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Project background research
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| community
A comprehensive desk research study The WRAP programme feillies

carried out by Accent/PIJM (Dec-Feb
2020) recommended SSC undertake a
four themed customer research [ Set up
programme to ensure customers’
preferences underpinned the WRMPs in
both supply regions

L
—

Fieldwork ][ Analysis & Reporting |

Theme 1

_ Strategic Choices Detailed
Comprehensive WRAP design 2 week online forum BT

kick off and

meeting recruitment 1

Theme 2
Light PEECEIEGEERRTERS
touch Online focus groups

In June 2021, SSC appointed
Community research to undertake the
qualitative elements of the programme
and Accent/PIM the quantitative
elements

This deck covers the qualitative findings
from the first theme (strategic choices)

Development
Analysis of outputs

=

for each
theme

Theme 3
Deep Dives Detailed
1 week online forum  [GRULLAY

Theme 4

Final choices, acceptability
Online focus groups
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Research aims: strategic choices theme

@
I

S—
To explore household customer, future customer
and SME business customer preferences in terms
of:
« Environmental ambition
« Levels of service/resilience ambition

« Water efficiency ambition: leakage/PCC/metering
« Best value planning criteria

To ensure a “golden thread” of customer
preferences in these strategic areas, which sets the
context for the remainder of the engagement
programme.

communi
resr-.'ar‘ch“;y



Method

A deliberative
research approach
was chosen as the

most appropriate
for these research
questions

0
A
—

Features of deliberative

research
Information is gradually provided
to participants to take them on a
journey from uninformed to
informed.
« This provides us with both
spontaneous responses, as

well as considered and
informed viewpoints.

Heterogenous (rather than
homogenous) groups of
participants, so that people are
exposed to a perspectives from
people from a range of
backgrounds.

community
research

Due to COVID-19
the research was
all conducted
online
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The online forum

Community Cambridge Water v EES3 Q,

ressarch Participants were
Acthvites provided with a series
of tasks to complete
online, including
polling questions,
discussion boards and
self-filmed videos.

supply



The deliberative journey — the core content was the same in each region

Week 1

Participants’ starting
points

1

$

Survey exploring
behaviour and
attitudes to the
environment

Views on water
company priorities
and response to
key principles/trade
offs

Week 2

community
research

Resilience, demand and supply Costs and fairness
options and environment Initial tasks revisited

$

$

Spontaneous views /
attitudes for each
topic

Provision of
information in a
variety of forms

More informed
discussion

$

Information
provided about cost
and water bills

Discussion about
fairness and
priorities in light of
the cost information

Repeat of priorities
and principles tasks

<
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Our sample

47 participants in total:

Type of customer Water company

Billpayer 18 Cambridge Water 25
Future customer 9 South Staffs Water 22
Small business 10

a8
—

Quotas set by a

number of key Gender
characteristics, Age
including: Socio-economic group

Ethnicity

\> Location
Presence of children
Water meter in home
Working status

Vulnerability

Further details are provided in the Appendix



Views of the research experience

CAMBRIDGE
Q) WATE R

Mean average scores South Staffs Water CORes Y

Overall satisfaction with research
experience (10-point scale)
Overall, how would you rate your experience of taking part 8.5

in this research on a scale of 1-10, where 1 is very poor
and 10 is excellent?

[ thought it was a thoroughly
enjoyable and thought provoking
forum that worked really well.
Small number of I have also learnt so much about

Having their say, the
mechanics of the forum

ort provided comments about the what Staffs are trying to
an\i\“’ec:\: :\T?gted Eighly- time taken, the length “Ch;i"z vgeoralss fffffstf-mmftéff%
Most were particularly & quality of the St ephon (bi((pg 2 er)g
positive about the animations and the
animations and fact that some of the

the quiz. exergis_es were
- difficult!

Further details are provided in the Appendix

community

research

Only 1 participant
does not want to
continue in the
WRAP. Future
customers less likely
t_o want to take part
In live groups than
other participants.

[ have really enjoyed taking part in the
forum. | feel | can talk to friends and
family about water and its processes. |
really look forward to being involved in

future activities. Wish Cambridge water all
the future success. Many thanks Sarah
(billpayer)




Notes on the approach

.

Please bear in mind this is

qualitative research:

« Those who participated in this
research ‘opted in’ to the process
It could be that those who opted
into the process are different in
some way than other customers /
citizens.

. Itis also important to note, whilst
polling results have been
reported, qualitative research is
not intended to be statistically
reliable and, as such, does not
permit conclusions to be drawn
the wider population.

- Quotes have been included to
illustrate particular viewpoints.
The views expressed do not
always represent the views of all
those who participated.

£

community

research

The online forum approach is a trade-off

You get much more from
each person than from
face to face groups /
workshops, but less
interaction and
reaction...we
recommend that online
live groups are
conducted to fill this
gap, if felt necessary

11
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The headlines (golden threads)

Resilience

Most expect more frequent restrictions than current service levels

Level 1 (information) & 2 (TUBs) restrictions are acceptable and justified for most

Most believe restrictions should be regional / national rather than more localised

Environment Agency 1:500 year emergency drought target widely supported but mixed views on speed
of delivering this

Water efficiency

Leakage a key priority, but mixed views on national target

Call for greater ambition in terms of speed of PCC reduction, but not in terms of the stretch ambition of
80l/p/d

Strong agreement with compulsory meters — very strong support in Cambridge

Support for higher tariffs for higher use (with caveats)

Environment

Water companies have a central role in caring for water environment — but everyone else has a role to
play too

Ambitious target (level 3 — greater collaboration; ecological surveys; reviewing supply options) most
popular, in spite of cost. Considered worth it to ensure supplies & protect environment

No clear preference for timetable — but 20 years seems a reasonable compromise

Best value

Participants generally favoured a balance between supply and demand options, but wanted to see
demand management explored fully and first, before considering major supply side investments

When asked to prioritise company actions at the end of the exercise, the provision of reliable, clean
drinking water, minimising the environmental impact and reducing leakage were the top three in both
areas.

However, it should be noted that participants were forced to differentiate, and many expressed that
they had found the exercise difficult. Furthermore, concerns in relation to affordability were a recurrent
theme.

communi

researc

These key threads and
themes were heard
consistently in both
regions and across

participant
characteristics.

The need for Call for
customer collective
information and responsibility
engagement* and fairness

Protection for
vulnerable
customers*

Concern for the
environment*

* These are also areas which have become more important
to customers in Accent’s Priority Tracker research.
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Recommendations and next steps

Recommendations

« Keep WRAP members engaged by further communication and feedback on the findings.

«  Whilst the option of follow up live group discussions was discussed at the inception of the project there is
no obvious need for these and very little time to complete them before the next phase.

« As SSC develops its plans further, be mindful of key messages / findings:

Achieving balance throughout the plan — e.g., between demand & supply; short- & long-term solutions.

Considering demand side options first — particularly pursuing strong targets on leakage and compulsory
metering (more frequent restrictions could be considered as part of the mix).

Pushing as hard as possible on environmental protection (whilst considering affordability) — avoiding
further abstraction if at all possible.

Careful consideration of issues of fairness — a strong call throughout the process.

The need for effective customer communication to explain decisions and ensure customers play their
part (collective responsibility).

Next Steps
- Deep Dive activity starting in September - timings to be agreed
 Stakeholder roundtable sessions — to follow in October

14
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Views at the start

Mean average scores

Overall satisfaction with water supply
(10-point scale)

Thinking about your overall experience of your water
supply - including the provision of water as well as
charges, customer services and billing - how satisfied or
dissatisfied are you?

Value for money (5-point scale)
Thinking now about value for money, how satisfied or

J

South Staffs Water

7.6

3.7

dissatisfied are you with the value for money of the water

services in your area?

Affordability (5-point scale)

How much do you agree or disagree that the water
charges that you pay for are affordable to you?

Willingness to accept an above

inflation increase (5-point scale)
How much do you agree or disagree that you would be

3.6

willing to accept an above inflation* increase in your water
bills over the next 10-15 years to ensure a reliable service 2.9
of high-quality drinking from your water company over the

long term?

CAMBRIDGE

WATER

COMPANY

é
o
o
o

community

research

Future customers
Were not asked these
questions. Numbers
represent mean
average scores
amongst current
Customers and SMEs

Scores are indicative,
but similar to Accent
Priority Tracker
research where
Satisfaction was 7.96
and VFM was 3.94

16



community

Using and valuing water research

How far do you agree or disagree with each statement?

I don't pay much attention to how much water &= -y 5 9
CAMBRIDGE I /my household / business uses m m

South Staffs Water WA I E R
9

this country there’s plenty of watertogo e e o e
‘ound, so I don’t worry much about how m 5

much I/my household use.

10

Which of the following best describes your own use of South Staffs Water
drinking water?

lp 3
4

I believe that water companies should be run q
5 16

o On!y tap water as not for profit organ_isa’gions or Government
organisations

Malnly tap water Water is precious and we all have a a

responsibility to conserve it 21

Occassionally tap water
m Disagree m Neutral = Agree

13

Bottled only
15 I don't pay much attention to how much water 1 LYY Y
/my household / business uses mmm 4 9
: In this country there’s plenty of water to go o0 o o0 o4
l In Cambridge a hlgher cABBRIDGE around, so I don't worry much about how much N m 2 11
- . = L 1/my household use.
WRAP members Proportion of WRAP WATE R
in Cambridge are | Ttembers claim to pay c
i da ention i I believe that water companies should be run as
mo.re hkely tO be | use A h 'EO the'r Wat.:er not for profit organis_atigns or Government Vel 7) 17
drinking only or ' ; Igher proportion organisations
mainly tap water. ., 3Iso disagree that
| there’s plenty of water
t ’ Water is precious and we all have a responsibility 5
' 0 go around’, to conserve it ql 23

17



community

Environmental attitudes and behaviours research

o CAMBRIDGE
WATER

South Staffs Water COMPAN Y

14

How important is protecting the environment
to you personally?

Whilst protecting the
environment is |
important to almost
all, strength of
feeling on this point
is greater in
Cambridge. |

m Very important

Important

Neither important nor

unimportant

Not important

Which of the following statements applies to you over the last 12 months?

I make a conscious effort to eat more sustainably — QQQQ’QQQQQQQQQQ’Q 17

e.g. less red meat/dairy

I actively stay up to date with the latest Q’QQQQQQ 8
7

environmental news/research

I actively encourage friends/colleagues to be more QQQQQQ’QQQQQQ 13
5

environmentally conscious

I have lobbied polticians and/or signed petitions on QQQQQQQQQ 9
4

environmental topics _

Iam involved with helping a national or local South Staffs Water

initiative(s) to protect and improve the environment 2

‘ I am an active member of an environmental / 0 h‘;"j“.'g‘é
! conservation group 0 COMFANY

|

I

888 -

None of the above

- and this translateg 6
mto higher levels of
claimed pro- e ———
beha\igx'rgonmental " 11 out of 22 South Staffs panelists and 17 out of 25
in the fast 17 ; Cambridge panelists had visited a blue natural space
months, i (beach, river, lake, stream or urban blue space) within

the last month.

B
.......................
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Environmental concerns research

Below is a list of environmental problems. Please pick the four that you are
most concerned about.

() ; 13

South Staffs Water

16

15
Cambridge members
also more likely to
express some
concerns, with only
‘extreme rainfall .
leading to flooding’ of
concern to more

15
13
11
10 '
_ : 9 9 South Staffs n
CAMBEIDC ‘
ol - : 8 members. ‘
COMPAN Y
6 6 1
5 I
Global warming and
4 4 P 4 pollution are most
3 frequently cited
2 concerns in both areas,
. 1 This aligns with recent
research for Consumer
. . . Council for Water.

Declne or Noise  Frequent Extreme Air Growing Chopping Building Decline or Pollution Pollution  Plastic Global
extinction pollution droughts rainfal pollution amount of down on green extinction of the sea of rivers, pollution warming
of plant and leading to waste  forests and  of animal lakes and
life shortages floods natural life ground
of water spaces/ water
resources green belt
land

19



community

Top three unprompted priorities for the water company research

= _L_:;(SSMEOV?;\Z: ;{;;I%TRI;;(-’I&’ Low prices
il wager. Andy The water quality in CaRIEES: v Carole

prioritise (SME — dairy) Cambridge is poor and (billpayer)

{ Mé?tler ( J very hard if there is a

eaks. lvan way to have better + Clean, fresh, safe

(billpayer) South Staffs Water quality for the

+ Clean, fresh, safe water

« Reduce cost, low cost, affordability

« Educate water users, reduce
usage

» Reduce leakage

§ Providing clean, safe
-9 drinking water without
$ damaging the
S , ,
o environment. Marie
& (billpayer)

consumer | would * Improve quality / taste
definitely drink more
tap water than bottled. * Reduce cost, low cost, affordability
Lewis (SME - barber)

» Educate water users,
reduce usage

Looking at the extreme
cost of the water Be more
supply and why we transparent to
can't have a free choice the non bill
to use other companies, payer about
regular offers and water use and
discounts on products. how to preserve
Stephen (billpayer) more. Aleksi
(future
customer)

Number one priority is
to have clean water and
ensure that there Is

enough supply for
everyone. Joel

(billpayer)

20
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Prioritisation exercise at the start research

CAMBRILDHGE
Mean where 1= O Here are some things that could be a WA T_E__i_i:
high priority, 2 = South Staffs Water priority for your water company. Please cHsE
medium priority and sort all of them into categories to show
3 = lowest priority whether you think they are high,
Providing reliable clean drinking water to people's taps, 1.1 medium or low priority

Minimising environmental impact of supplying water , 1.7
Schemes to lower water bills for those struggling, 1.8
Planning and investing for the longer term , 1.8

Giving excellent customer service, 2.0 Keeping bills as low as possible , 2.0

Looking after vulnerable customers, 2.0 Helping customers to use less water, 2.1

Reducing leakage , 2.1 Schemes to lower water bills for those struggling, 2.2

Helping customers to use less water, 2.3 Giving excellent customer service, 2.4

................................
.t

Whilst the top 2 priorities are the same in both areas, thereafter the order of priority is quite
different. It should be noted that participants were forced to differentiate and couldn’t make
everything a high priority and many expressed that they had found the exercise very difficult. .-

o
.
--------
..............................................
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Key principles for the plan (1-5) at the start

Mean
scores out
of 10

Investing more now for the long-term future

CARBELIE

Principle 1 WATE R

Keeping customer bills as low as possible

o)

cosrasr  south Staffs Water

4.2

Preparing for the worst-case scenarios

CRAMBRLDGE O
WATE

ATER
cusrasy South Staffs Water

2.7

Principle 2

Trying new approaches and innovations

o N CAMURLDGE O
Principle 3 WATE R

PR couth Staffs Water

3.5

Spreading any costs to maintain and improve the service eq
amongst all customers

Princi P le 4 o A MERLNG

South Staffs Water WATER

Looking after the needs of the natural environment first, by
not taking too much water out

Principle 5 AMBRLENGE )
P WATE C

TER
CUSPAE T Souﬂr&aﬂhﬂﬁrm

3.2

Wait and see what happens and react as needed

Sticking to tried and trusted approaches

hally Those who directly benefit from investments pay
more for them

Ensuring all customers have all the water they want to
use at an affordable price

Line of neutrality

community

research

Move the slider towards
the principle you favour
more, or a 5 means you
are sitting on the fence.

22



Key principles for the plan (6-10) at the start

Managing customers’ water usage through measures such as

" AMBRLESE
WATE R Q

oo

Mean
scores out
of 10

Communicating to persuade customers to conserve
water

Principle 6

Spreading any costs equally amongst all customers

Principle 7

Spreading any costs equally amongst all customers

Principle 8

Doing more to reduce the amount of leakage from pipes
CAMBELDGE
WATER
Wil XY
COMEPA Smth

3.2

Principle 9

Doing more to reduce the company’s ‘carbon footprint’

CRAMURLGE
WATER

COMEANYT

3.5

Principle 10

e

o)

Staff

Sout

metering etc.

HPART O South Staffs Water

5.1

Ensuring those who use the most water pay more for it

CAMBRLIFSE ()

WATER jouth Staffs Water

COMEANYT

6.5

Limiting what those who are struggling financially will pay

MBRLVGE
AT E R Q

MPARTY South Staffs Water

5.3

Keeping customer bills as low as possible

Water

Keeping customer bills as low as possible

)

b Staffs Water

Line of neutrality

community

research

Move the slider towards
the principle you favour
more, or a 5 means you
are sitting on the fence.

23



Priorities and principles - rationale

community

research

( c o oriorit CAMBRIDGE
ommon to prioritise
environment and WA TE R
South Staffs Water planning for future COMPANY

.

over costs. Failure to
invest seen as
risking future water

| scarcity
Tension between - ~\
fairness (pay for what / Wanted Cambridge also I;I/Ios_t agree the
you use) Vs ensuring c investments to - e ecisions were
everyone is ab|e to pay MOSt Sald they come out Of found It dlfflCUIt d|ff|CU|t

found it really
hard to prioritise

company profits

Tension between

desire to keep bills
low, but believing
more investment is

Tension between
wanting people
to use less (e.g.

but were more

likely to prioritise
environment

Only one (ABC1 older
woman) consistently

Dn’f cult to through prioritised low bills,
Lassls decide relative metering) but though lots expressed
value of not making costs no desire to pay more
for low income

environment

Some think money is
less important than
being prepared /
innovating

Some prioritise
affordability (for them
and for others) —
more common

households
unmanageable

Couple of mentions
of importance of
keeping shareholder

Consequently,
amongst ABC1 and ntly, returns low
SME participants strong desire to
help people
understand how
to use less

24



Priorities and principles — rationale, in their own words

O

South Staffs Water

As | tried to balance the
statements, | took into
account the effects on the
environment, the ability of
customers to pay and | tried
to be as fair as possible. Marie

(billpayer)

Quite a few of the options
were difficult as a customer |
want bills as low as possible
but as a mother | want to
know the future is safe and
planned for. Jody (billpayer)

| think a few of the
statements go hand in hand
such as stopping leakages in
pipes and keeping water bills
as low as possible. They are
just as important as each
other because if you have
leakages it's a waste of water
and people are paying for
the water that's leaking but
at the same price. In
addition, it's a priority to
have things be affordable
with the prices of a lot of
things increasing. Dylan
(future customer)

CAMBRIDGE

WATER

COMPANY

[ have definitely tried to balance more towards looking
after the environment and planning for the future.
Keeping people's bills low may seem tempting and be
popular, but will be little use if we face water shortages
because of overuse or other environmental issues.” Sam

(billpayer)

[ thought about the environment and the impact our water
usage may have on it. As a family we try to be mindful of the
amount of water we use and educate our children in saving
water and not wasting it.

Having been through periods of financial difficulty in the past,
keeping an affordable bill is always important to me but also
wanting to preserve and protect the environment by being
more green and environmentally friendly. These are the
questions that | found most difficult to answer as | felt | was
pulled in both directions.” Stephen (billpayer)

community

research




Resilience views




Resilience

A series of six short activities, week 1 of the forum.

Context

«  The regulatory target to be resilient to 1-in-500 is set out in the
National Framework. But customers have a choice on when and
how this target is achieved and a choice on the reliance on
drought permits.

Objectives

«  To understand how far SSC should go around resilience ambition?

. How quickly customers want to move from 1:200 to a target of
1:500 resilience?

*  Are customers happy with the current level of service for a hose
pipe ban (TUBs/NEUs)? Do they want an improvement in the
medium term? What would they be willing to pay for it? Would
they be happy for more frequent restrictions, if so, what would
then want in return - bill rebate, more environmental protection?

*  Acceptable frequency of drought permits; such as standpipes and
rota-cuts?

« Do customers support harmonisation of the service levels across
companies in the same regional area (WRE/WRW)?

«  To provide a fuller understanding of customers preference in the
context of:

«  Their life-styles and attitude to risk in the context of receiving a
clean and reliable supply of water — do they want more
resilience?

«  If expectations have changed since 2017, what has driven this?

Process / approach

=l
W=
]
3

Imagine an
impending
drought.
What would
you expect
them to do?

Video input
explaining
restrictions.

How would
these affect
you? Do they
seem fair
/justified?
Why?

For each level
of drought
what service
level would
you expect?

« TUBs—1in
every X
years

* NEUs1in
every X
years

+ Emergency
restrictions
1in every x
years

Current service
levels shared.

Should they do
better?

Would you
accept more
frequent
restrictions?

Should they be
the same
across regions?

Views on
service
options:
* TUBs

community
research

Views on
EA target
by 2040.

every
summetr.
TUBs
every hot
summetr.
Rota
system.
Higher
tariffs for
those who
use more.

27



Key takeouts

— Expected service levels

communi
resa’-:s.ar‘chﬂ;y

Most expect South Staffs Temporary Non essential Emergency
more frequent use ban business ban drought
restrictions than (level 2) (level 3) restrictions
current service (level 4)
Level 1 & 2 levels .
restrictions 1 in every....
s Median 10 years 10 years 20 years
acceptable
and justified Max 50 years 100 years 100 years
for most
Most believe Mean 13 years 26 years 35 years
restrictions Current actual 40 years 80 years 200 years
should be
regional / Cambridge Temporary | Non essential Emergency
national rather use ban business ban drought
than more restrictions
localised 1 in every....
Environment Median 10 years 15 years 30 years
Agency target Higher tariffs Max 40 years 50 years 1,000 years
widely for heavy users
Mean 11 years 18 years 83 years
supported of water widely Y Y Y
supported Current 20 years 50 years 200 years
actual
Q. I would expect South Staffs Water to ensure that [restriction] for household 28

customers happens, on average, once in every how many years? Base: SSW 22; Cambs 25



Behind the headlines

2

Surprises / learning:

Timing of last hosepipe ban was a
surprise — only 3 participants
overall were correct in the quiz with
vast majority believing the ban to
be much more recent.

SlinliCIgsM  Current service levels for
2017 restrictions by far exceed
spontaneous expectations.

Thoughts / justifications
Restrictions widely seen as hard but fair.

There is a need to take action given
changing climate and likelihood of more
frequent droughts.

More restrictions will make people more
thoughtful about water use.

Restrictions are largely acceptable if
they help to protect the environment.

Level system is in tune with
expectations - when asked about what
they would expect prior to information,
many described a staggered system
from information to more severe
restrictions.

community

research

Caveats / limitations

Give reassurance about planning and
preparations and that lower level restrictions
have been implemented in a timely way.

Give people plenty of warning.

Look after the vulnerable (mentioned by many
without vulnerabilities as well as those with
specific conditions).

Think about the impact on businesses
(including those that are non-essential).

Consider fairness of approach — willing to
accept restrictions as long as other consumers
play their part too.

Seek alternative solutions — consider
educating consumers to reduce demand, fix
leaks and find ways to increase water supply.

29



Very happy with current service levels and comfortable with more
frequent restrictions with caveats...

[ e s e e
|

More frequent restrictions

| don’t think Current restrictions

these are harsh

enough if we are
to protect our

environment for

Most would be broadly comfortable with
more frequent restrictions but only if the
company can prove it's necessary, not

Planned service levels exceed or are
in line with majority of expectations.

future No common traits for few who aren't their fault and being used to ensure Level
generations. Am | supportive, women most likely to say 4 restrictions are rare.
being too plans exceed expectations.

pessimistic???

Selina (billpagen) Some would be happy to accept further

restrictions to protect the environment —
others would expect lower bills. Minority
call for a rebate/compensation.

Some spontaneously query if they are
too ambitious at a high cost to the
environment.

Obijections slightly higher in SSW. Those
who are not supportive are particularly
concerned about the impact of level 3
and 4 restrictions.

| would have never
realised that the
level of service as

good as this, | think

Any restrictions
only acceptable at
it is amazing that all if vulnerable

they work towards ' customers and

such big periods of
time of not having employees ?f non
to was impose these essential
restrictions. Shareen . businesses are

(billpayer) protected (akinto
furlough scheme)

community
research

| would be happy to accept
more frequent restrictions at
level 2 to about 1 every 15
years if it meant that we
would [not] go into any
other levels of restrictions &
it help save more water &
helping the environment &
wildlife. Gareth (billpayer)

| think society as a whole
would also be widely
accepting and see them as
justified, as long as it was
properly communicated
and it was clear that the
reasons were

environmental pressures
rather than neglect by
the water companies.
Sam (billpayer)




community
. . . . . g ‘@ research
Limited appetite for localised restrictions o

“ ' Some suggest this is true for Level 1
. | & 2 but that Level 3 & 4 should be
Applying to whole

region / count more localised (if they are
9 ry . unavoidable) and might impact more
conserves more

water and is ‘fair’ ) i on some locations than others (e.g.
Most believe

hotter cities might need more water)
Especially if areas restrictions should

Each area restriction should be linked
with more water can

- to the amount of water available in
with | : be app|led ata | the area. This will raise people
help’ those with less regional (Or i awareness that it is a local problem

E i and thus lead to them being more
national) level | proactive in reducing their water
Having restrictions over | '

usage. Carole (billpayer)
larger area is perceived to |

|
make people take them | A few suggest that as different
more seriously \ w companies will have different
investment strategies they should

| do think that the same service levels

not have to support each other
would be of benefit across the whole
region such as temporary use bans and A few want different approaches, including
non essential use bans as I think this exemptions for people who always need water
Wo“ld(”e.“te a b’gg‘” ;{"""?“Ct on “{"W (farmers) or people who have managed to control
people V'Se;’\v 12 LS Al (17 Sy their usage, or feedback at a local level on which
areen (billpayer)

areas are saving more / less
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Higher tariffs for higher users option most supported of all options

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

o
O |

presented
Rejected because every summer is different and implies
7’ lack of planning. Some call for money back if
i : implemented. Limited support from those who believe .
Most reject icti

won't affect them or if it means Level 4 restrictions
TUBs every won’t be needed.
summer

.’

s
.......................

precise definition of hot summer and more idea of duration

Mixed views before endorsed. Foresee issues because of more hot

on TUBs for

hot summers a TUB every summer

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

....................................
X

Broad support for rotas, especially in SSW. Allows for
planning and better than an outright ban. But concern
about how policed, potential confusion about the rules and
whether it is too drastic a solution.

Rotas for
TUBs are
more

K

Strong
upport for
hlgher tariffs :
for higher
users

System takes account of household size and composition

......................
- .

summers in future — particularly those in Cambridge liken to

S“PPO"fy ...............
‘ "'S'"bé'ﬁ't'éﬁgc-)usly suggested by some — positive as long as:
i ‘Normal’ volume is reasonable (stop company profiteering)
Some in SSW query how it will work for those without meters. .

-“‘

community
research

That would annoy me,
need to water the p
Shanif (billpayer)

lants.

Again | would be disappointed
and would want to know was
classed as a hot summer as this
could be potentially interpreted
differently and abused by water
companies who have poorly
managed water levels during the
year and using this as a get out.

Steven (billpayer)

Every other day would be better
than every other week but it is

worth a try at least. Lewis (SME —
barber)

| like the idea of a lower rate
if you only use a minimal
amount abut [sic] like paying
a higher rate of tax. Jody
(billpayer)
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Broad support for the proposed Environment Agency target

(all companies to reduce the need for rota cuts and standpipes to be used no
more than once in every 500 years by 2040)

Some believe it will be difficult to | All agree it's a good
bring companies together so think w, idea and necessary
the timeline is slow but realistic E

Most agree with the |
| think t’s better to have a more

robust plan than to rush it. proposed Environment |
Although 2040 feels a long time

Agency target but some | would have preferved it earlier
away it allows the water company '

h | but if it cost less over a longer

to make plans and produce trials uncertainty about what | period then | think it better with

that will support the change. Joel '. is realistic | this time line. Hanna (billpager)
(billpayer) ‘

Small number think that 2040 is

too long to wait for change

| A couple think that the longer
time frame is important to

spread out the cost
One suggests interim

milestones would be helpful Some suggest the ambition is

unrealistic given climate change
Some believe that the companies will that is already happening
fail to achieve the target unless they

also invest in educating customers
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Differences between key groups

j WATER
( COMPANY

(Regional differencesw South Staffs Water

« Slightly higher number of objections to more frequent restrictions in SSW but
majority still in favour. Slight preference for rota’d TUB restrictions in SSW — Cambs
more likely to be in favour in principle but identify issues.

{SMES VS Householdsw ﬁ /a\

* SMEs more likely to raise concerns about restrictions (although other participants
are also concerned about the potential impact on businesses given the experience
over lockdown)

Future vs current bill —
payers

¢ Few discernible differences — mentions of both cost and environmental factors in
similar way to bill payers. Future customers very strongly in favour of higher tariffs
for higher use.

{ Demographics W

* Those on PSR less willing to accept lower service and / or point to issues and
concerns with restrictions because of the impact on them personally

* Women more likely than men to say that current service levels exceed expectations
and the small number of participants who are uncomfortable with restrictions tend
to be male.

communi
resear‘chrw

e
L
.«
B

| think the only harmful thing in
the restrictions is the potential
closure for non essential businesses
because that's peoples lives it’s how
they make money to live off and
what we have experienced in
recent times with COVID i have
experienced first hand how closing
businesses down is extremely
harmful to everyone involved.
Eden (future customer)

| think these would be very difficult to sell
to the public given the amount of rainfall
we get and so would make the water
company very unpopular. They would
affect my business very badly as water is a
key component in our manufacturing
process. Again looking at these options in
makes me think that water companies
should be nationalised and correct funding
going into infrastructure projects to
ensure shortages do not occur. Jason (SME
— hot tub sales)

Due to health reasons, | am one of
your customers that use water for
bathing. So the restrictions on the

amount of water available to me
personally would be dire. Marie

(billpayer) 34




In their words

Q

South Staffs Water

| would expect them to communicate via media
about what the current situation is so people are
aware. | would expect them to outline ways we
can all help and what they are doing. | would
expect them to say if it continues then XY Z will
happen. | expect they have a clear plan in place
and protect the vulnerable. Jody (billpayer)

Maybe they could perhaps look to limit the water
consumption per household? or maybe even charge
a higher tariff if you go over a certain limit which
would make people think twice before using it
unnecessarily. Christian (SME — car leasing)

It'’s fine to put restrictions in as required.
Water is precious. But some will ignore
restrictions which annoys me. Simon (SME
— soft play centre)

CAMBRIDGE

WATER
COMPANY

| think these measures are
acceptable providing the
water companies plan and
manage effectively to
avoid these wherever
possible. Stephen

(billpayer)

| suspect | would be
considering the water
company to have failed in
their primary responsibility
if level 4 was implemented.
Beverley (billpayer)

community

research

| would accept frequent
restriction if the reasons for
the restrictions were not the
fault of the water company but
| would expect them to be
doing everything possible to
avoid water shortages. | would
expect to be compensated for
frequent shortages. Frank
(billpayer)

| would be quite happy when methods like these are introduced. |
think it's fair and responsible. It would apply to everyone and | hope
that everyone would understand exactly why they are necessary. |

think that we as a society need to adapt to the environment
survounding us and it's important that we as species try to reduce
our harmful impact on nature. Anna (billpayer)
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Managing demand

A series of three short activities, week 1 of the forum.

Context

There is a national target to reduce leakage levels by 50% by
2050 from a baseline of 2017/18.

Regulatory targets for 2050 set out in the National Framework
highlight that the sector needs to reach a PCC figure of 110 I/p/d
by 2050.

Objectives

Do customers support the leakage target or are they prepared to
pay more to see the target reached quicker?

Do customers support consumption targets or are they prepared
to pay more to see the target reached quicker?

What's the best way to get there in terms of a bundle of options
given the context of their homelife situation:

More meters vs change of occupier vs compulsory metering
— what's the preference and why

Smart metering with real time data to help them make
changes — would this really work?

Water efficiency education for customers — soft or more
aggressive approach

Incentives to save water through tariffs or community driven
incentive schemes - should current bill payers shoulder more
of the burden?

Process / approach

Fill the Blanks

#1

Leakage

Video input
explaining
leakage

Views on national
targets and
speed of
achievement

Fill the Blanks

#2 #3

Consumption
targets

Fill the Blanks

Reducing
consumption

options

Video input on
consumption
targets

Views on
targets, including
more ambitious
version

Balance between
persuasion and
coercion

Infographic
showing various
options to
reduce
consumption

Views on:

» Water meters

+ Higher tariffs
for those who
use more.

» Preferred mix

community

research
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Key takeouts

Call for greater
ambition in
terms of speed
of PCC reduction
to 110/p/d, but
not going
further

Support for
higher tariffs
once usage goes
over a set
amount (with
caveats)

Similar in
Leakage a key 2017
priority but
mixed views on
the 2050
national target

Stronger

Strong than 2017

agreement
with
compulsory
meters

Key themes when thinking
about managing demand...

Collective
responsibility

What is fair

Protecting
the
vulnerable

community

research
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Behind the headlines

2

Surprises / learning:

Most believed that leakage had
increased over recent years and
were unaware of the extent of the
issue.

There was some surprise over the
proportion of leaks from customers
pipes.

Also, some surprise about how
much water they/the average
consumer uses each day.

4

Thoughts / justifications

Leakage should be tackled because
treated water is a precious resource.

Strong belief that technological
advances will be key in meeting targets
in terms of both reducing leakage and
consumption.

Options relating to metering and higher
tariffs for higher use were generally
supported.

community
research

Caveats / limitations

Some mentions of concern about disruption and
cost of tackling leakage.

Reducing consumption is a collective
responsibility — consumers need support and
information; the water company and housing
developers need to play their part as well as
appliance manufacturers etc.

Need for protection for large families and
vulnerable customers top of mind for many (as
well as reassurance that changes to tariffs won’t
benefit the water company in terms of
additional profits).
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Leakage is a clear priority:

1.

Leakage is a priority but mixed views on targets

Clean water is a precious resource o
and loss through leakage feels . No clear pattern
‘wrong’. ut slightly more bill
payers (as opposed to
future customers) and
SSW customers

It is assumed that the issue will be
exacerbated by population growth.

Technological advances will help
achieve targets — many mentions
of this as a justification for
expectations.

I would have thought with
all the advances in
technology it would be

Little evident concern about

associated disruption possivle to identify and

locate leakages quickly and

so reduce wastage quite a

lot over the next 25 years.
Mary (SME — hotel)

Educating consumers about
leakage from their pipes is key —
some suggest incentives to tackle.

| was quite shocked to hear that 5
swimming pools are wasted every
day! | don't really understand how

that's possible, but it makes me quite
sad. Anna (billpayer)

A minority of participants
Spontaneously mention

; . community
a m research

Happy with 2050 target to reduce leakage by
50% from 2017/18 levels?

Around half of participants (slightly more in SSW)
happy with target given challenges and

associated cost/disruption of addressing... as long
as:

Convinced about effective planning.

There is communication with customers about
their role.

There is a strong call from
both regions for interim
targets to ensure on track

Half of participants (slightly more in
Cambs) call for more ambition because
of the urgency of the issue & the need for
action. Some mentions of technology to
facilitate achieving the target.
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Call for greater ambition on reduced consumption timings
rather than PCC targets

* Many feel that the aspiration

innal PCC taraet TR\ YR ST . should be for the target to be
National F.)CC targel IR S K Appetite from nearly i ‘the sooner the better’ — there :
of 110 litres per . . : two-thirds for i is a need for action; 30 years is i
DEENCGEIE It is achievable as long as: greater speed to i too long to wait and the :
2050 felt to be i« Customers are educated and incentivised to achieve target ;  company should be ambitious.
challenging but a i changed behaviours cHaO::i?)\Lesr’asnodmni:r:Eon;OtLeat
necessary step « There is investment in changing infrastructure! :  behaviours can be slow to
(water recycling, water efficient appliances) : change. .
| and developers are encouraged to build R
houses which help consumers use less water. | s :
I would like to see this _ i Target of PCC ¢ The vast majority felt that this
achieved more quickly if P Businesses are also set targets to reduce 80 litres per : target was too ambitious and
possible by 2040 as we consumption. i unrealistic. There was some call
could save a huge amount ; person per day © for interim taraets i
of water between 2040 : + The impacts of the pandemic in terms of felt to be a step 9ets.
and 2050 allowing for increasing PCC are not long term. i too far
population growth. Marie :
(billpayer) A We need to do it in stages ....using

the data to understand if we can
drop this even further, targets

o
----------

are great but need to be realistic
and well measured. Joel

(billpayer)




Most feel that a mix of options should be used to reduce demand research”

[ e o e oo
I

General consensus that
communication and education
needs to be used in conjunction
with more interventionist
measures.

As well as support for action
on metering and tariffs,
widespread support for

customer incentives l
(particularly free water
saving devices) and any

‘activity that suggests ‘we are _ ' :
Z| in this %ggether' | think using a mixture of smart meters, and free

' education with personalized advice and free devices
that save water would be the most useful so that
people can make their own proactive choices and

decisions. | thin these are my preference because it
does not feel forced, and it feels like something that
both the water company, and the community are
working together to combat. Eliza (future customer)

Consumers need to be
convinced of the need to
change behaviour and
information needs to pave the
way to ensuring acceptability of
more stringent measures.

Call for education to
start early in schools
and widespread
support for free pressure on manufacturers to invest in water-saving

water saving | technology: flushing systems, washing machine,
devies dishwashers, carwash, etc. Carole (billpayer)

Mix but also show your customers that you are
actively looking at ways to reduce water usage
yourself by lobbying the government into putting

e e —
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High levels of acceptance for compulsory metering

Spontaneously

suggested acceptability

o It's the way
other utilities
are charged for
« Will help reduce
consumption
« It's fairer

Around half (similar in
both regions)
spontaneously suggest
compulsory metering
in response to initial

question ——

Stronger
than 2017

| support the notion of installing
water meters because it would assist

with the other areas the company
wish to invest in. e.g. customers will
become more aware of their usage,
lower their consumption and benefit

by lowering their water bill...educate
each other on reducing water

consumption... This would hopefully
ensure less restrictions. Luke

(billpayer)

Broad consensus over

If some are
protected

With particular

mention of those

with large
families

| think it is a great idea because
it is only people that use an
excessive amount that would
moan. If they are wasting or
using too much then they
would have to pay for it or
change their practices. Jody
(billpayer)

. community
Q research

And some
further caveats

As long as it's a
fair price and
benefits are

communicated

Handful of dissenters — 5 in total -
3 men aged 40+ disagreed on

principle; 1 who prefers known bill
to budget & 1 SME not on a meter.

43



Support also evident for higher tariffs for higher use

There was concern about the impact
on large families — particularly those
on low incomes

The impact on those with health
conditions was also flagged (typically
by those on the PSR register)

That would be understandable as it
makes sense to me that customers
who use more water should pay for
more water. | would only think this

would be unfair if this was also
applied to low income households who
may not be able to afford the extra

Most liked the principle
of people paying more
when they use overa

set amount of water, but
their agreement was
more conditional than |
for compulsory water
meters. Only 2 in each

region rejected outright |

Ql - |

The concept was spontaneously
suggested at an early stage in
discussions as a fair way of
encouraging reduced consumption

If you use the water, you should
pay, but also if you use less then
your tariff charge decreases.
Gareth (billpayer)

One raised the issue of tenants
being charged high prices
because of an unfixed leak

cost. Alice (future customer) Some suggest that a better approach

would be to offer a lower price for lower
use as this would be more of an incentive
to change behaviour. Two suggested a
more sophisticated banding system

One SME agreed in principle
with households being charged
in this way but not businesses;
some household customers only

agreed if the same principle

applied to businesses 44
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Differences between key groups

(Regional differencesl South Staffs Water

« Slight tendency for Cambs participants to be more optimistic about targets (leakage
and PCC) than SSW. Both regions had similar views on compulsory meters and
higher tariffs for higher use, although SSW were slightly more likely to mention
issues regarding low income consumers and cost in relation to the latter.

(SMES VS Householdsw ﬁ

<

e There were no clear cut differences.

Future vs current bill
payers

e Future customers were more likely to feel that reduced PCC targets were
achievable than bill payers.

( Demographics W

e Some PSR customers were less likely to feel that reduced PCC targets were realistic
(potentially because of their greater water use).

community

a @ research

It would be an amazing feat to achieve the
ambition and reduce the national target [for
PCC] before 2040. This will take a lot of
hard work but 'never say never' Cambridge
Water could give it a good try. Madeline
(SME - florist)

[ think this is an important target -
and | think it is relatively achievable .

It will take that amount of time to
educate people into ways to reduce
water use. Aleksi (future customer)

| think it's going to be very
hard to get people to
reduce their water usage
to this amount. Hanna

(billpayer)
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In their words O &
CAMBRIDGE
WATER
O COMPANY °
South Staffs Water o S
| feel that it is essential for the planet,
| think that's a sensible target [leakage] there wildlife and environment that the
are lots of factors to like where the money will amount of usage is reduced asap, 2050 [ would personally like them to
come from and disruption to local communities is a long way off and potentially reduce leakage within 10 years.
that need to be thought of and 50% by 2050 is damaging moving forward. So the more Therefore, [ would like this to
a reasonable achievement. Eden (future people are aware of that target the be achieved by 2031. | believe
customer) more effective it would be. Sarah this target is very important,

(billpayer) as within 10 years, we will
loose a fast amount of water,
to which is precious and needs

to be taken care of. Emma
(future customer)

| would be happy for more frequent restrictions if it helped

the future supply of water, the only thing | would expect in

return would be to have notice if this was going to happen.
Asma (billpayer) | think the best options are to educate

everyone, especially children in schools, giving

them ways to save water at home and making

it fun for them. Then a mix of having meters

. installed so people are aware of their water
Metering makes sense as customers who pay for what they use I I N Ly
are obviously going to be more conscientious about wasting 9 (g,(twe customer) '
water. If we educate the young and current consumers that
could make a huge difference. 've learnt so much this week.
Most people just assume the water magically appears at the
tap and that there’s a never ending supply. Marie (billpayer)
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Supply options and balance

A series of five short activities, week 1-2 of the forum.

Context

Looking at supply options in detail was not intended
at this stage.

However, key supply options were outlined at a high
level, differing slightly in each area.

Objectives

To inform WRAP members about the possible supply
side options.

To get a sense of WRAP members’ immediate
reactions to supply side options.

To understand which of these options appeal most
and why?

To get a sense of where WRAP members would want
to see the balance between demand and supply.

Process / approach

.
- Ak

Initial thoughts
on supply
options

Video input
explaining
options.

What is your
immediate
response to the
various options
you have just
heard about?

Which of these
options do you
prefer and
why?

Are there any
you would rule
out straight
away?

Introduction to
your next task

Let's Play Top
Trumps!

Top Trumps exercise with
demand and supply options.

There are 9/10 options below
that the water company
could choose to pursue in
their plan.

We would like you to choose
your top three only. Have a
look through all the options.

For the plan to meet future
water needs in this area your
chosen three options should
ideally have at least 5/6
water drop symbols between
them.

Why did you
choose those
options?

When
thinking about
the different
options, what
was important
to you when
weighing up
which you
preferred?

What was the
most
important
factor when
weighing up
which you
preferred?

Overall balance
between

demand and

How would
you feel about
a plan that
relied mainly
on water
companies
managing /
reducing
demand Why?

What about a
plan that

relied mainly
on increasing

supply?

community

research

Focus on
demand or
supply?

Please mark
using ONE pin
where you sit
on the scale
in terms of
how you
would like
South Staffs/
Cambridge
Water to
balance their
plan.

43



Key takeouts I
Many want
a balance Top three options
between
Similar in maﬁf;‘::‘de "
- f Reducing demand Yoo Ingreasing supply \ f Increasing supply "
Abstracting 2017 and increasing () Ty gl 2 l |
more water supply gl < ;J, -
was an South Staffs Water ‘ ,_i
unPOPUIar Trldtlll'-cl'“:.ﬂ.rrwnmvlhlf BROychy M0 waler - i3 R wate ) 3l gresy witer |
choice in both "*'“"“'"""_'“i"“"-_?j____ e et g e
areas T 1
Demand pibeees a3
management Similar in oM k5]
options come 2017
first for many.
Supply solutions
a last resort for
some
Negative Stronger ) .
environmental support for Cambridge Water [ Pmmmmm || e ||| [ eem———-
impacts are to compulsory = o i it s
be avoided metering in et S | Ry ey iz | N ey
Cambridge : rm— =y [ Sr—
than in South reatoe
Staffs e i




Behind the headlines

Surprises / learning:

Some were surprised that the possibility
of water transfers could be considered.

There was a warm reception for recycling
— particularly the idea of greywater
recycling.

Some immediate concerns expressed
(following introduction of the options)
about the environmental impact of
further abstraction.

Thoughts / justifications

Many were concerned to avoid / reduce
further abstraction if at all possible.

Abstraction options were the least popular in
both regions — negative environmental
impacts were seen as a key reason to reject
abstraction options.

The various factors to consider were weighed
carefully. Many talked of a balanced
programme in terms of demand vs. supply;
high vs. low cost; and short vs. long term.

2 community

@ research

Supply aptione

Caveats / limitations

Whilst many sought balance, some
expressed the view that demand
management options should come
first, with options to increase supply
only being pursued if absolutely
necessary.

If pursuing demand management
measures (metering, restrictions and
education) this will need to be
carefully explained and
communicated to the public.
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Top Trumps choices — South Staffs

: £ increasing supety ) hebucing demand
Reducing demand e i I g e
.'v L f
¥ el # :
L] -1 I."_:. ¥
- r ﬂ 5
Trads ibeing s ing hay saader
i smmER Ty g e mri ey

e o iesege by 30 by the voa 2030 |the l

Half of the S i
participants put ,—_E
these (three most—

popular choices)
in their top three
options

Reduce leakage by 50% by the year
2050 (the national target), 11

Imereasing supply

Most chose a mix of
demand and supply side
options. 1 participant
picked all demand-
management options,
whilst 3 picked all supply
side options.

Rarytls mas w181 - 30 ATV 2 ey weacer
fantmaates lram batin, by winking:
g T

Recycle more water — rain water/
and grey water , 11

Reduce customer
consumption through
compulsory metering , 7

Trade (bring water in) from another water
company / region in the country , 11

4 o LUV ) 5

\'_ o
Imposing regular restrictions: e.g.
annual use of more temporary use
bans, increased tariffs., 6

Increase storage capacity — through
making existing Blithfield reservoir
bigger ,

S mswgaae

"

Recycle effluent

Take

water - treated (abstract)
- - water being put more water
Reduce customer consumption back into rivers to from rivers

through education / advice
campaigns , 6

increase river and streams ,
flows , 4 3

: community

research

The number shown =
the number of times
this option was placed
in WRAP members’
top three choices.

No-one chose: ‘Take
(abstract) more water from
underground sources’ in their
Top 3 choices.

e

i oy Ty
AN —
J
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Top Trumps

A more
popular
option in
Cambridge

Almost all chose a
mix of demand and
supply side options.

Just 1 participant
picked all demand-

management
options, and no-one
chose all supply side

choices — Cambridge

Reducing demand

’N

L s

ul 1 AN B AT

Fav ndbngrion forthe el - el

vl sl g b |0
IQL/

Reduce customer consumption through compulsory
metering , 17

[P rasnigg, snply )
—

Recycle more water — rain water/ and grey water ,
13

i Kecunng demanc i

[ER TSR T BN

Reduce customer consumptio

Reduce leakage by 50% by the year 2050 (the| through education / advice
national target), 12 campaigns , 8

Increase storage
capacity — through large

Recycle effluent water - treated
water being put back into rivers
to increase river flows , 6

Imposing regular
restrictions: e.g.
annual use of
more temporary | Trade (bring water in)

use bans, from another water

projects (e.g. build new | increased tariffs., | company / region in the

reservoir) , 8

6 country , 4

The nurhber shown |
= the number of
times this option

was placed in

WRAP members’
top three choices.

Take (abstract) |
more water
from :
underground
sources , 1




community

Reasons for choices made Sl

projects

reservoir
() O ‘ CAMBRIDGE |arge gyl

WATER

South Staffs Water COMPANY usage g metering
 In both locations, participants had gOOd Save
weighed the various criteria and sought reduce important .
to achieve a balance. Im pa Ct
«  For most this included a balance demand
between supply and demand side
options. The least impact on the environment
« Those few that picked options from e came first, then | look at cost compared
one side or the other had specific to the impact on water supply. Although
rationale (see examples). The bb(l"{dl'l’\g of re'servo('rs s | like the r_dea of recyc(mg Wdt&l" grey
« Negative environmental impact was often a no brainer. Yes, it causes a SR /AN, TR Eoat inelvoel
. . . lot of disruption and will much higher than | thought. | would have
cited as a rea§on to r_e]ect options. take a while to come to chosen that option had it not been so
« Cost and the impact in terms of water ottt Gt lomes e, G expensive. | wonder if this is including
resources available, were then frequently don’t have a choice. The maintenance or if that's the initial cost
balanced in the thought process. other two [both water recycling and the cost becomes less once rt's in
«  Participants also described choosing a options] causes much less place (like the reservoirs). If this is the
mix of short term and long term options. disruption and is a more case than water recycling would be on

- Most participants chose a mix of supply realistic short-term measure. my list of 3. Trading water seems to be

and demand side options (as shown on Ivan (billpayer) (chose all a good option as well but [ discarded it
supply side options) for the potential impact on the

previous slides. environment. This solution was equal
third place in my opinion.

Carole (billpayer) (chose all demand side
options)
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In their words — reasons for choices made

Q

South Staffs Water

Definitely the effect that this has on the
environment in the long term is the most

community

research

CAMBRIDGE

WATER . ...

COMPANY

[ guess | was trying to

minimise both environmental The most important factor

important factor that | am looking at.
Although the cost is important, it is

impact and disruption, while
also minimising cost. Of those,
environmental impact is

was cost and environmental
impact. | know that while
preserving the environment

essential to look after the environment as
well. Eliza (future customer)

| did not want to pick
anything that could
harm the environment...
So, for me to agree, it
would have to be a last
resort ...[then] |
balanced the amount of
water we would get
compared to cost.
Shareen (billpayer)

| think all factors are equally
important, though options that
cost less and provide long term
benefits with low impact on the
environment are preferred.
Abbie (future customer)

Impact on water resources, the cost of
action now may be high but not as high as
it will be in the future. Also, the indirect
cost for businesses and the wider economy
of 'kicking the can' may cause massive
disruption and cost in the future at a time
when we are all trying to recover from the
effects of CV1a and Brexit. Jason (SME —
hot tub sales)

probably the biggest in my
mind.
Beverley (billpayer)

is important its also
expensive to implement
water methods which are
beneficial to it. | believe that
methods such as water
recycling of grey water are
long term goals which are
slowly implemented over
time. As a result | needed to
look at options that were
less expensive and could still
invoke positive changes.
Alice (f[titwe customer)

Impact to the environment
and the benefits gained
were the most important
things for me. [t seems to
me we are going to have
disruptions, but these are
disruptions that will benefit
us all in the long run.
Selina (billpayer)

| like the idea that some of the options could be achieved in a fairly
short time for example the compulsory water metering which |
anticipate could probably be rolled out over 5 years?? This would
make an impact on water usage straight away. Recycling of water is
another area where once customers have been given advice, they can
start to recycle their waste-water. The cost of this option would be
minimal but may need to include the provision of free water

butts... The two options above come at a fairly low cost with minimal
disruption to customers. Madeleine (SME — florist)
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research

The balance — South Staffs

o

demand Increasing supply o

-

o 1

Please mark using ONE
pin where you sit on the
scale (the coloured
arrow) shown below in
terms of how you would
like South Staffs Water
to balance their plan.

s £

Increasing su }
pply is
Sécondary option Or even last

For many, demand side
options were preferred and
seen as the first choice.

They were seen as:

+  Cost effective

«  Common sense

«  Environmentally sound

BUT

- Potentially difficult for
businesses and large
families.

«  Reliant on behaviour change
/ education, so uncertain.

«  May cause resentment — so
requiring good

i communication.

As much as | would love to have more
supply of water, | know that the impact to
the environment is mostly negative and if
there is more water supply the consumption
will increase and we will still be in the same
position. However, [ feel like our way of life
requires more water maybe because we have
taken things for granted. Dylan (future
customer)

| think customers definitely need to
reduce their demand and stop taking
water for granted. If people were
supplied with water butts or saving
devices this would make usage reduce,
but relying on customers solely might not
work. Jody (billpayer)

As the population increases
its going to be extremely
difficult to manage water

based on just reducing usage

as the more people there are
the less each person should
be using per day. So going
forward long term the best
option is increasing supply
before it gets to this point.
Shareen (billpayer)

resort for some,

Others see this as inevj

Inevitable t
meet long term challenges ang
call for g balance between

demand and su .
options, Pply side

Cost, énvironmentga| impact

and disruption are cited as
concerns,

Questlops whether tog much

erpphasns on increased suppl

mlght lead to further Wwaste /y
taking water for granted.

55



The balance — Cambridge

Please mark using
ONE pin where you
sit on the scale (the
coloured arrow)
shown below in
terms of how you
would like
Cambridge Water to
balance their plan.

£

Again, many saw demand side

ni':GULn_} Sl [=00L"

This seems a sensible way to go,
options as the first choice, but because the vast majority of people |
there was a strong call for a think use water fairly unconsciously,
balanced plan. which in my opinion needs to change
along with use of other resources
(energy, oil etc). If we're all allowed to
just keep using water as we see fit,
on their own, to allow for the then we're just going to keep
needs of an increasing exceeding supply and having to use
population. more and more water with all the
damage that entails. Which seems silly
when there are ways to reduce what
we use without stopping anyone from

Recognition that demand side
options might not be sufficient,

There is a limit to how far these
can solve the problem.

getting the water they need.
Beverley (billpayer)

L

increasing/finding new
supplies would be a
mistake as there
becomes a ceiling to

community

@ research
ily optians

Increasing supply

Increasin su i

_ With tb_\e expecte4 Seen as g ,agst ,_é’s'(’) 'r‘t’ Vga:; again
increase in population that may well pe ol ut one
for the area, to neglect cater for longer term ises:gy to

Some strong concerns
EXpressed about the scale of

the investment
) and th
how far water environmental impact :

consumption can be

reduced. Steven
(billpayer)

Use the supply we have
got. Investing in
something we may not
need is crazy. Simon
(SME — soft play centre)



Differences between key groups

j WATER
(_ COMPANY

South Staffs Water

(Regional differencesl

* Reducing leakage and recycling of greywater were very popular options in both

areas.
» The idea of compulsory metering was favoured much more strongly in Cambridge

that in South Staffs.

(SMES VS Households}

¢ No SMEs in South Staffs chose compulsory metering within their Top 3 options.

A
(Future Vs current bilq

payers

 In South Staffs, compulsory metering was picked as one of the top three options
by 3 of the 4 future customers. It was a much less popular option amongst current

customers.
e Likewise in Cambridge, 4 of 5 future customers chose this option, although in this

region it was a more popular choice for all.

Metered vs.
Unmetered

e Although it might have been expected that unmetered customers would show less
support for compulsory metering this did not appear to be strongly the case
(although clearly this is not a quantitative exercise). In both areas a number of
unmetered customers did endorse this choice within their Top Three.

All the choices has its pros and cons, but

considering environmental issues, cost
factors and | think these options will be
beneficial for future usage with
sustainability in mind, cost and long-
term goals. Helal (billpayer)

[ thought that the reservoir would
be a good long-term investment
which will benefit the area for many
years and provide a large water
source although | do understand it is
a very expensive project. The

recycling of water is a great way of
re-using rainwater for the garden
which will save on hosepipe usage. |
am very keen on compulsory water
metering, this surely has to be at
the top of the list for the water
company? Madeleine (SME — florist)

community
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The environment




The environment

A series of two short activities, week 2 of the forum.

Context

+  Companies need to reflect their region’s environmental
destination in their plans.

«  There are minimum abstraction targets that customers
need to hit, but customers then have a choice over how
far SSC should go around environmental ambition and
how far they are prepared to pay for any
improvements?

Objectives

« Do they want SSC to go beyond the minimum of non-
statutory sustainability reductions of abstractions. If
they support this, how far do they want SSC to go?

- If they support going beyond the minimum, how quickly
do they want to see these improvements made?

Fill the Blanks

Initial thoughts
on the
environment

Spontaneous
thoughts on
issues and role
of water
companies.

Process / approach

Fill the Blanks

Views on

environmental
levels

Video input
explaining 3
levels of
environmental
ambition.

Preferences
about levels
and speed of
action.

community
research

Level 1
Company works out how Reduce custome”
\ 1
Water levels will 10 o thes cespite demand to mske up for
ROt worsen climate change and taking kess water from
other challenges rivers and streams
. + @ - .
= |~ a
Level 2

New dermnand and
Rivers and Company works out how supply options to make
rearms dentifod up for taking less water
for improvement

to improve water levebs.
from rvers and streams

“« + & + BB
= g

Level 3
Al ustable Work with
rivers others in the ecological surveys

wentfied arcatoageea support the
plan ceacisions

Detailed New demand and
swoply cptions to
make up for taking
less water from rivers
and streams

&+ aam+ BN + BIB
=lrlrroaa
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Key takeouts

Ambitious
target (level 3)
most popular,

despite cost.

communi
resear‘chmy

Pollution Worthitto ensure ey,
(most widely supplies & protect
mentioned) & i . e
water sh ort; e R Gl Preferred level of environmental ambition
dominate
concerns about
the water 1 2
environment Chalk streams

mentioned by a
small number of

Cambridge
participants (after
information
Water provision)
companies
have a central
role in caring for No clear
water preference for
environment — timetable — but
but everyone else 20 years seems
has a role too a reasonable

compromise

J

South Staffs Water

CAMBRIDGE

WATER

COMPANY

Q. Which of the three levels of environmental ambition that
you have heard about would you like the company to
achieve? Base: SSW 22 (2 not sure); Cambs 25 (1 not sure)
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Behind the headlines

2

Surprises / learning:

For many the information provided
just increased awareness and
reinforced what they already knew
and felt.

- Some surprise in the quiz about
the carbon emissions caused by the
water industry and the loss of
wetlands. The information on chalk
streams was new to some Cambs
participants

Also, some participants (mainly in
South Staffs) were surprised to
learn:

- How many problems face the
water environment.

- The impact of taking water from
the environment.

- How much water companies do to
protect the water environment

Thoughts / justifications

It makes sense to customers that
water companies should protect the
water environment, in order to ensure
water supply and to protect nature.

Protecting the water environment is
seen as valuable, so ambitious
targets (levels 2 and 3) are worth
achieving, even at a cost.

Dealing with wastewater was
mistakenly seen as within the remit of
Cambs and South Staffs water.

community

research

Caveats / limitations

Work with others to protect the water
environment — water companies are just one of
the many stakeholders with a role to play.

When setting targets and timetables, weigh up
what is practical (in terms of cost, timetable,
disruption etc) against what is ideal for the
environment

If opting for ambitious targets, ensure the
cost is acceptable to customers, and
involvement of stakeholders is not
onerous/overly time-consuming.

When communicating with customers about the
water environmental problems, recognize that
awareness and concern varies.
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Pollution and water shortages dominate concerns about water
environment

Water shortages Other points

Water pollution

. : oed. |
Fairly widely mentione |
y | Other issues raised: flooding,

Most widely mentioned. roughts itats & Weather in
Discussed plastics, FOG, industry, Discussed shortages " Shanges {n ‘w and loss of hab|ta general. Not
and (in Cambs) farming & supply side issues (€-9- k species- really [a

. rainfall from climate change, & g concern] to
S leakage, groundwater depletion) L A few participants (mainly in be honest.
. : , d mand’-side (e.g. increased water | South Staffs) admitted little Andy (SME —
Seen as an immediate and major em cather, “thirsty” crops.) knowledge of water dairy)
concern, can affect both human use in hot W d
health & nat Tended not to be seen as an environment problems or
ea haaahst immediate concern. little concern about them.

le}e “Wg‘{o‘:“"t of poison that is Drought, flooding, development. All
;f‘: ﬁitergitiufé;ﬁf'onocf it I am seriously concerned about the oxpe b':ti\'er m;\'e > e'Fs'p 60'5{0{{3 aF{ter ¢
gets to us but you cannot get future water shortage issues that will pert 0’? Cw\g blg'?ll ican fb\\/ ¢ ;310 ?Aiyo\
rid of every bit of it. What affect my son and the generations arouna camoridge over the [as
Frrmons (& i dleling i e i that follow and impact on the years. Annmaria (SME — nursery
around us? Ivan (billpayer) environment including the loss of el

many varieties of wildlife. David
(billpayer) 62




Water companies have in important role in protecting water G Y

environment — but others do too

Water companies were expected to
ensure they were not taking too
much water from the environment
and not polluting.

Making sure that they don't take too
much of the water from the
environment that it harms the wildlife
and ecosystem. Hanna (billpayer)

In Cambridge we are lucky to have rare chalk
streams, these need to be protected therefore |
would like the company to take measures to

ensure the water level is maintained by
educating customers not to waste water and
be very very quick to stop leakages. Barbara

(billpayer)

Participants unaware (until informed)
that dealing with wastewater was
outside the scope of a water only

company.

The water company must
ensure that they dispose of

sewerage according to the law.
Mary (SME — hotel)

community

Others with a role in protecting the
water environment include: the pubilic,
government (central & local), regulators
(mainly EA), farmers, house builders
‘ and business in general.

All agree that water

: role | would expect the govt via the EA to take
companies have aro | the leading role and give water companies
to play. ‘ clear instructions, guidance and targets to

sustain and improve the environment.
Jason (SME — hot tub sales)

Some saw water companies
taking the lead. Others saw their
role as secondary.

Water companies’ responsibilities include
educating the public on what they could do
to protect the water environment and
working to help businesses reduce their
impact e.g. reduce pollution.
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Ambitious targets (level 3) most popular, in spite of cost — but level g3 " research

2 also acceptable

T P

| think level 2 I
would be more
realistic. Level 3
ld be a bett . .
M;;bé,-o,,\)ebzt f\o:,r Fairly popular in Cambs and South
many years Staffs.
would 1t take to
come to fruition?

Level 2

Sometimes a tough choice between

Would people levels 2 and 3. Level 2 seen as more
want their water realistic, mainly because lower cost,
bills hiked faster, does not rely on stakeholders.
exponentially?
lvan (billpayer) Also seen as a good starting point,

leading to more ambitious targets in
future (not widely mentioned).

| think option 2 is
more realistic as an
ambition for change
that Cambridge Water |
could achieve then
begin to slowly adapt
to level 3. Alice (future

Level 1 received no
support in Cambs
and hardly any in

South Staffs.

Very few mentions
- seems to have
been barely
considered.

customer)

community

[~ e—— e e
|

Level 3

You would want it to be
level 3 because it would
make sure the water (s
protected at all times. Ben
(future customer)

By far most popular in Cambs, slightly
more popular than level 2 in South Staffs.

Seen as the ideal option, to ensure
supplies and protect wider environment.

Noted higher cost than level 2. But those
who chose level 3 considered it worth the
cost, mainly because it is comprehensive

(not a ‘sticking plaster’ approach), invests
in the future, and draws in stakeholders.

I would be inclined to go
for level 3, the most
expensive option but also
the most practical and
thinks about long term
strategy... Sometimes you
have to invest a bit more
on these long term
decisions but also make
sure that you have
engaged as many people
as possible along the way.

Might be difficult to achieve. But if aim
high, this will achieve a lot, even if not all
targets are reached (rarely mentioned).

Joel (billpayer)
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Mixed views on timetable but 20 years seen as a good
compromise — good for environment & achievable

Anything else could

community

research

e . be o0 late.
& Strong support in Cambs, some support in South Staffs. Mainly : EEREGAEIZCGEEREI S
i because of the need to take steps to protect the environment nursery school)
10 years urgently; and a few even suggested a shorter timetable because
best for : of the urgency. Also short timescales provide focus (rarely 30 years is too long and it could of

20 years £ compromise: addresses environmental needs fairly quickly; and allows
" enough time/seems achievable. Time is needed to plan, try things then

SEEMSRE ; adjust, change attitudes, build partnerships, and carry through large
QOOd complex projects. Occasionally noted that they do not really know how
cow\prow\ise long things take — and some evidence that they overestimate e.g. a
i participant suggested 20 years is needed to achieve full metering in
South Staffs. .
BO YEANS | o ——————————. ‘
most < Some support in South Staffs, very little in Cambs. Support was ;
Feasib!e mainly because 30 years seems more feasible than the faster
j timescales. Also least disruptive for customers (rarely mentioned).
e = ] But widespread concerns that it could be too late for the

environment. So a lot needs to be done early in the 30 year period.
No-one suggested extending the timetable beyond 30 years.

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

gotten to the point of no return,
20 is in between 10 and 30. This
means that it is far away but not
to far to change. Ben (future
customer)

20 years feels like a stretch, but
achievable (not that | really know
the ins and outs of what is
involved). The sooner the better,

but 10 years I'm guessing is
probably not realistic. Beverley
(billpayer)

| just appreciate that these things
probably take longer than you
think. If we can do it quicker [than
30 years] then great. Christian

(SME — car leasing)
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Differences between key groups

g) WATE R
(Regional differencesl South Staffs Water

e In Cambs there was more detailed knowledge about water environment problems,
more support for ambitious targets (level 3), and slightly more support for faster
timetable compared to South Staffs.

(SMES VS Householdsw ﬁ /o\

e There were no clear differences between SMEs and households, perhaps because
some non-SME participants considered the needs of businesses (see quote).
However, a farmer had a personal perspective on the difficulty of consulting
farmers, something she understood would happen as part of level 3 (see quote)

N\
Future vs current bill
payers

e Perhaps surprisingly, future bill payers were no more ambitious (and were possibly
slightly less ambitious) than current bill payers. Almost all of them supported a 20-
year timetable, with only one supporting a faster (10 year) timetable. They were
evenly split between supporting level 2 and level 3 targets.

( Demographics W

* Women were slightly more likely than men to support level 2 (about "2 of women
vs about 1/3 of men). They focused particularly on is being more achievable and
realistic than level 3.

* There were no clear differences with SEG or vulnerability. Lower SEGs were no
more likely to consider cost when choosing targets and timescales for
environmental improvements.

Level 3 would take
up too much time
(when they consult
farmers) and they
have such different
needs/ requirements
you would never be

able to please all of
them. We shouldn't
be penalised for
where our farm is
located.
Emma (SME -
farmer)

community

research

My preferred level would be level
3...1 know this level would be
expensive & to complete would
be the long term. But is
important to make sure we have
effective & high quality water for
businesses & residents but also
for the environment & wildlife
that will last for years. Gareth
(billpayer)

Level 2 gives more protection to
the environment... and it is a
middle ground solution in terms
of costs to the customers. Linda
(billpayer)

| understand that these improvement will

take a while to put into place and organise
which is why | didn't go for 10 years as it
may be unachievable to do within that time

but 30 years is way too long. mprovements
do need to be made ASAP before there are
longer term consequences.
Abbie M (future bill payer)
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In their words

Q

South Staffs Water

Adverse weather conditions like heavy
rain and flooding, and droughts. Also,
pollution by people putting things
down their sinks and disposing of
things into rivers, lakes and canals.
Paul (billpayer)

| would definitely want
[South Staffs Water] to fight
against pollution and help to
protect the water.
Eliza (future customer)

Level 2 would be a good middle ground as the
rivers and streams that need to be improved
would be improved, and the demand and
supply options would be a good middle ground
for the company and the environment.
Dylan (future customer)

CAMBRIDGE

WATER

COMPANY

[ live in an area of Cambridge where
there is an abundance of nature
reserves and for me protecting the
water environment from this
pollution is vital for the ecology of
the planet. | feel very strongly that

water pollution needs to be
addressed by various bodies involved
e.g. government, environment
agency and water companies to
protect all species from harm.
Madeleine (SME — florist)

community

research

10 years feels too quick for
proper planning and
adjustment while 30 years is
too long of a period of time to
properly act in the benefit of
the planet. As a result 20
years is a reasonable period to
begin planning and
maintaining focus on making
impactful changes. Alice
(future customer)

We should all take a role.

The water company can

assist by letting us know
how we can best help.
Mary (SME — hotel)
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Costs and fairness

A series of two short activities, week 2 of the forum.

Context

*  Across all key areas of ambition, SSC wants to
understand whether consumers are happy to pay more
for greater ambition or speed.

«  WRW has standardised strategic questions on the
acceptability of bill increases to pay for various
investments.

Objectives

»  Exploring consumer preferences and priorities in terms
of ambition and how it relates to billpayer costs.

« Fairness in cost — how large scale investment is paid for,
between generations and across water companies.

Process / approach

Fill the Blanks

Views on bill
increases

Video input
explaining water
bills and fairness
dilemmas

Views on value for
money, priority
areas for
investment and
acceptable bill
increase levels

Fill the Blanks

What is fair?

Views on three
elements of
fairness:

- Government
funding vs
water bills

- Regional
investment

- Intergeneration
al

community

research
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- community

Key takeouts e R rescarch
Least ﬂ .
comfortable
with bill
increases to
Water bill reduce South Staffs Acceptable bill
mainly seen as frequency of increases — per year
good VFM in restrictions :
both areas & S £0
across all Max £70
demographics
Mean £20
Most
‘I:::IIIn If: ::::;2::;;? Cambridge : Acceptable bill
fitting more increases — per year
meters & Min £0
educating
customers Max £120
Generally
acceptable to Mean £22

for futur
pay to t'u u E Mean average ] ] L
generations acceptable bill Q. If you think an increase in bills would be acceptable for

i i . customers, how much of an increase you think would be

for other regions acceptable?
9 approx. £20 Base: SSW 18; Cambs 20 (not asked of future customers)
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Behind the headlines

2

Surprises / learning:

Surprised to learn how much water
companies do, and this makes bills
more justifiable.

Some did not know before, that bill
covers water (Cambs/South Staffs)
and wastewater (Anglian /Severn
Trent).

Learnt that water meters reduce
consumption — this boosts support
for investing in them.

Thoughts / justifications

Investment in demand-side measures
preferable as less environmental impact
and might make supply side measures
unnecessary.

When considering investments that do
not benefit them directly:

(1) Precedents are persuasive — e.g.
recognising that we benefit from
contributions paid for by previous
generations for the benefit of all.

(2) Fairness matters — to some it seems
unfair to pay for something they do not
benefit from.

(3) Some happy to pay for the ‘greater
good’ - but others only if they see
personal benefits.

community

research

Caveats / limitations

Likely to be more willing to accept investment in
supply-side measures if they feel that demand-
side measures have been adequate.

When considering investments that do not
benefit them directly:

(1) More comfortable paying to benefit future
generations if the associated bill increase is
small.

(2) More willing to contribute to investment in
other regions if within the same company (more
likely to reciprocate later).

(3) More comfortable if customers who benefit
directly (future customers/customers in other
regions) contribute more, to reflet their greater
benefit to them (seems fairer).
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community

Water bills overwhelmingly seen as good VFM for many reasons B CR SR rescarch

[ c——— e .
|

Good value for money
Dominant view in both areas and across
all demographics. Many reasons for this
view:

In comparison
with my council
tax bill the
amount | pay for
water seems quite

Good quality water, good supply, few

insignificant. Paul restrictions.
(billpayer) » Lower cost than other water
companies.

* Low cost compared to other
essentials (e.g., gas, electricity, food,

council tax).
D * Low cost per day & for amount used
Bearing in mind «  Low cost for such an important
the consequences essential.

of having no
water | would
have to say it
represents
excellent value for
money. Stephen

Considering amount of work involved.

(billpayer)

Rarely mentioned, mainly in Cambs

 because they pay water

I
|

Not good value for money

Privatised, with proportion of bills
going to shareholders.

Poor quality, bad taste — so have to
spend money on water filter.

Not linked to amount used because
of high standing charge.

Lower bills than other companies is
not necessarily a good thing — does
it imply inadequate investment to
ensure supplies and keep bills low
in future?

Cambridge is ‘seriously
water stressed’ so it
does raise the question;
if the bills had been
more in line with the
national average, the
‘ environment might not
have got to the
condition it's now in.
Beverley (billpayer)

A few questioned video
content (e.g., as their
bills were higher) or
said the question was
difficult to answer (e.g.,

and wastewater bills

together). I
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Acceptance of bill increases for more investment/achievement -

preferences

Reduce the bill and do / achieve less than they are Increase the bill and do f achiewve more than they are
Mean currenthy currently
scores out O

of 10 Less frequent restrictions (such as non-essential use Hans] <oy sraffc Water
CAMBRLLXIE
WATER
CUMEANT

| : 9
nstalling more water meters

ncreasing the supply of water - such as w
streams

Actions that protect and restore the environment
Working to educate customers to

reduce their w

Reducing leakage

water transfdrs, a new r

ater

CAMBRLDGE
South Staffs Water .”"I—T—L' Lt

OMPANT
8.5
eservoir or taking more from

CAMBRIDGE (_
WATER

South Staffs Water
O CAMBRLINGE

South Staffs Water ,”,f"{f—,&“,,

7.5

CAMBELDCE ()

.”.fl?H:\E South Staffs Water
7.3

)

!s:IIJR
South Staffs Water HA
T P

rivers and

Fonsumption

l\L

Line of neutrality

Move the slider towards the principle
you favour more, or a 5 means you
are sitting on the fence.

Participants more likely to
accept bill increases for:

« Installing more water l
meters |

-« Working to educate |
customers |

« Reducing leakage ‘

« Actions to protect the
environment (particularly
Cambs) '
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Reasons

for strong —
support

Installing meters
» Knock-on effect — will reduce
consumption, reduce the need for
restrictions, supply-side measures etc.
» Expected to reduce bills.
Just believe it is the right thing to do.

Educating customers

» Seen as essential — mentioned here
but also repeatedly throughout the
process/in other contexts.

» Ripple effect — customers will educate
others e.g., parents to children.

« Limitations: needs to be done well &

will be ignored by some.

Acceptance of bill increases for more investment/achievement SITERERE Foih”

Reasons for

less Support _

Increasing supply
« Concern about negative impact of
taking more water from rivers.
» Seen as lower priority/not needed,
if demand can be reduced.

Less frequent restrictions
« Assume other actions (e.g., fitting
meters) would reduce restrictions
so no need to invest directly.
« Some would actually prefer more
restrictions as a guaranteed way
to reduce consumption.

2 participants in Cambs and
3 in SSW would not accept
a bill increase because of
concerns about affordability
for them or others. They '

were from a mix of
backgrounds but 2 were on
the PSR

-
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community

Generally happy to pay for future generations — but more mixed ERCERPEN rescarch

views about other regions & large investments

..............................
.t
o

~ Support - Widely held view: current customers should pay for investments that will

Generally # benefit future generations. This work is urgent and cannot wait. Making sure the
happy to pay environment is fit for future generations is the responsible thing to do, not least
for future because current customers have contributed to the problems. Young current

generations customers might actually benefit themselves in future.

7 Opposition - Minority view: the cost should be borne by future customers as it is not

fair for current customers to pay for something they will not benefit from.

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

. hamsssssssEsEsEEsEEsEEEEEEEE
hemssmasmssmsnEEes
-

We have to take responsibility
for the environment
surrounding us and pay for
whatever is necessary to
protect it. We have to leave it

n a better state than we
encountered it, not leave huge
bills for our children to pay. We

also have to stop being selfish
and only focus on keeping our
current bills low. Anna

(billpayer)

Paying for < Support - A few supported paying for investments in other regions for ‘the greater
other regions good’ (e.g. because water is a common resource, and people should look out for each
more :-’ other). More supported it if there would be some future benefit for them e.g. water | think if the favour is
controversial = ¢ from a new reservoir shared or investment help offered. i returned at a later date -
i Opposition - Would not want to pay if they do not directly benefit and would not trust' which It would be as there
that they will get future benefit. ; would be a time in the future
our region would need money
................................................................................................................................................................. to l.mvest _ they\' l th‘-y\'k ‘-t’s
AlSO MIXEA | e ———— fair. Eden (future customer
views on how <" Support paying through tax — More appropriate for national schemes, '
to IIZ‘;H:"" ; " cost spread fairly. Gives govt more control over how funding spent. Only [ 1 think that huge major investment
. 9 i paid by those who can afford it. i should be paid through taxation as it
investments Support paying through bills — Make more sense for local projects (e.g. will affect people and future

for areas more prone to drought). Fit local needs/preferences. Could give generations nationwide, a little bit like

customers sense of ownership/connection.

o
wsst
..........................

the NHS. Jody (billpayer)
75



Payment principle — payment through taxation vs. payment through

water bills

Mean
scores out
of 10

Paying for large scale investments through taxation

Principle 11 P

COMEANT

South Staffs Water

3.2
Distribution of scores in each area:

Key @0 @1 ©2 @3 @« s @ @7 @s

D9 @10 -

community

research

Move the slider towards the principle you favour more, or a 5 means you are sitting on the fence

FHaying for large scale investments through water company bills

'

. -
|
CAMBRIDGE

75 Only 3 people in Cambs
- ﬁi{ﬁﬁ '\ indicated more than 5.

6 people in South Staffs
- did so and a few were l
_ ~ firmly at the opposite end \
South Staffs Water | of the scale. \

i
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Differences between key groups

South Staffs Water

(Regional differencesl

* VFM of water bills generally seen as good in both areas but more argued it was not
good in Cambs e.g. not fair to pay shareholders, not right that charges aren’t linked
to use.

* More mentions of affordability in South Staffs when discussing investments.

(SMES VS Householdsw ﬁ

<

* Some of the strongest support for investing to reduce restrictions came from SMEs
because business could be affected.

Future vs current bill
payers

e Future customers no different from other customers in their views about
intergenerational fairness.

¢ Future customers, like current customers, were mindful of and concerned about
the potential bill impact from investment.

( Demographics w

 Few differences with demographics e.g. views about VFM did not differ.

 Parents and non-parents were willing to pay for future generations — but almost all
who were not willing were not parents.

community
research

2% of every single household bill goes to the
shareholders... Is it right for individuals to make
money on the back of essential services and for

those essential services to become more expensive to
use? Water is an essential amenity, it should not
benefit a few but all. Carole (billpayer)

Restrictions are good it just depends on
how it affects business' - our business

wouldn't function without water and we
couldn't have a ban even temporarily.
Emma (SME — farmer)

| think we should always be in support of
making the future better, helping protect the
environment long term for our children and
their children. | think the majority of people
who have children would agree with this.
Shareen (billpayer)
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In their words

Q

South Staffs Water

| think it (s good value. We take it for granted
that each day we have clean safe drinking
water. | have also been lucky to have never have
been without water so to me what south staffs
are doing is good value. Linda (billpayer)

If it was guaranteed that the favour be returned
then yes. i.e you promise both areas investment
at differing times. Otherwise, | feel it's unfair for
one area of bill payers to subsidise the benefits of
another area just zecause they are owned by the
same company. Marie (billpayer)

For me it would be about
affordability, so | could not say they
should do all of the above and bills
could go up drastically. Asma

(billpayer)

community

br Gl - = - & research
_ AT = 2oy
_ = LT
CAMBRIDGE - °u'
WATER s and
COMPANY

[ think the curvent price is
very good value for money -
especially given where it sits
on the national scale. | think
45ish pence per day is more

than fair in comparison to
other essentials - electricity/

gas/ food/ fuel. Sam
(billpayer)

We would never do anything to protect
the environment if we thought that it
wasn’t our job because the changes will
only benefit future generations. It is
everyone’s responsibility to act now, even
if that means we pay more for
something that will benefit future
generations not us! Selina (billpayer)

For me, the priority should be given to the protection of the environment
and the more forceful methods of cutting down on the water consumption
(metering, temporary bans, staggered. costs, reducing leakage). Under no
circumstances should we increase the water consumption - that's why |
don't want any investment in that area [supply side measures]. Anna

(billpayer)

| think in the near future, as I'm quite young ( would rather not
see a bill increase at all (money is tight as a student!). But if { were
to see an increase | would be more accepting if it was actions that
protect and restore the environment or installing more water

meters to help reduce people's consumption of water. Protecting
the environment is very important to me and would make me feel
less guilty about the water | use. Abbie (future customer)




Changing views — at
an aggregate and
individual level




Prioritisation befo re a nd after Q. Here are some things that could be a priority for your

water company. Please sort all of them into categories to

Mean where 1= c show whether you think t_hey are high, medium or low
high priority, 2 = priority
medium priority and South Staffs Water
3 = lowest priority

)

Ii

—

=) =)
o

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

oo
o

""The order of priorities changed in South Staffs with leakage,
looking after vulnerable customers, helping customer use
less water and reducing carbon emissions all higher in the

prioritisation. Keeping bills low, schemes for those strugglingf'
and customer service were all given lower priority. ’

0
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....................
.................................................................................
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community

- I . research
Pr|0r|t|sat|0n before d nd after _ - Q. Here are some things that could be a priority for your
CAMBRIDGE water company. Please sort all of them into categories to
Mean where 1= WATER show whether you think they are high, medium or low
high priority, 2 = COMPANY priority

medium priority and

3 = lowest priorit S , : ,
P y Minimising the environmental impact of supplying water , 1.3
Providi liable cl drinki ter t le's taps, 1. Pt . T
ettt SRS S UL Lk Aol 2t el Providing reliable clean drinking water to people's taps, 1.28 ‘
Minimising environmental impact of supplying water , 1.4
=P Reducing leakage, 1.48
Reducing leakage , 1.6
1 Planning and investing for the longer term, 1.6
Reducing its own carbon emissions and waste , 1.7
Planning and investing for the longer tarm , 1.9 1 Reducing its own carbon emissions and waste , 1.76
Looking after vulnerable customers , 1.9 1 Helping customers to use less water, 1.96
Looking after vulnerable customers , 2 ‘
Helping customers to use less water, 2.1
Keeping bills as low as possible , 2.16 ‘
Schemes to lower water bills for those struggling, 2.2

Schemes to lower water bills for those struggling, 2.36

Giving excellent customer service, 2.68

Keeping bills as low as possible , 2.0

Giving excellent customer service, 2.4

.t
.
X

.~ Changes were also seen in Cambridge. Minimising the environmental impact of supplying water, long term :
" planning, reducing carbon emissions and helping customers to use less water were all higher in the prioritisation. }
i Keeping bills low, looking after vulnerable customers and even providing a reliable water supply were given a .+

“’
K

) K
. o
.......
........................................................



Key principles for the plan (1-5) changes by the end Q) ComTa

Keeping customer bills as low as possible

South Staffs Water
Principle 1

Move the slider

towards the
Mean 31-4- 2

scores out

principle you
ores ¢ ;V\JBTRIE(E 1 favour more, or a
Preparing for the worst-case scenarios Wait and see what happens and react as needed COMPANY 5 means you are

Principle 2

sitting on the
fence.
2.7%»2.9

Trying new approaches and innovations Sticking to tried and trusted approaches

Principle 3

Views on the principles had
changed in both areas, but not
3-3.5 markedly. There was a small shift ‘
Spreading any costs to maintain and improve the service eq

towards: |
These who directly benefit from investments pay . Long term planning over
amongst all customers more for them |

‘ keeping bills low (both areas) |
Principle 4 . . Looking after the natural '
' environment over human needs |
4.2» '. (in SSW) |
"« Those who directly benefit from
Locking after the needs of the natural environment first, by

- [ ing more (in '
Ensuring all customers have all the water they want to |nV€StmentS pay 9 ( |
not taking too much water out use at an affordable price ] SSW)

|‘ l
Principle 5 '

¥3

hally

2
Line of neutrality 8



Key principles for the plan (6-10) changes by the end

Communicating to persuade customers to conserve
water

Principle 6

Mean
scores out
of 10

Spreading any costs equally amongst all customers

Principle 7

Spreading any costs equally amongst all customers

Principle 8

Managing customers’ water usage through measures such as

.3

5.2

Doing more to reduce the amount of leakage from pipes

Principle 9

<43.2
2.8

Doing more to reduce the company’s ‘carbon footprint’

Principle 10

metering etc.

§.1==p-6.5

Ensuring those who use the most water pay more for it

6.5
6.5

Limiting what those who are struggling financially will pay

Keeping customer bills as low as possible

Keeping customer bills as low as possible

3.2 Line of neutrality

community
(j research

South Staffs Water Move the slider
towards the
principle you

CAMBRIDGE favour more, or a
WATER T 5 means you are
COMPANY

sitting on the
fence.

U/

Views shifted in opposing directions
with regard to education vs.
management to reduce |
consumption; with those in
Cambridge moving towards stronger |
management measures.

South Staffs customers moved in \

favour of spreading costs equally '|
amongst all customers.
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How individual views changed

J

South Staffs Water

communi
resa’-:s.ar‘chﬂ;y

CAMBRIDGE

WATER

O
—A— COMPANY
« There were shifts in responses to both the priorities

and the principles in both areas at an aggregate level.

« Some of the individual shifts were considerable, with
priorities amongst all kinds of WRAP members (future
customers, current customers and SME’s) clearly
apparent (some examples follow).

« Furthermore, most participants recognised their own
changes in attitude. Most commonly this was
expressed in terms of heightened concern for future
environmental issues; along with a better
understanding of what water bills pay for and why
they may need to increase for the benefit of everyone.

84



Did your views change? Why?

Q

South Staffs Water

My views in terms protecting
the environment when we use
water have only become

community
research

CAMBRIDGE

WATER

COMPANY

firmer as a result of the
forum. Sam (billpayer)

The fact that water companies are planning so far into
the future shows how serious this problem is. Some very
difficult decisions to be made for everyone’s sake. | really

do not want wildlife to suffer. | live near areas of

My views are now more
weighted towards action on
reducing water consumption

natural beauty which | appreciate more since | moved

here. Ivan (billpayer)

| never thought about the
impact taking water has on
the environment and so I'd
never have given it a second

I'm thinking more
about the overall
picture instead of

Definitely. | think that we
should get more education around
this topic and broaden the
knowledge around the wider
community, | really enjoyed
learning about this and enjoyed
taking part, but also seeing what

and minimising environmental
impact, and away from
individual needs - though these
are still important they need to
be secondary to environmental
considerations. Beverley
(billpayer)

Just the cost to the
customers. ['m
thinking more about
the natural
environment as well.
Hanna (billpayer)

everyone else thinks around the
same topics and conversation.
Joel (billpayer)

thought and always voted for
lowest bills possible, but |
now see the benefit paying a
little more will have on our
community and future.

. The environment has always been a concern for me but | didn’t know
Shareeen (billpayer)

very much at all about our water supply, how we got it and everything
involved with future proofing. Three weeks ago | would have moaned
about an increase in my water bill because | wouldn’t understand why.
Now that is not the case. | had no concept of how much water is lost
through leakages or how much water is used on average in litres per
person per day. | do now. [ have been much more conscious of this over
the last 2 weeks. The education of customers is very important.
Stopping leakages didn't seem that important to me when [ didn’t
understand how much water was being lost. Now [ do think it is
important to work at fixing as many as possible. Selina (billpayer)

My views have changed a little because you
want to help those who are struggling but
the earth is at risk as well so maintaining
the views was a bit tricky. The information
which changed what | thought was the
statements which mentioned people with a
low income that made me put them as a
high priority because they need basic
nutrition such as water. Helal (billpayer)




Final messages from
participants




Clear call for more consumer education and information

My message to South Staffs Water would
be to communicate to their customers
the urgency with which things need to
start changing, educating them as [ feel |
have been educated via this forum and
encourage them to start thinking long
term about how behaviour needs to
change and the likelihood that bills are
going to start increasing in the near
future. Paul (billpayer)

Difficult to add just one message to the
team at South Staffs as this has been
such a thought provoking week and
certainly given me food for thought. |
would urge them to ensure not all
additional costs are passed onto the
customer in fact in the current climate
there should be a price freeze. They have
to find another way of paying for the
continual improvements and look into
new and innovative ideas. Stephen
(billpayer)

0)
There was a consistent call for greater

engagement with customers across
both regions.

Whilst some participants in SSW
mentioned the environment and
specific demand management
measures (particularly metering), these
were stronger themes in feedback from
Camb participants.

SSW participants were more likely to
mention the need for balance,
innovation and planning.

community

research

| have thoroughly enjoyed
learning about the process the
water goes through in order to
reach my taps! Going forward |
would just hope that everything
we have shared as a forum is
taken into consideration and |
hope it helps shape the future of
Cambridge water as a whole.,
that the environment and
wildlife continue to flourish
whilst maintaining a fair and
reasonably priced service. Sarah

(billpayer)

My message to Cambridge Water is
please include in your management
plan the development of strategies
that will help slow down climate
change, continue to tackle water
leakage with a view to considerably
increasing the targets for repairs and
put resources into the education of
customers so that future generations
can continue to enjoy our beautiful
planet for many more generations.
Madeleine (SME — florist)
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research

WRAP participant profile

WRAP participants SSW CAMBS WRAP participants SSW

Total 22 25 Socio Economic Group

SME owners (mix sectors and size) 5 5 ABC1 13 18
Future bill payers — (mix of current work | 4 5 C2DE 9 7
/ study and home circumstances)

Bill-payers (jointly or solely responsible | 13 15 Working status

fGoéntzj'g)r S i Employed (full or part time) 18 19
Male 12 10 Water Meter in Home

Female 10 15 Yes 14 17
Age Home location

18 to 24 4 5 Rural 4 16
25 to 39 5 8 Vulnerable circumstances

40 to 54 10 4 Vulnerability (financial/health) 5 5
55to 70 2 7

70+ 1 1

Children at home

Children in household 5 6

Ethnicity

BAME Background 4 4
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WATER

COMPANY

9

South Staffs Water

Evaluation survey

Very good Quite good Very good Quite good

Logging in for the first time 18 4 Logging in for the first time 23 2
Finding your way around the site 11 11 Finding your way around the site 18 7
Understanding the tasks and 9 11 Understanding the tasks and 20 5
questions questions

Being able to have your say 17 5 Being able to have your say 20 5
Reading and commenting on 10 10 Reading and commenting on 8 14
other people’s comments other people’s comments

Too much  About Too Too much  About Too
right  little/few right  little/few

The amount of time 3 19 - - The amount of time 3 22 - -
you had to spend on you had to spend on
the research the research
The amount of emails - 21 1 - The amount of emails - 24 1 -
from Community from Community
Research Research
The amount of - 11 1 10 The amount of - 10 - 15

support you received
if you had problems

support you received
if you had problems
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