,000 - £49,999,999
0 £50,000,000 or more

= O 00 NO U b WIN =
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NEW SCREEN - CURRENT WATER BILL

Q45. Approximately how much does your organisation pay for water and sewerage services
combined?

Please note this information will be used to check that we have surveyed a range of customers.

A RECORD AS WHOLE £ PER YEAR
B APPROX. AMOUNT

Less than £250 per year
£251 to £400 per year

£401 to £900 per year

£901 to £1,400 per year
£1,401 to £5,000 per year
£5,001 to £10,000 per year
£10,001 to £25,000 per year
More than £25,000 per year

o N O U1 A WDN —

GO TO SURVEY CLOSE

SURVEY CLOSE

HOUSEHOLD AND NON-HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS

Q46. Considering all of the information that you have been given, overall, how easy or difficult
was it to answer the questions in this survey?

SINGLE CODE

Very easy

Fairly easy

Neither easy nor difficult
Fairly difficult

Very difficult

Don't know / prefer not to say

o Ul WN =
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Q47. Finally, did you think this survey was (select all that apply):

MULTICODE

Interesting

Too long

Difficult to understand [RECORD]
Educational

Unrealistic / not credible

Other [RECORD]

None of these

0o N o U bW -

That's the end of the survey; please ensure you click on the continue button to submit your
answers. Thank you for your time and help, it is very much appreciated.

SHOW FOR HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENTS ONLY

Priority Services Register

More information about the Priority Services Register and other support that may be available, is
provided here:
https://www.ccwater.org.uk/households/extra-free-help-priority-services/

TIME STAMP
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Appendix 3 – Onscreen layout

August 2023





Overview

The document presents an annotated version of on-screen layout of the survey for Sections B and C.

The videos provide a walkthrough of each section:

Section B1					Section B2 and C

2





Hoover over the video to make the play button appear





Survey structure

3

		Introduction		Purpose of survey

		A. Screening and quotas
		Household: location, bill payer, age, gender, SEG
Non-household: water company, sector

		B1. Introduction to regional plan		Short explanatory video and awareness of key drivers for the regional plan (climate, pop., env. ambition, resilience)

		B2. Regional plan		Profile (schemes, transfer, d. management) and outcomes (customer impacts, resilience, environment)

		C. Customer preferences		Preferred plan profile (with and w/out bill impact)

		D. Respondent profile		Household: socio-economic and demographic
Non-household: size, location

		Close		Further information



The following provides more details on content and design of Sections B1, B2 and C.





Section B1: Introducing the regional plan
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Respondents are able to skip this video – to help minimise drop-outs from the survey - but are encouraged to watch it as it will help them answer questions in the rest of the survey. 

Video introducing the long-term plan and key drivers for the regional plan. Video was tested and edited as part of the 2021 research with customers.





Section B2: Overview
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Respondents click through these tiles in order (1-4).  “Behind” each tile is more information about each aspect of the regional the plan.

The four questions are based on the information about the plan that participants in the 2021 research stated was most important to see and understand when asked whether or not they would support the plan





Section B2: Where will the water come from?
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Data from the WRSE investment modelling platform.

During the 2021 research, participants preferred this type of  information to be shown on a donut chart, stating it was clear and easy to understand.

Participant’s feedback from the 2021 research showed  that some of the video content could be split into shorter ‘tell me more’ videos to avoid information overload.

Respondents click here to get extra information on what an alternative plan would look like – i.e. “choices” that can still be made.

Rollover / pop-ups provided extra explanation of each source.
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Section B2: What are the main schemes?

Information on the schemes and transfers from based on WRSE consultation documents and the WRSE investment modelling platform resources.

Respondents can click through the timeline to see how resources and transfers change over time, illustrating the inter-connections between company areas

Each scheme and transfer shown on the map has a rollover / pop-up that provides more information on the scheme and its location. 









Section B2: What does it mean for customers?

8

The 2021 research found that information on demand management measures and the impact on customers’ use of water was an important aspect of plan to give to respondents. 

These card “flip” to provide more information about measures and reduced water use.

Water use calculator used to translate reduction (litres per week) to easier reference points for respondents.





Section B2: What does it mean for customers?
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Further information illustrates the impact of more intense demand management measures, based on Gov C profile.





Section B2: What are the other considerations?

10



The final  content shown to respondents includes high level notes on building resilience into the plan along with explaining that environmental impacts have been taken into account as well. 



Both aspects were found to be important in the 2021 research, helping to give respondents a rounded view on the approach taken to develop the regional plan.





SECTION B2: FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS

11

		1. Where will the water come from?		Question: Preference between more water saved through demand management measures and more water supplied through new transfers.

		2. What are the main supply schemes?		Question: Preference between a smaller number of larger supply schemes and a larger number of local schemes.

		3. What does the plan mean for customers’ water use?		Question: Circumstances respondents would you find it acceptable to reduce water use in the future

		4. What else has been considered in the plan?		Question: Preference between a smaller number of larger supply schemes and a larger number of local schemes.



The initial follow-up questions are intended to prompt respondent thinking about the regional plan and some of the choices to be made and what they may prefer based on the information given about the regional plan. 



These questions are a warm-up to the choice exercises. The responses provide attitudinal data that can be used to test the consistency of the choice exercise responses. 





Section B2: Follow-up questions
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Question to prompt thinking about the choice between a plan with more demand management focus (which would directly impact people’s lives and have more uncertainty that water availability targets would be met) versus a plan with more transfers (which would have higher carbon impacts but more certainty water supply targets would be met).





Section B2: Follow-up questions
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Question to thinking about the choice between a plan a smaller with a smaller number of strategic (large) supply schemes (e.g. the main reservoir options) versus a plan with a larger number of local supply schemes, which would typically require more re-use and desalination options. 





Section B2: Follow-up questions

14



Further prompts to reinforce different aspects and choices concerning the profile of the regional plan and how strongly respondents feel about each, given that reductions in household water use that may be required.  





Section C: Customer preferences - plans 

The profiles of the five alternative plans presented in choice exercises are aligned to specific model runs and scenarios from the WRSE IVM.

An initial “long-list” of 8 plans was selected in consultation with WRSE. This was reduced to 5 plans following analysis and testing (incl. in cognitive interviews) to determine the subset that presented sufficient variation that respondents could see meaningful differences (e.g. a “choice”).

To manage the uncertainty of future events, WRSE has undertaken an adaptive planning approach. The approach helps to look ahead at a range of different futures so the plan can be developed as needed. Each plan has 9 different branches over the planning period (2025- 2075), with each branch potentially having different schemes included or excluded.

15

		Plan		Label in survey		Example schemes (no. branches)

		Least cost		“Mix of schemes”		SESRO (9), Teddington (9), STT (2), GUC (9), Blackstone (5)

		Best value		“More resilient” 		SESRO (9), Teddington (9), STT (2), GUC (9), Blackstone (4)

		Best environmental and societal value		Not included in survey		SESRO (9), Teddington (9), STT (2), GUC (9), Blackstone (4)

		Exclude SESRO		“More transfers, fewer reservoirs”		SESRO (0), Teddington (9), STT (7), GUC (9), Blackstone (6)

		Exclude STT		Not included in survey		SESRO (9), Teddington (9), STT (0), GUC (9), Blackstone (5)

		Accelerated demand management for PCC 110 l/p/d (Gov C)		“More demand management”		SESRO (9), Teddington (9), STT (1), GUC (9), Blackstone (6)

		Exclude Government led demand management (water labelling) (Gov H)		“Less Government intervention”		SESRO (9), Teddington (9), STT (2), GUC (9), Blackstone (5)

		1:200 Resilience		Not included in survey		SESRO (9), Teddington (2), STT (1), GUC (9), Blackstone (6)







Section C: Plan profiles
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		Metric		Plans featured in the choice exercises										Variation*				

				Best value		Least cost		Gov C		Excluding SESRO		Gov H		Average		Minimum		Maximum

		Reliability (metric)		42		38		38		35		38		38		35		42

		Adaptability (metric)		21		19		19		18		19		19		18		21

		Evolvability (metric)		30		27		27		27		26		27		26		30

		Average		31		28		28		27		28		28		27		31

		Carbon (t)		5,744,519		5,610,401		4,875,008		5,806,262		5,824,165		5,572,071		4,875,008		5,824,165

		Environmental benefit (metric)		83,476		84,475		84,166		87,169		87,191		85,295		83,476		87,191

		Environmental disbenefit (metric)		112,972		115,629		111,190		127,518		121,199		117,702		111,190		127,518



Profile of the IVM outputs and metrics used to compare and contrast the alternatives plans:

* Variation: summarises the range of values for each metric, vs. the average across the five short-listed plans.





Section C: Choice tasks

Two sequential (progressive) choice exercises:

Preference for alternative plans without bill impact – “unconstrained” preferences based on profile of each plan (mix of schemes and impacts)

Preference for alternative plans with (randomised) bill impact – “constrained” preferences reflecting trade-off between increased/decreased bill amounts and profile of each plan



The progressive choice format gives a “full ranking” of plans, give a richer set of data on customer preferences. For example comparing “most preferred” to “full ranking” will help better gauge how strong customer preference is for each plan. 



Introduction of the bill impact in the second exercise will help understanding at what “price point” customers switch away from their preferred plans as stated in the first exercise.

The bill amount for each alternative is randomly selected from a wide range of possible amounts, in order to appropriately test sensitivity to changing bill impact for the regional plan.  

17





Section C: Choice task appearance 

18



These aspects were chosen to aid comparisons as they had the highest level of variation between each of the selected plans. The descriptions were based on summarising the relative performance of each plan (see data shown on slide 30).  

Following feedback from survey testing, information shown in bar charts (rather than pie charts) used to help respondents compare across plans more easily. 

Bill amount included in the second choice exercise only. 



The order the plans was shown in (left to right) was randomised between respondents to avoid possible ordering bias.





Section C: Choice task format
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Progressive choice format – respondents select their most preferred plan, then of the remaining plans, selected the most preferred plan. Respondents make a total of 4 “most preferred” choices.



1st choice

2nd choice

3rd choice

and so on…
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media2.webm
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Household respondents



				Household respondents - Summary statistics





				Last updated		4/5/23				Overall Sample



				Postcode

						n		%

				Postcode provided		1340		95%

				Postcode not provided		69		5%

				Total		1409		100%

				Water Services Supplier

						n		%		Quota

				Affinity Water		296		21%		15%

				Portsmouth Water		57		4%		12%

				SES Water		65		5%		11%

				Southern Water		217		15%		15%

				South East Water		181		13%		15%

				Thames Water		593		42%		30%

				Other		0		0%

				Don’t know		0		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Area

						n		%

				1 - Hampshire 		65		5%

				2 - Isle of Wight 		21		1%

				3 - Sussex North 		30		2%

				4 - Sussex Brighton/Worthing 		41		3%

				5 - Sussex Hastings 		22		2%

				6 - Kent Medway 		32		2%

				7 - Kent Thanet 		14		1%

				8 - Portsmouth 		36		3%

				9 - Bracknell 		33		2%

				10 - Farnham 		13		1%

				11 - Haywards Heath 		21		1%

				12 - Eastbourne 		37		3%

				13 - Tunbridge Wells 		6		0%

				14 - Maidstone/Cranbrook 		21		1%

				15 - Ashford 		19		1%

				16 - Folkestone/Dover 		14		1%

				17 - East Surrey 		46		3%

				18 - Northeast London 		209		15%

				19 - Southeast London 		150		11%

				20 - West London 		212		15%

				21 - Swindon and Oxfordshire 		79		6%

				22 - Slough, Wycombe and Aylesbury 		28		2%

				23 - Reading 		25		2%

				24 - Henley 		3		0%

				25 - Guildford 		11		1%

				26 - Hemel Hempstead and Rickmansworth 		7		0%

				27 - Harpenden, St. Albans and Edgware 		36		3%

				28 - Stevenage/Luton 		53		4%

				29 - Uxbridge, Northolt and Barnet 		68		5%

				30 - Epping, Harlow and Saffron Walden 		36		3%

				31 - Woking, Weybridge and Staines 		21		1%

				My area is not shown		0		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q5. Are you responsible for paying the utilities’ bills in your household (such as water, electricity, and gas), or are you jointly responsible with someone else?

						n		%

				Solely responsible 		967		69%

				Jointly responsible 		442		31%

				Not responsible 		0		0%

				Don’t know		0		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q6: Please indicate your age

						n		%

				15 years or younger		0		0%

				16 – 18 years		10		1%

				19 – 24 years		92		7%

				25 – 30 years		185		13%

				31 – 44 years		510		36%

				45 – 54 years		196		14%

				55 – 64 years		228		16%

				65 - 74 years		145		10%

				75 years or older		43		3%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q7: Please indicate your gender

						n		%

				Male		733		52%

				Female		673		48%

				I prefer to identify another way		3		0%

				Prefer not to say		0		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q8: Are you the main income earner in your household?

						n		%

				Yes		1077		76%

				No		310		22%

				No income earners		22		2%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q9: What is the main income earner's occupation?

						n		%

				A		259		18%

				B		351		25%

				C1		388		28%

				C2		201		14%

				D		120		9%

				E		90		6%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q16 - How aware were you of the four main factors that are putting pressures on the water supply system in the South East of England?

						Population Growth		Climate Change		Drought Resilience		Protecting the environment		 

				Very aware		727		751		521		654

				Somewhat aware		561		550		638		588

				Not at all aware		103		90		224		126

				Don’t know		18		18		26		41

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1409

						Population Growth		Climate Change		Drought Resilience		Protecting the environment		 

				Very aware		52%		53%		37%		46%

				Somewhat aware		40%		39%		45%		42%

				Not at all aware		7%		6%		16%		9%

				Don’t know		1%		1%		2%		3%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%



				Q17: Which option do you prefer for the plan?



						n		%

				More water through demand management measures		748		53%

				More water through new transfers		576		41%

				Don't know		85		6%

				Total		1409		100%



				Q18: Which option do you prefer for the plan?



						n		%

				A smaller number of larger schemes		658		47%

				A larger number of local schemes		647		46%

				Don't know		104		7%

				Total		1409		100%



				Q19 - In which of the following circumstances would you find it acceptable to reduce your water use?

						Government introducing new legislation to promote the efficient use of water (water efficiency labels, standards for new homes)		Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets by 2050		Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who use more water higher amounts for their water use)		New transfers of water from outside of the region		Small number of large schemes that supply customers from multiple companies		 

				Must be in place		661		955		499		438		471

				Should be in place		577		386		642		682		659

				Doesn’t matter either way		105		57		153		205		219

				Doesn’t need to be in place		66		11		115		84		60

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1409		1409



						Government introducing new legislation to promote the efficient use of water (water efficiency labels, standards for new homes)		Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets by 2050		Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who use more water higher amounts for their water use)		New transfers of water from outside of the region		Small number of large schemes that supply customers from multiple companies		 

				Must be in place		47%		68%		35%		31%		33%

				Should be in place		41%		27%		46%		48%		47%

				Doesn’t matter either way		7%		4%		11%		15%		16%

				Doesn’t need to be in place		5%		1%		8%		6%		4%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%

				Q20: DCE without Price

						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		368		350		270		219		202

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		294		341		344		250		180

				More demand management (Gov C)		356		273		259		273		248

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		212		251		287		364		295

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		179		194		249		303		484

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1409		1409



						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		26%		25%		19%		16%		14%

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		21%		24%		24%		18%		13%

				More demand management (Gov C)		25%		19%		18%		19%		18%

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		15%		18%		20%		26%		21%

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		13%		14%		18%		22%		34%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%

				Q21: In making your choices, which aspect of the plan was:

						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government		 

				Most important to you		499		252		206		274		214

				Second most important to you		254		498		271		256		198

				Third most important to you		204		308		408		306		178

				Fourth most important to you		221		231		248		389		282

				Least Important to you		231		120		276		184		537

				Other		0		0		0		0		0

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1409		1409



						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government

				Most important to you		35%		18%		15%		19%		15%

				Second most important to you		18%		35%		19%		18%		14%

				Third most important to you		14%		22%		29%		22%		13%

				Fourth most important to you		16%		16%		18%		28%		20%

				Least Important to you		16%		9%		20%		13%		38%

				Other		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%



				Q24: DCE with Price

						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		327		299		284		271		228

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		274		314		318		273		230

				More demand management (Gov C)		363		287		223		246		290

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		241		289		287		330		262

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		204		220		297		289		399

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1409		1409

						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		23%		21%		20%		19%		16%

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		19%		22%		23%		19%		16%

				More demand management (Gov C)		26%		20%		16%		17%		21%

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		17%		21%		20%		23%		19%

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		14%		16%		21%		21%		28%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%

				Q25: In making your choices, which aspect of the plan was:

						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government		Impact on customer bills

				Most important to you		449		193		154		134		111		393

				Second most important to you		218		404		211		227		213		188

				Third most important to you		151		277		345		309		176		158

				Fourth most important to you		169		226		248		430		216		108

				Least Important to you		181		207		170		204		441		173

				Other		241		102		281		104		252		389

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1408		1409		1409



						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government		Impact on customer bills

				Most important to you		32%		14%		11%		10%		8%		28%

				Second most important to you		15%		29%		15%		16%		15%		13%

				Third most important to you		11%		20%		24%		22%		12%		11%

				Fourth most important to you		12%		16%		18%		31%		15%		8%

				Least Important to you		13%		15%		12%		14%		31%		12%

				Other		17%		7%		20%		7%		18%		28%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%



				Q26: Considering the information and instructions provided, how easy or difficult was it to make your choices about the options for the plan you preferred?

						n		%

				Very easy		308		22%

				Fairly easy		519		37%

				Neither easy nor difficult		299		21%

				Fairly difficult		250		18%

				Very difficult		33		2%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q27: Was it difficult to answer because…?  

						n		%

				It was hard to decide what was most important		256		80%

				Not enough information was provided about the choices to help me answer		41		13%

				The instructions for the questions were not clear		13		4%

				Other (please state):		10		3%

				Total		320		100%

				Q27b: If your most preferred plan was implemented, would you support it?

						n		%

				Yes		1079		77%

				No		29		2%

				Don't know		301		21%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q32: How long have you lived in the WRSE region?

						n		%

				Less than 1 year		45		3%

				2 years		78		6%

				3 – 5 years		140		10%

				6 – 10 years		172		12%

				11 – 20 years		225		16%

				21 – 30 years		218		15%

				More than 30 years		502		36%

				Prefer not to say		29		2%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q33: Does your property have a water meter?

						n		%

				Yes		987		70%

				No		352		25%

				Don't know		70		5%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q34: Do you live in…?

						n		%

				City or town centre (i.e. close to main retail and commercial areas)		685		49%

				Suburbs or housing development on edge of town or city (i.e. mostly residential area)		605		43%

				Mainly rural area (i.e. countryside or small settlement; fewer than 10,000 people) 		117		8%

				Other		2		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q35: Which of the following best describes your household?

						n		%

				Single working age adult		266		19%

				Single retired age adult 		84		6%

				Two adults of working age		340		24%

				Two adults of retired age		101		7%

				Two adults, one working age, one retired age		47		3%

				More than two adults, no children (below 18 years old) 		106		8%

				Single parent family with fewer than 3 children (below 18 years old)		57		4%

				Two parent family with fewer than 3 children (below 18 years old)		315		22%

				Family with 3 or more children (below 18 years old)		39		3%

				Prefer not to say		23		2%

				Other:		31		2%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q36: How many people in your household, including yourself, are there in each of the following age groups?

						Up to 5 years (less than 5 years)		5 to 15 years		16 to 64 years		65+ years

				0		1158		932		191		1092

				1		181		300		300		179

				2		35		131		678		110

				3		17		21		129		5

				4		5		6		59		1

				5		5		5		22		2

				6		4		2		12		1

				7		0		2		4		3

				8		1		2		3		4

				9		0		1		2		3

				10		0		2		3		2

				10+		3		5		6		7

				Total		1409		1409		1409		1409

						Up to 5 years (less than 5 years)		5 to 15 years		16 to 64 years		65+ years

				0		82%		66%		14%		78%

				1		13%		21%		21%		13%

				2		2%		9%		48%		8%

				3		1%		1%		9%		0%

				4		0%		0%		4%		0%

				5		0%		0%		2%		0%

				6		0%		0%		1%		0%

				7		0%		0%		0%		0%

				8		0%		0%		0%		0%

				9		0%		0%		0%		0%

				10		0%		0%		0%		0%

				10+		0%		0%		0%		0%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%

				Q37: Do any of the following apply to you or any members of your household?

						1		2		3		4

						No		Yes - Me		Yes - Household member		Prefer not to say		Total

				Have restricted mobility or disability		1146		166		73		24		1409

				Have chronic illness and/or on dialysis		1171		128		85		25		1409

				Need a constant supply of water for medical equipment and medication		1216		91		81		21		1409

				Are blind or partially sighted		1272		65		42		30		1409

				Are deaf or hard of hearing		1223		78		81		27		1409

				Have a mental health condition		1107		183		85		34		1409

				Have additional communication needs (language, dyslexia or learning difficulties)		1222		89		73		25		1409

				Are of pensionable age		1035		213		139		22		1409

				Are in a vulnerable situation, e.g. recovering from an operation/accident or just had a baby/have children under 5		1217		89		80		23		1409

				Are an unpaid carer for a person with any of the above		1202		105		67		35		1409

						No		Yes - Me		Yes - Household member		Prefer not to say		Total

				Have restricted mobility or disability		81%		12%		5%		2%		100%

				Have chronic illness and/or on dialysis		83%		9%		6%		2%		100%

				Need a constant supply of water for medical equipment and medication		86%		6%		6%		1%		100%

				Are blind or partially sighted		90%		5%		3%		2%		100%

				Are deaf or hard of hearing		87%		6%		6%		2%		100%

				Have a mental health condition		79%		13%		6%		2%		100%

				Have additional communication needs (language, dyslexia or learning difficulties)		87%		6%		5%		2%		100%

				Are of pensionable age		73%		15%		10%		2%		100%

				Are in a vulnerable situation, e.g. recovering from an operation/accident or just had a baby/have children under 5		86%		6%		6%		2%		100%

				Are an unpaid carer for a person with any of the above		85%		7%		5%		2%		100%

				Q38: Have you heard of the Priority Service Register (PSR)

						n		%

				Yes		714		51%

				No		621		44%

				Don't know		74		5%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q39: Is your household registered with your current water supplier(s) Priority Services Register?

						n		%

				Yes		420		30%

				No		235		17%

				Don't know		59		4%

				Total		714		51%

				Q40: Please can you indicate the reason(s) that your household is registered on the Priority Services Register?  

						n		%

				Medically dependent on water such as kidney dialysis, medical conditions that require showers or baths to ease conditions or need water to take medication		159		31%

				Physical issues, such as limited mobility or have young children that make it difficult to leave the house to collect water supplies from shops or water collection points		197		38%

				Need information in alternative formats e.g. large format bills/braille bills		118		23%

				Other (please specify):		38		7%

				Total		512		100%

				Q41: Which of the following best describes your current employment status?

						n		%

				Self-employed		95		7%

				Employed full-time (30 hours per week or more)		815		58%

				Employed part-time (8 – 29 hours per week)		140		10%

				Employed working less than 8 hours a week		6		0%

				Student		35		2%

				Unemployed – seeking work		36		3%

				Unemployed – not seeking work/other		6		0%

				Looking after the home/children full-time		38		3%

				Retired		184		13%

				Unable to work due to temporary sickness		5		0%

				Unable to work due to long-term sickness or disability		42		3%

				Prefer not to say		3		0%

				Other (please specify):		4		0%

				Total		1409		100%



				Q42: At what level did you complete your education? 

						n		%

				O levels / CSEs / GCSEs (any grades)		227		16%

				A levels / AS level / higher school certificate		228		16%

				NVQ (Level 1 and 2). Foundation / Intermediate / Advanced GNVQ / HNC / HND		84		6%

				Other qualifications (e.g. City and Guilds, RSA/OCR, BTEC/Edexcel)		79		6%

				First degree (e.g. BA, BSc)		322		23%

				Higher degree (e.g. MA, PhD, PGCE, post graduate certificates and diplomas)		323		23%

				Professional qualifications (teacher, doctor, dentist, architect, engineer, lawyer, etc.)		117		8%

				No qualifications		23		2%

				Prefer not to say		6		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q43: Income



						n		%

				Up to £5,999		32		2%

				£6,000 - £12,999		84		6%

				£13,000 - £16,385		70		5%

				£16,386 - £19,747		58		4%

				£19,748 - £25,999		131		9%

				£26,000 - £31,999		119		8%

				£32,000 - £35,999		88		6%

				£36,000 - £41,999		100		7%

				£42,000 - £47,999		92		7%

				£48,000 - £63,999		152		11%

				£64,000 - £95,999		140		10%

				£96,000 and over		254		18%

				Don’t know		15		1%

				Prefer not to say		74		5%

				Total		1409		100%



				Q44: Which of the following best describes your ethnic group?

						n		%

				White British		1075		76%

				White Irish 		28		2%

				Any other White background (please specify)		78		6%

				Mixed – White and Black Caribbean 		13		1%

				Mixed – White and Black African 		3		0%

				Mixed – White and Asian 		18		1%

				Any other Mixed background (please specify)		12		1%

				Indian 		36		3%

				Pakistani 		16		1%

				Bangladeshi 		15		1%

				Any other Asian background (please specify)		21		1%

				Black Caribbean 		22		2%

				Black African 		38		3%

				Any other Black background (please specify)		3		0%

				Chinese 		13		1%

				Other		13		1%

				Prefer not to say		5		0%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q45: What is the total amount your household pays for both water and sewerage services?

						n		%

				Less than £150 per year		64		5%

				£151 - £200 per year		133		9%

				£201 - £250 per year		146		10%

				£251 - £300 per year		150		11%

				£301 - £350 per year		110		8%

				£351 - £400 per year		127		9%

				£401 - £450 per year		115		8%

				£451 - £500 per year		103		7%

				£501 - £550 per year		76		5%

				£551 - £600 per year		72		5%

				More than £600 per year		131		9%

				Don’t know		182		13%

				Total		1409		100%

				Q50: Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer the questions in this survey?

						n		%

				Very easy		423		30%

				Fairly easy		551		39%

				Neither easy nor difficult		251		18%

				Fairly difficult		150		11%

				Very difficult		31		2%

				Don’t know / prefer not to say		3		0%

				Total		1409		100%



				Q51: Finally, did you think this survey was (select all that apply):

						n		%

				Interesting		1058		56%

				Educational		502		27%

				Too long		178		9%

				Difficult to understand		101		5%

				None of these		31		2%

				Other (please specify):		23		1%

				Unrealistic / not credible		22		1%

				Total		1893		100%











Non-household respondents



				Non-household respondents - Summary statistics





				Last updated		4/20/23				Overall Sample



				Unweighted results



				Please can you confirm that you are the person who is responsible for your organisation’s decision-making with respect to utility services, and in particular water and wastewater services?

						n		%

				Yes		319		100%

				No		0		0%

				Total		319		100%

				Water Services Supplier

						n		%

				Affinity Water		92		29%

				Portsmouth Water		14		4%

				Sutton & East Surrey Water		22		7%

				Southern Water		44		14%

				South East Water		55		17%

				Thames Water		92		29%

				Other		0		0%

				Don’t know		0		0%

				Total		319		100%

				Area

						n		%

				1 - Hampshire 		32		10%

				2 - Isle of Wight 		12		4%

				3 - Sussex North 		8		3%

				4 - Sussex Brighton/Worthing 		11		3%

				5 - Sussex Hastings 		4		1%

				6 - Kent Medway 		11		3%

				7 - Kent Thanet 		7		2%

				8 - Portsmouth 		15		5%

				9 - Bracknell 		20		6%

				10 - Farnham 		6		2%

				11 - Haywards Heath 		13		4%

				12 - Eastbourne 		7		2%

				13 - Tunbridge Wells 		5		2%

				14 - Maidstone/Cranbrook 		7		2%

				15 - Ashford 		6		2%

				16 - Folkestone/Dover 		7		2%

				17 - East Surrey 		7		2%

				18 - Northeast London 		20		6%

				19 - Southeast London 		26		8%

				20 - West London 		23		7%

				21 - Swindon and Oxfordshire 		17		5%

				22 - Slough, Wycombe and Aylesbury 		8		3%

				23 - Reading 		5		2%

				24 - Henley 		0		0%

				25 - Guildford 		4		1%

				26 - Hemel Hempstead and Rickmansworth 		6		2%

				27 - Harpenden, St. Albans and Edgware 		2		1%

				28 - Stevenage/Luton 		5		2%

				29 - Uxbridge, Northolt and Barnet 		6		2%

				30 - Epping, Harlow and Saffron Walden 		12		4%

				31 - Woking, Weybridge and Staines 		7		2%

				My area is not shown		0		0%

				Total		319		100%

				Sector

						n		%

				Primary		19		6%

				Secondary		90		28%

				Tertiary		210		66%

				Total		319		100%



				How aware were you of the four main factors that are putting pressures on the water supply system in the South East of England? 

						Population growth		Climate Change		Drought Resilience		Protecting the environment		 

				Very aware		178		182		136		165

				Somewhat aware		126		115		137		111

				Not at all aware		11		15		39		28

				Don’t know		4		7		7		15

				Total		319		319		319		319

				Q17: Which option do you prefer for the plan?



						n		%

				More water through demand management measures		160		50%

				More water through new transfers		150		47%

				Don't know		9		3%

				Total		319		100%



				Q18: Which option do you prefer for the plan?



						n		%

				A smaller number of larger schemes		142		45%

				A larger number of local schemes		170		53%

				Don't know		7		2%

				Total		319		100%

				Q19: In which of the following circumstances would you find it acceptable to reduce your water use?

						Government introducing new legislation to promote the efficient use of water (water efficiency labels, standards for new homes)		Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets by 2050		Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who use more water higher amounts for their water use)		New transfers of water from outside of the region		Small number of large schemes that supply customers from multiple companies		 

				Must be in place		156		177		118		129		106

				Should be in place		123		123		146		148		171

				Doesn’t matter either way		26		18		44		35		35

				Doesn’t need to be in place		14		1		11		7		7

						319		319		319		319		319

						Government introducing new legislation to promote the efficient use of water (water efficiency labels, standards for new homes)		Water companies reducing leaks to meet their stated targets by 2050		Water tariffs in place (this involves charging customers who use more water higher amounts for their water use)		New transfers of water from outside of the region		Small number of large schemes that supply customers from multiple companies		 

				Must be in place		49%		55%		37%		40%		33%

				Should be in place		39%		39%		46%		46%		54%

				Doesn’t matter either way		8%		6%		14%		11%		11%

				Doesn’t need to be in place		4%		0%		3%		2%		2%

						100%		100%		100%		100%		100%



				Q20: DCE without Price

						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		67		75		59		66		52

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		62		74		79		59		45

				More demand management (Gov C)		71		56		67		66		59

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		66		59		57		63		74

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		53		55		57		65		89

				Total		319		319		319		319		319



						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		21%		24%		18%		21%		16%

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		19%		23%		25%		18%		14%

				More demand management (Gov C)		22%		18%		21%		21%		18%

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		21%		18%		18%		20%		23%

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		17%		17%		18%		20%		28%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%

				Q21: In making your choices, which aspect of the plan was:

						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government		 

				Most important to you		121		64		60		55		42

				Second most important to you		62		102		48		60		51

				Third most important to you		53		72		90		66		32

				Fourth most important to you		44		55		65		89		56

				Least Important to you		39		26		56		49		138

				Other		0		0		0		0		0

				Total		319		319		319		319		319



						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government

				Most important to you		38%		20%		19%		17%		13%

				Second most important to you		19%		32%		15%		19%		16%

				Third most important to you		17%		23%		28%		21%		10%

				Fourth most important to you		14%		17%		20%		28%		18%

				Least Important to you		12%		8%		18%		15%		43%

				Other		0%		0%		0%		0%		0%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%



				Q24: DCE with Price

						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		64		70		63		68		54

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		66		71		76		62		44

				More demand management (Gov C)		72		58		58		67		64

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		67		67		63		51		71

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		50		53		59		71		86

				Total		319		319		319		319		319

						1st		2nd		3rd		4th		5th

				More resilient (Best Value)		20%		22%		20%		21%		17%

				Mix of schemes (Least Cost)		21%		22%		24%		19%		14%

				More demand management (Gov C)		23%		18%		18%		21%		20%

				More transfers, fewer reservoirs		21%		21%		20%		16%		22%

				Less government intervention (Gov H)		16%		17%		18%		22%		27%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%

				Q25: In making your choices, which aspect of the plan was:

						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government		Impact on customer bills

				Most important to you		96		96		96		96		96		96

				Second most important to you		63		63		63		63		63		63

				Third most important to you		47		47		47		47		47		47

				Fourth most important to you		39		39		39		39		39		39

				Least Important to you		33		33		33		33		33		33

				Other		41		41		41		41		41		41

				Total		319		319		319		319		319		319



						Where the water coming from (the mix of schemes)		Resilience to unexpected events		Carbon emissions		Impact on water use and lifestyle change		Higher water efficiency standards from Government		Impact on customer bills

				Most important to you		30%		30%		30%		30%		30%		30%

				Second most important to you		20%		20%		20%		20%		20%		20%

				Third most important to you		15%		15%		15%		15%		15%		15%

				Fourth most important to you		12%		12%		12%		12%		12%		12%

				Least Important to you		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%		10%

				Other		13%		13%		13%		13%		13%		13%

				Total		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%		100%



				Q26: Considering the information and instructions provided, how easy or difficult was it to make your choices about the options for the plan you preferred?

						n		%

				Very easy		106		33%

				Fairly easy		125		39%

				Neither easy nor difficult		48		15%

				Fairly difficult		37		12%

				Very difficult		3		1%

				Total		319		100%

				Q27: Was it difficult to answer because…?  

						n		%

				It was hard to decide what was most important		38		95%

				Not enough information was provided about the choices to help me answer		6		15%

				The instructions for the questions were not clear		2		5%

				Other (please state):		0		0%

				Total		46		115%

				*Respondents were allowed to choose more than one option



				Q27b: If your most preferred plan was implemented, would you support it?

						n		%

				Yes		274		86%

				No		9		3%

				Don't know		36		11%

				Total		319		100%

				Q42: How many employees are there in your organisation?

						n		%

				1 - 9		49		15%

				10 - 49		56		18%

				50 - 249		124		39%

				250+		90		28%

				Total		319		100%

				Q43: How many sites does your organisation have?

						n		%

				1 site		88		28%

				2 sites		57		18%

				3 – 5 sites		108		34%

				6 – 10 sites		29		9%

				More than 10 sites		32		10%

				Don’t know		5		2%

				Total		319		100%

				Q44: What is your organisation’s annual turnover? 

						n		%

				Up to £49,999		21		7%

				£50,000 - £99,999		18		6%

				£100,000 - £249,999		19		6%

				£250,000 - £499,999		21		7%

				£500,000 - £999,999		31		10%

				£1,000,000 - £1,999,999		44		14%

				£2,000,000 - £4,999,999		58		18%

				£5,000,000 - £9,999,999		51		16%

				£10,000,000 - £49,999,999		28		9%

				£50,000,000 or more		28		9%

				Total		319		100%

				Q45: Approximately how much does your organisation pay for water and sewerage services combined?

						n		%

				Less than £250 per year		23		7%

				£251 to £400 per year		27		8%

				£401 to £900 per year		53		17%

				£901 to £1,400 per year		59		18%

				£1,401 to £5,000 per year		65		20%

				£5,001 to £10,000 per year		44		14%

				£10,001 to £25,000 per year		20		6%

				More than £25,000 per year		28		9%

				Total		319		100%

				Q46: How easy or difficult was it to answer the questions in this survey?

						n		%

				Very easy		120		38%

				Fairly easy		124		39%

				Neither easy nor difficult		48		15%

				Fairly difficult		24		8%

				Very difficult		2		1%

				Don’t know / prefer not to say		1		0%

				Total		319		100%

				Q47: Finally, did you think this survey was (select all that apply):

						n		%

				Interesting		254		55%

				Too long		33		7%

				Difficult to understand		27		6%

				Educational		119		26%

				Unrealistic / not credible		16		3%

				Other (please specify):		5		1%

				None of these		7		2%

				Total		461		100%
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A. Pref. choice wo. bill (HH)

				A. Model for the preferred plan without bill impact (WRSE households)

				Multinomial logistic regression



				Number of observations		1,408

				LR chi2 (44)		151.72

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-2203.2446

				Pseudo R2		0.0333



				Best Value		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				AGE

				25-54		-0.1988875		0.2325558		-0.86		0.392		-0.6546885		0.2569135

				55+		-0.9409154		0.2472925		-3.8		0		-1.4256		-0.4562309

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.4085121		0.2474262		-1.65		0.099		-0.8934585		0.0764343

				Central		0.5846746		0.3737994		1.56		0.118		-0.1479589		1.317308

				West		0.0916785		0.3284217		0.28		0.78		-0.5520162		0.7353732

				South		0.0751783		0.3410657		0.22		0.826		-0.5932982		0.7436548

				East		-0.5597486		0.3613063		-1.55		0.121		-1.267896		0.1483988

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.1292711		0.1830779		0.71		0.48		-0.229555		0.4880971

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.2391592		0.1554889		1.54		0.124		-0.0655934		0.5439118

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.2184215		0.1542475		1.42		0.157		-0.083898		0.520741

				SEG AB		0.344892		0.2747678		1.26		0.209		-0.193643		0.883427

				CONSTANT		0.4878536		0.3021308		1.61		0.106		-0.1043118		1.080019

				Least Cost		(base		outcome)

				Gov C		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				AGE

				25-54		0.3098998		0.257075		1.21		0.228		-0.193958		0.8137576

				55+		0.1498206		0.2622792		0.57		0.568		-0.3642373		0.6638785

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.6059445		0.2375662		-2.55		0.011		-1.071566		-0.1403232

				Central		-0.0766196		0.3842068		-0.2		0.842		-0.8296511		0.6764118

				West		-0.4994652		0.3345927		-1.49		0.136		-1.155255		0.1563245

				South		-0.0134485		0.326737		-0.04		0.967		-0.6538413		0.6269443

				East		-0.5122204		0.3416628		-1.5		0.134		-1.181867		0.1574263

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		-0.1419548		0.184752		-0.77		0.442		-0.504062		0.2201524

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.7537193		0.1574907		4.79		0		0.4450432		1.062395

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.1392428		0.1544539		0.9		0.367		-0.1634812		0.4419668

				SEG AB		-0.0630821		0.2964075		-0.21		0.831		-0.6440302		0.5178659

				CONSTANT		-0.100181		0.3137577		-0.32		0.75		-0.7151347		0.5147728

				More Transfers Fewer Reservoirs		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				AGE

				25-54		0.3718902		0.3081219		1.21		0.227		-0.2320176		0.9757981

				55+		-0.1003047		0.3213801		-0.31		0.755		-0.7301982		0.5295887

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.1687312		0.3033193		-0.56		0.578		-0.7632261		0.4257637

				Central		0.4462796		0.4498859		0.99		0.321		-0.4354806		1.32804

				West		-0.6427756		0.4600589		-1.4		0.162		-1.544474		0.2589232

				South		0.4647737		0.3909688		1.19		0.235		-0.3015112		1.231058

				East		0.0037419		0.4124003		0.01		0.993		-0.8045478		0.8120316

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		-0.035128		0.2177815		-0.16		0.872		-0.4619719		0.391716

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.200767		0.1854138		-1.08		0.279		-0.5641714		0.1626374

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.401675		0.184744		-2.17		0.03		-0.7637666		-0.0395834

				SEG AB		0.6814162		0.2977233		2.29		0.022		0.0978893		1.264943

				CONSTANT		-0.3705256		0.3865735		-0.96		0.338		-1.128196		0.3871447

				Gov H		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				AGE

				25-54		-0.4984221		0.2650947		-1.88		0.06		-1.017998		0.0211541

				55+		-1.147137		0.289357		-3.96		0		-1.714267		-0.5800079

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.2881761		0.2984965		-0.97		0.334		-0.8732184		0.2968663

				Central		0.1417948		0.4814594		0.29		0.768		-0.8018483		1.085438

				West		-0.268801		0.4274612		-0.63		0.529		-1.10661		0.5690076

				South		0.373534		0.3964594		0.94		0.346		-0.4035122		1.15058

				East		-0.1410988		0.4176185		-0.34		0.735		-0.9596159		0.6774184

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		-0.3661818		0.2429659		-1.51		0.132		-0.8423862		0.1100227

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.0974722		0.1903499		-0.51		0.609		-0.4705513		0.2756068

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.3437617		0.1902717		-1.81		0.071		-0.7166875		0.029164

				SEG AB		0.2841882		0.3289575		0.86		0.388		-0.3605566		0.9289331

				CONSTANT		0.4567125		0.346676		1.32		0.188		-0.22276		1.136185





B. Pref. choice with bill (HH)

				B. Model for the preferred plan with bill impact (WRSE households)

				Multinomial logistic regression



				Number of observations		1,408

				LR chi2 (32)		139.3

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-22405931

				Pseudo R2		0.0301



				Best Value		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0033873		0.00133		2.55		0.011		0.0007805		0.0059941

				AGE

				25-54		0.010412		0.2344045		0.04		0.965		-0.4490125		0.4698364

				55+		-0.1758556		0.2457679		-0.72		0.474		-0.6575519		0.3058407

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		0.3695535		0.261928		1.41		0.158		-0.143816		0.8829229

				Central		0.8751245		0.3828871		2.29		0.022		0.1246795		1.625569

				West		0.6083815		0.355977		1.71		0.087		-0.0893207		1.306084

				South		0.8129704		0.34035		2.39		0.017		0.1458967		1.480044

				East		0.3237605		0.3656389		0.89		0.376		-0.3928786		1.040399

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.2057267		0.1916921		1.07		0.283		-0.1699829		0.5814363

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.2492827		0.1601626		1.56		0.12		-0.0646303		0.5631957

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.1573068		0.1608759		0.98		0.328		-0.1580042		0.4726177

				SEG AB		0.6603846		0.3018219		2.19		0.029		0.0688245		1.251945

				CONSTANT		-0.8136818		0.3297477		-2.47		0.014		-1.459975		-0.1673882

				Least Cost		(base		outcome)

				Gov C		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0037771		0.0012973		2.91		0.004		0.0012344		0.0063197

				AGE

				25-54		0.4435476		0.2421742		1.83		0.067		-0.0311052		0.9182003

				55+		0.2869276		0.2524112		1.14		0.256		-0.2077892		0.7816445

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.0884916		0.2320032		-0.38		0.703		-0.5432095		0.3662264

				Central		0.0952879		0.3754192		0.25		0.8		-0.6405202		0.8310961

				West		0.041457		0.3354414		0.12		0.902		-0.6159959		0.69891

				South		0.0316916		0.3291897		0.1		0.923		-0.6135083		0.6768916

				East		-0.3396349		0.3521947		-0.96		0.335		-1.029924		0.350654

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.0056988		0.1921358		0.03		0.976		-0.3708804		0.382278

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.7164182		0.1587545		4.51		0		0.4052652		1.027571

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.0558405		0.1575659		0.35		0.723		-0.252983		0.3646639

				SEG AB		0.4076236		0.3046432		1.34		0.181		-0.1894661		1.004713

				CONSTANT		-0.7766379		0.3158888		-2.46		0.014		-1.395769		-0.1575073

				More Transfers Fewer Reservoirs		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0025383		0.0014346		1.77		0.077		-0.0002735		0.0053501

				AGE

				25-54		0.4296297		0.2674227		1.61		0.108		-0.0945091		0.9537686

				55+		-0.0248326		0.2836163		-0.09		0.93		-0.5807104		0.5310451

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.0363543		0.2671227		-0.14		0.892		-0.5599052		0.4871967

				Central		0.3691888		0.4066555		0.91		0.364		-0.4278413		1.166219

				West		-0.0629759		0.3894659		-0.16		0.872		-0.8263149		0.7003632

				South		0.0344159		0.3765729		0.09		0.927		-0.7036534		0.7724851

				East		0.193425		0.3690672		0.52		0.6		-0.5299334		0.9167834

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.3133738		0.2071318		1.51		0.13		-0.0925971		0.7193446

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.0207004		0.174697		0.12		0.906		-0.3216994		0.3631003

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.231077		0.1751916		-1.32		0.187		-0.5744461		0.1122922

				SEG AB		0.6640064		0.3191522		2.08		0.037		0.0384796		1.289533

				CONSTANT		-0.6786692		0.3522011		-1.93		0.054		-1.368971		0.0116321

				Gov H		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		-0.0002407		0.0016071		-0.15		0.881		-0.0033905		0.002909

				AGE

				25-54		0.277487		0.2694971		1.03		0.303		-0.2507177		0.8056916

				55+		-0.5600806		0.2964064		-1.89		0.059		-1.141027		0.0208652

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.487249		0.2706418		-1.8		0.072		-1.017697		0.0431993

				Central		0.1233327		0.4189917		0.29		0.768		-0.6978759		0.9445413

				West		-0.0984376		0.3841417		-0.26		0.798		-0.8513416		0.6544664

				South		0.3650464		0.3547525		1.03		0.303		-0.3302557		1.060348

				East		-0.4445965		0.4054707		-1.1		0.273		-1.239305		0.3501115

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.0479449		0.229719		0.21		0.835		-0.402296		0.4981858

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.1436161		0.1852554		-0.78		0.438		-0.50671		0.2194778

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.7178955		0.1892076		-3.79		0		-1.088736		-0.3470554

				SEG AB		0.5643386		0.3376173		1.67		0.095		-0.0973792		1.226056

				CONSTANT		0.1614555		0.3492786		0.46		0.644		-0.5231179		0.846029





C. Sensitivity to the bill (HH)

				C. Sensitivity to the bill

				Logistic regression 

				Number of observations		14,080



				Best Value

				LR chi2 (13)		61.53

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-2799.7154

				Pseudo R2		0.0109



						Coefficient		Std. err.		z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		-0.0035602		0.0007253		-4.91		0		-0.0049818		-0.0021387

				AGE

				25-54		-0.206471		0.1095817		-1.88		0.06		-0.4212471		0.0083051

				55+		-0.381673		0.119317		-3.2		0.001		-0.61553		-0.1478161

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		0.1367537		0.12886		1.06		0.289		-0.1158074		0.3893147

				Central		0.4551137		0.1721022		2.64		0.008		0.1177996		0.7924278

				West		0.3874294		0.1676143		2.31		0.021		0.0589115		0.7159474

				South		0.2350373		0.165317		1.42		0.155		-0.0889781		0.5590526

				East		0.0228969		0.1882733		0.12		0.903		-0.346112		0.3919059

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.1470204		0.0922243		1.59		0.111		-0.0337359		0.3277766

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.0319779		0.0780075		0.41		0.682		-0.1209139		0.1848698

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.2239696		0.0776214		2.89		0.004		0.0718345		0.3761047

				SEG AB		0.1546685		0.1254577		1.23		0.218		-0.0912241		0.400561

				CONSTANT		-2.97952		0.1522192		-19.57		0		-3.277864		-2.681175

				Least Cost

				LR chi2 (32)		61.53

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-2799.7154

				Pseudo R2		0.0109



						Coefficient		Std. err.		z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		-0.0027297		0.0011225		-2.43		0.015		-0.0049297		-0.0005296

				AGE

				25-54		-0.2836033		0.1924114		-1.47		0.14		-0.6607227		0.0935162

				55+		0.0632089		0.2007037		0.31		0.753		-0.3301631		0.4565809

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		0.033682		0.1936974		0.17		0.862		-0.345958		0.413322

				Central		-0.378393		0.3102841		-1.22		0.223		-0.9865386		0.2297527

				West		-0.1451631		0.2781151		-0.52		0.602		-0.6902588		0.3999325

				South		-0.324137		0.2698569		-1.2		0.23		-0.8530468		0.2047728

				East		0.0586431		0.2797671		0.21		0.834		-0.4896904		0.6069766

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		-0.1403313		0.1573038		-0.89		0.372		-0.4486411		0.1679785

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.2805246		0.1293539		-2.17		0.03		-0.5340536		-0.0269956

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.1095597		0.1295847		0.85		0.398		-0.1444216		0.363541

				SEG AB		-0.5656541		0.2628348		-2.15		0.031		-1.080801		-0.0505074

				CONSTANT		-0.8099564		0.2533764		-3.2		0.001		-1.306565		-0.3133478

				Gov C

				LR chi2 (12)		84.22

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-2872.1684

				Pseudo R2		0.0144



						Coefficient		Std. err.		z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		-0.0025826		0.0006688		-3.86		0		-0.0038933		-0.0012719

				AGE

				25-54		0.2697206		0.1252657		2.15		0.031		0.0242043		0.5152368

				55+		0.4184522		0.1293669		3.23		0.001		0.1648977		0.6720067

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.1759935		0.111012		-1.59		0.113		-0.3935731		0.0415861

				Central		-0.2783492		0.1762142		-1.58		0.114		-0.6237228		0.0670243

				West		-0.2058798		0.1626525		-1.27		0.206		-0.5246728		0.1129132

				South		-0.1826202		0.153093		-1.19		0.233		-0.482677		0.1174366

				East		-0.2660969		0.1726769		-1.54		0.123		-0.6045375		0.0723436

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		-0.0989267		0.0936767		-1.06		0.291		-0.2825296		0.0846761

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.5443931		0.0793534		6.86		0		0.3888633		0.6999229

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		0.1225437		0.0760438		1.61		0.107		-0.0264993		0.2715868

				SEG AB		-0.1696953		0.137094		-1.24		0.216		-0.4383947		0.0990041

				CONSTANT		-3.299561		0.152189		-21.68		0		-3.597846		-3.001277

				More Transfers Fewer Reservoirs

				LR chi2 (12)		42.17

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-1947.9965

				Pseudo R2		0.0107



						Coefficient		Std. err.		z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0		0.0011018		0.38		0.705		-0.0017423		0.0025766

				AGE

				25-54		0.2478077		0.2247545		1.1		0.27		-0.1927031		0.6883184

				55+		0.0298604		0.2412778		0.12		0.902		-0.4430354		0.5027562

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.0070759		0.2248758		-0.03		0.975		-0.4478244		0.4336725

				Central		0.0823273		0.325191		0.25		0.8		-0.5550354		0.71969

				West		-0.2063312		0.3275242		-0.63		0.529		-0.8482668		0.4356045

				South		-0.262572		0.3134614		-0.84		0.402		-0.8769449		0.351801

				East		0.2979232		0.3070957		0.97		0.332		-0.3039733		0.8998196

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		0.2458779		0.1687045		1.46		0.145		-0.0847768		0.5765327

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.2315972		0.1440114		-1.61		0.108		-0.5138544		0.0506601

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.1734485		0.1445944		-1.2		0.23		-0.4568483		0.1099514

				SEG AB		0.2310757		0.2293982		1.01		0.314		-0.2185364		0.6806878

				CONSTANT		-1.671224		0.2955485		-5.65		0		-2.250488		-1.09196

				Gov H

				LR chi2 (12)		50.31

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-565.07722

				Pseudo R2		0.0426



						Coefficient		Std. err.		z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		-0.003		0.0013178		-2.12		0.034		-0.0053777		-0.0002118

				AGE

				25-54		0.07		0.2280063		0.31		0.753		-0.3751452		0.5186231

				55+		-0.58		0.2569668		-2.27		0.023		-1.087002		-0.0797102

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.53		0.2297702		-2.32		0.02		-0.9844298		-0.0837472

				Central		-0.20		0.3412081		-0.6		0.55		-0.8724723		0.4650391

				West		-0.24		0.3222282		-0.75		0.456		-0.8719645		0.3911469

				South		0.14		0.2886678		0.49		0.623		-0.423918		0.7076388

				East		-0.47		0.3495256		-1.35		0.179		-1.155191		0.2149246

				VULNERABLE CUSTOMERS		-0.07		0.1953234		-0.38		0.704		-0.4569871		0.3086665

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.41		0.1565761		-2.65		0.008		-0.7211347		-0.1073677

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.73		0.1616579		-4.53		0		-1.048393		-0.4147063

				SEG AB		0.11		0.2541119		0.42		0.677		-0.3922546		0.6038459

				CONSTANT		-0.69		0.2952002		-2.33		0.02		-1.267464		-0.1102998





A. Pref. choice wo. bill (NHH)

				A. Model for the preferred plan without bill impact (WRSE non-households)

				Multinomial logistic regression



				Number of observations		319

				LR chi2 (36)		79.74

				Prob > chi2		0

				Log likelihood		-483.50635

				Pseudo R2		0.0762



				Best Value		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		0.3760835		0.4688734		0.8		0.422		-0.5428916		1.295059

				More than 6 sites		-0.6947865		0.4703285		-1.48		0.14		-1.616613		0.2270404

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		0.8789081		0.5130883		1.71		0.087		-0.1267264		1.884543

				Central		0.9925098		0.6912489		1.44		0.151		-0.3623131		2.347333

				West		0.2086067		0.677989		0.31		0.758		-1.120227		1.537441

				South		-0.4636299		0.656702		-0.71		0.48		-1.750742		0.8234824

				East		-0.9304555		0.6995084		-1.33		0.183		-2.301467		0.4405557

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.168915		0.3684178		0.46		0.647		-0.5531706		0.8910005

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.2034948		0.3656584		-0.56		0.578		-0.9201721		0.5131824

				CONSTANT		-0.1323843		0.5122715		-0.26		0.796		-1.136418		0.8716494

				Least Cost		(base		outcome)

				Gov C		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		-0.9359913		0.526289		-1.78		0.075		-1.967499		0.0955162

				More than 6 sites		-0.119239		0.4462235		-0.27		0.789		-0.993821		0.7553429

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		1.364342		0.5159847		2.64		0.008		0.3530303		2.375653

				Central		0.4826284		0.7710468		0.63		0.531		-1.028595		1.993852

				West		1.282083		0.636911		2.01		0.044		0.0337604		2.530406

				South		-0.0587324		0.6450617		-0.09		0.927		-1.32303		1.205565

				East		-0.3971513		0.6808611		-0.58		0.56		-1.731614		0.9373119

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.9171159		0.3637162		2.52		0.012		0.2042451		1.629987

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.0169243		0.3548907		-0.05		0.962		-0.7124973		0.6786487

				CONSTANT		-0.7206307		0.538989		-1.34		0.181		-1.77703		0.3357683

				More Transfers Fewer Reservoirs		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		-0.6522071		0.4856393		-1.34		0.179		-1.604043		0.2996284

				More than 6 sites		0.9195482		0.4240662		2.17		0.03		0.0883938		1.750703

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		1.153736		0.5368661		2.15		0.032		0.1014978		2.205974

				Central		0.6566532		0.7258567		0.9		0.366		-0.7659999		2.079306

				West		0.2580176		0.7055906		0.37		0.715		-1.124915		1.64095

				South		-0.2929056		0.6843037		-0.43		0.669		-1.634116		1.048305

				East		-0.2584855		0.6600909		-0.39		0.695		-1.55224		1.035269

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		-0.2642307		0.3757273		-0.7		0.482		-1.000643		0.4721812

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.2929331		0.3700945		-0.79		0.429		-1.018305		0.4324387

				CONSTANT		-0.3465016		0.5365527		-0.65		0.518		-1.398126		0.7051224

				Gov H		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		-0.5375882		0.5236187		-1.03		0.305		-1.563862		0.4886855

				More than 6 sites		0.1275891		0.4703082		0.27		0.786		-0.794198		1.049376

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		0.2034008		0.5901143		0.34		0.73		-0.9532019		1.360003

				Central		0.0011533		0.8460416		0		0.999		-1.657058		1.659364

				West		0.1228469		0.7293459		0.17		0.866		-1.306645		1.552339

				South		0.2089055		0.6273075		0.33		0.739		-1.020595		1.438406

				East		0.4883164		0.5977643		0.82		0.414		-0.68328		1.659913

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.0694137		0.3921053		0.18		0.859		-0.6990985		0.8379259

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.7419982		0.3986561		-1.86		0.063		-1.52335		0.0393534

				CONSTANT		-0.1123633		0.5409313		-0.21		0.835		-1.172569		0.9478425





B. Pref. choice with bill (NHH)

				B. Model for the preferred plan with bill impact (WRSE non-households)

				Multinomial logistic regression



				Number of observations		319

				LR chi2 (32)		69.71

				Prob > chi2		0.0025

				Log likelihood		-489.65764

				Pseudo R2		0.0664



				Best Value		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0177371		0.0125415		1.41		0.157		-0.0068438		0.0423179

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		0.241846		0.481497		0.5		0.615		-0.7018708		1.185563

				More than 6 sites		-0.1396729		0.4841126		-0.29		0.773		-1.088516		0.8091704

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.5066646		0.51746		-0.98		0.328		-1.520868		0.5075383

				Central		-0.0098774		0.6916917		-0.01		0.989		-1.365568		1.345813

				West		0.0801979		0.773194		0.1		0.917		-1.435235		1.59563

				South		-0.208987		0.629187		-0.33		0.74		-1.442171		1.024197

				East		-1.065609		0.7377262		-1.44		0.149		-2.511526		0.3803074

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.5134917		0.3717286		1.38		0.167		-0.2150831		1.242066

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.4760897		0.3676977		-1.29		0.195		-1.196764		0.2445845

				CONSTANT		-0.0136875		0.5312183		-0.03		0.979		-1.054856		1.027481

				Least Cost		(base		outcome)

				Gov C		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0206384		0.0116434		1.77		0.076		-0.0021823		0.0434591

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		-0.4910225		0.4914379		-1		0.318		-1.454223		0.4721781

				More than 6 sites		0.2753657		0.4516525		0.61		0.542		-0.609857		1.160588

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		0.1415165		0.5222481		0.27		0.786		-0.882071		1.165104

				Central		0.3233573		0.6963613		0.46		0.642		-1.041486		1.6882

				West		1.040877		0.7404841		1.41		0.16		-0.4104454		2.492199

				South		-0.2553613		0.6850404		-0.37		0.709		-1.598016		1.087293

				East		0.2408402		0.6442141		0.37		0.709		-1.021796		1.503477

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.692854		0.3522882		1.97		0.049		0.0023817		1.383326

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.0321694		0.3459324		-0.09		0.926		-0.7101845		0.6458456

				CONSTANT		-0.5803944		0.5548932		-1.05		0.296		-1.667965		0.5071764

				More Transfers Fewer Reservoirs		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0292991		0.0121999		2.4		0.016		0.0053878		0.0532105

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		-0.9975832		0.5263626		-1.9		0.058		-2.029235		0.0340687

				More than 6 sites		1.41571		0.4518934		3.13		0.002		0.5300151		2.301405

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		-0.9230888		0.520076		-1.77		0.076		-1.942419		0.0962414

				Central		-1.218233		0.7609003		-1.6		0.109		-2.70957		0.2731039

				West		0.6809726		0.7095916		0.96		0.337		-0.7098013		2.071747

				South		-1.129913		0.7032815		-1.61		0.108		-2.508319		0.2484938

				East		-0.9147758		0.6873569		-1.33		0.183		-2.261971		0.432419

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.3816846		0.378183		1.01		0.313		-0.3595403		1.12291

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.497602		0.3743447		-1.33		0.184		-1.231304		0.2361002

				CONSTANT		-0.0491801		0.5347605		-0.09		0.927		-1.097291		0.9989312

				Gov H		Coefficient  Std. err.				z		P>z		[95% conf.		interval]

				BILL IMPACT		0.0018637		0.0139978		0.13		0.894		-0.0255715		0.0292988

				Turnover over £250,000 per year		-0.3657831		0.5207761		-0.7		0.482		-1.386485		0.6549192

				More than 6 sites		0.925432		0.4712907		1.96		0.05		0.0017193		1.849145

				GEOGRAPHIC REGION

				Lower Thames		1.28265		0.7138371		1.8		0.072		-0.116445		2.681745

				Central		-0.2267636		1.097857		-0.21		0.836		-2.378524		1.924997

				West		1.463969		0.9375453		1.56		0.118		-0.373586		3.301524

				South		0.9691948		0.8317788		1.17		0.244		-0.6610617		2.599451

				East		1.535585		0.8053747		1.91		0.057		-0.04292		3.114091

				PREFERS DEMAND MANAGEMENT		0.5264308		0.3907274		1.35		0.178		-0.2393808		1.292242

				PREFERS LARGER SCHEMES		-0.3636431		0.3860324		-0.94		0.346		-1.120253		0.3929666

				CONSTANT		-1.56132		0.7455567		-2.09		0.036		-3.022584		-0.1000556
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