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Executive Summary  

¶ This survey has been commissioned annually by the Consumer Council for Water (CCWater) since 2006 

to identify household customersõ views on their water and sewerage services in England and Wales,  

and track changes in these views over time.  

¶ A total of 5, 964 telephone interviews were conducted with household water and sewerage bill payers 

across England and Wales between the 24th September 2015 and the 12th January 2016. At least 200 

interviews were carried out with customers of each Water and Sewerage Compan y (WaSC) and 150 

with customers of each Water only Company (WoC).  

¶ For inclusivity, 424 interviews were conducted with households which do not have a landline or  only 

have a landline for broadband  (mobile only households); the remaining 5,540 were conducted with 

households using a landline. 

¶ Analysis has been undertaken at a total sample level (England and Wales combined), by country 

(England vs. Wales) and by water company. This is a move away from previous reporting where the 

analysis was at WaSC regional level rather than company level.   More information on this can be 

found in paragraph 1.6.4.  

¶ Another change introduced this year is a stronger focus on five -year trend analysis. Th is irons out 

short term fluctuations in the results, providing a more consistent picture of any changes over time. 

More information on this can be found in Section 1.6 of the main report.  

 

Key findings  

Figure 1: Care and Trust Measures ð Key Trends  

 
 

68%
65% 63%

74% 73%

Water/sewerage companies care about
service provided to customers (net agree)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Key Trends

7.33 7.22 7.23
7.77 7.75

Level of trust in water/sewerage companies
(score out of 10)

5 year rolling average 

2011-2015
68.2% 7.44

Change since last year -1% -0.03

5 year trend
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Water and sewerage companies are increasingly viewed as caring and trustworthy   

¶ Since 2011 there has been a gradual increase in the proportion of customers who agree that water 

companies care about the service they provide (from 68% to 73% over five  years). This trend applies 

to England and Wales, with signific antly more customers in Wales considering that their water 

company cares, than in England (78% vs. 72% in 2015). 

¶ Water companies continue to be seen as caring more about the service they provide than energy 

companies (73% vs. 68%).  

¶ Trust scores for water companies have also increased, from 7.33 out of 10 in 2011 to 7.75 in 2015. 

Upward trends have been witnessed in both England and Wales, with the trend more marked in 

Wales, where trust  is now significantly higher than England in 2015 (8.07 vs. 7 .73).  

¶ Water companies remain significantly ahead of energy companies when it comes to trust (7.75 vs. 

7.36).   

Figure 2: Recommending Water Companies ð Key Trends  

 

 

Trust underpins recommend ations of water and sewerage suppliers  

¶ Household customers do not currently have any choice over their supplier in the water industry ; 

however, within this context they were asked, hypothetically, how likely they would be to 

recommend their water company to friends or family in order to calculat e a Net Promoter Score 

(NPS). Just over four in ten (42%) are very likely to recommend (scores of 9 or 10), similar to 2014 

(44%). The 2015 NPS1 for the water industry is +17, significantly  lower than the +23 measured in 

2014. Scores ranged from -7 to +48 across all WaSCs and WoCs.  Only two scored a negative NPS. 

                                            
1 Those giving scores of 0 to 6 are classified as Detractors, 7 -8 Passives and 9 or 10 as Promoters. An overall Net 
Promoter Score (NPS) is arrived at by subtracting the proportion of Detractors from the proportion of Promoters.  

44%
42%

Likelihood to recommend water company to
friends or family (score 9 or 10)

2014 2015

Key Trends

23

17

Total NPS Score
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¶ Key drivers analysis identifies t rust as the key influencer of NPS with high levels of trust in water 

companies driving promoters and low levels of trust influencing detractors (those least likely  to 

recommend their supplier).  

Figure 3: Satisfaction summary 2015  

 
 
Satisfaction wit h water and sewerage services remains  very high , and has been stable over the last 

five years  

¶ In 2015 93% are satisfied overall with their water supply, slightly lower  than in 2014 (94%). Scores 

have been consistently high over the last five  years. This is the case for England and Wales. 

¶ Overall satisfaction with sewerage services is stable at 91% and the fi ve-year trend is also stable.  

However, there has been an upward trend in satisfaction for Wales over this period.  

¶ Satisfaction levels for water and energy se rvices are very similar (93% for water and gas, 92% for 

electricity and 91% for sewerage). Satisfa ction with telephone landlines and broadband has dropped 

since 2014 to 87% and 78% respectively, leaving the water, sewerage and energy sectors significantly 

outperforming them.  

 

Satisfaction with value for money has increased slightly in 2015, and has improved significantly over 

the last five years  

¶ There is an upward five -year trend in satisfaction with value for money of water services  and 

satisfaction has continued to increase (albeit slightly) from 74% in 2014 to 76% in 2015. Th e upward 

trend is seen in both England and Wales, with satisfaction levels now significantly higher in Wales 

than in England in 2015.  

¶ The same trends are seen for sewerage services where satisfaction levels are now 7 8% (up from 77% 

in 2014).  

Satisfaction summary 2015

93%

91%

76%

78%

62%

74%

Overall satisfaction - water

Overall satisfaction - sewerage

Satisfied with value for money -
water

Satisfied with value for money -
sewerage

Agree charges are fair

Agree charges are affordable
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¶ To put the water industry fi gures in context, customers are also more satisfied with the value for 

money of all other household services (except broadband and council tax). Energy services remain 

marginally higher than the water industry (80% for electricity and gas  compared to 76% for water and 

78% for sewerage).  

 

Perceptions of affordability ,  and of the fairness of charges have been stable over the last five years  

¶ The proportions of customers who agree that their charges are affordable, or fair, are broadly stable 

over time.  

¶ However, in terms of fairness  there has been a significant fall since 2014, with 62% agreeing that 

their charges are fair compared to 68% twelve months ago. This fall has been driven by increased 

neutrality and views in a handful of water company areas.  

¶ Customers are significantly more likely to agree that their charges are affordable  than fair ( 74% vs. 

62%); there has been little change on affordability over the last 12 months (76% in 2014). This trend 

is reflected in both England and Wales.  

¶ Just under three quarters of customers (73%) would contact their supplier if they had a problem with 

their bill (a slight fall of 3% since 2014). This measure has been stable over the last five year s at a 

total level and in England. However, in Wales, the likelihood of making contact has fallen over time.  

Figure 4: Consumer rights and responsibilities - awareness 2015  

 

 

  

Consumer rights and responsibilities ð
awareness 2015

8%

51%

65%

28%

50%

19%

79%

33%

Water Sure/Welsh Water Assist

Additional services

Free meter scheme#

12/24 month trial period#

Compensation scheme

Rainwater rebate

Homeowner responsibility for water
pipes*

Company responsibility for shared
sewerage pipes*

% Aware

#Results for unmetered households only

*Results for homeowners only
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Awareness of òSpecial Assistanceó services has increased over time; awareness of other service and 

charging options is sta ble  

¶ Awareness of òSpecial assistanceó services has been stable at  51% since 2014; the five  year trend 

however, is an upward one.  

¶ Awareness of Water Sure/Welsh Water Assist is stable over five years , with just under one in ten 

currently aware (8%). However, an upward trend in Wales  means that awareness there is now 

significantly  higher than in England.  

¶ Two-thirds  of unmetered customers know of the free meter scheme ( 65%), a significant  increase on 

2014 (51%); however, just over a quarter (2 8%) are aware of the 12/24 month trial period, 

significantly fewer than in 2014 (30%).  

¶ Customersõ awareness of the compensation scheme for service failures (Guaranteed Standards 

Scheme) has increased significantly  in the last 12 months in both England (42% to 50%) and Wales 

(43% to 55%). Over five years, awareness in England and Wales is stable, although upward for Wales.  

¶ Awareness of the rebate given to customers where rainwater run-off from their property does not 

drain into a public sewer has increased slightly, but not significantly since this question was first 

asked in 2013.  Currently almost one in five (19%) are aware, a small increase of 3% since 2014. 

Homeowners remain confused about responsibilit ies for sewers and drains, but are clear er  on their 

water supply pipe responsibilities  

¶ Only a third of homeowners (33%) identify their sewerage company as being responsible for 

maintaining shared sewerage pipes (1% lower than in 2014). Awareness has remained at this same 

level since 2011, showing that the transition of ownership to sewerage companies is not widely 

known amongst customers. This is the case for both England and Wales.  

¶ Conversely almost four fifths of homeowners (79%) correctly state that they t hemselves are 

responsible for maintaining the water pipes within their propertyõs boundary. Awareness levels have 

been stable over the last five years, with awareness significantly higher in England than in Wales in 

2015 (79% vs. 71%).  

Satisfaction with c ontact handling in England has increased over time   

¶ Satisfaction with contact improved from 76% in 2011 to 83% in 2014, with a slight dip to 81% in 2015. 

The five -year trend for England is one of significant improvement, and it is stable in Wales.   

¶ Whilst satisfaction  with individual aspects of contact is little changed since 2014 , there  are upward 

five -year trends for ease of contacting someone who could help, the quality/clarity of information 

provision, and the knowledge and professionalism of staff . 

Key differences between England and Wales  

¶ There are significantly more upward five -year trends for Wales than England.  However, there are 

also some downward trends for Wales which donõt apply in England (and downward trends in England 

which donõt apply in Wales) ð specifically for awareness that water meters are fitted free of charge 

and likelihood to contact water/sewerage company if worried about paying their bill.  

¶ The differences when comparing 2015 results across England and Wales are highlighted in the table 

below.  
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Figure 5: England and Wales - key significant differences  2015 

 England Wales 

Water/sewerage companies care about service 
provided to customers  

72% 78% 

Level of trust in water/sewerage companies  7.73 8.07 

Extremely likely to recommend water company (9 -10) 41% 52% 

Satisfied with value for money of water services  75% 82% 

Satisfied with value for money of sewerage services  77% 83% 

Awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist 8% 13% 

Homeowner awareness of their  responsibility for 
maintaining water pipes  

79% 71% 

Satisfaction with c olour and appearance of tap water  93% 98% 

Satisfaction with w ater pressure 88% 93% 

Satisfaction with t aste and smell of tap water  87% 92% 

Satisfaction with h ardness/softness of water  70% 92% 

Overall satisfaction with water supply  92% 98% 

Satisfaction with r educing smells from sewage 
treatment works  

81% 88% 

Satisfaction with c leaning waste water properly before 
releasing it back into  the environment  

86% 92% 

Overall satisfaction with sewerage services  90% 95% 
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1 Introduction  

 Background 1.1

 The Consumer Council for Water (CCWater) has been representing customers and consumers of 1.1.1

the water and sewerage industry in England and Wales since October 2005. CCWater operates 

through five committees, four in England and one in Wales.  

 CCWater wants consumers to receive (and to be able to recognise that they receive) good value 1.1.2

for money and high standards in water and sewerage services, comparing w ell with the best of 

other service sectors.  

 Monitoring consumer opinion towards water and sewerage services is essential for CCWater to be 1.1.3

able to identify and represent customer views; this survey of household bill payers has therefore 

been conducted annually since 2006. CCWater research has identified five key consumer 

priorities , and each year their Forward Work Programme is built around these:  

¶ Speaking up for water consumers  ð being influential in achieving improvements for 

consumers. 

¶ Value for money  ð a fair, affordable price and charging system . 

¶ Right first time  ð problems sorted out quickly without difficulty .  

¶ Water on tap  ð a safe, secure, reliable supply of water that  is used wisely. 

¶ A sustainable, resilient sewer age system ð responsible removal of sewage, prevent of 

sewer flooding and reduction in persistent smells from sewage treatment works . 

 Each tracking survey provides valuable insights into customersõ views on water and sewerage 1.1.4

services over time. A comparison of the findings identifies and  tracks any changes in customersõ 

concerns about all aspects of water and sewerage services.   

 The survey was initially based on nine Water and Sewerage Company (WaSC) regions in England, 1.1.5

and the Water and Sewerage Company region in Wales. Since 2012 the survey also included the 

customers of Water only Companies (WoCs), so that company specific findings are available while 

maintaining comparisons between WaSC regions. However, now with five years of company level 

data, the 2015 survey sees a move away from reporting findings and trends for the WaSC regions, 

to company specific reporting.  

 

 Research objectives  1.2

1.2.1 For each water company, to establish any changes to customer views over time and since the 

previous survey in 2014-15, allowing CCWater to:  

¶ Understand customersõ views about all aspects of water and sewerage services. 

¶ Understand how customersõ views change over time. 

¶ Identify five -year trends for each company between 2011 and 2015 and any significant 

changes in the trend.  

¶ Identify significant changes  in customer views in England and Wales combined and individually 

between 2011 and 2015, and since the last survey was conducted in 2014.  
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1.2.2 These findings will enable CCWater to: 

 Determine where it has added value or made an impact by measuring service provision and  ¶

consumer perception of it s impact and performance.  

 Develop an effective communications strategy.  ¶

1.2.3 CCWater will use the research to:  

¶ Provide greater legitimacy in representing customers . 

¶ Provide a stronger evidence base on which to make policy decisions . 

¶ Gauge customersõ concerns and satisfaction with delivery of water and sewerage services. 

¶ Develop their  Forward Work Programme and Operational Business Plan.  

 

 Methodology  1.3

1.3.1 Telephone research was conducted with a random sample of households across England and 

Wales.  Quota controls were set according to the 2011 Census. 

1.3.2 Respondents were responsible, either solely or jointly, for paying their householdõs water bill. 

1.3.3 Fieldwork took place betwe en 24 September 2015 and 12 January 2016.  This included a pilot 

survey of 40 customers to review interview length and routing.  

1.3.4 A total of 5, 964 twenty minute interviews were completed.  CCWater commissioned 200 

interviews for each of the 10 WaSCs and 150 for the 13 WoCs which equates to 3,950 interviews.  

1.3.5 Each water company was given the opportunity to boost interview numbers and nine companies 

did so: 

¶ Affinity Central ð 100 additional interviews  

¶ Affinity East ð 50 additional interviews  

¶ Affinity Southeast ð 50 additional interviews  

¶ Anglian ð 200 additional interviews  

¶ Bournemouth ð 200 additional interviews  

¶ Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water ð 200 additional interviews  

¶ Severn Trent ð 300 additional interviews  

¶ United Utilities ð 200 additional interviews  

¶ Wessex ð 300 additional interviews  

¶ Yorkshire ð 200 additional interviews  

The additional interviews have been included in the overall report and incorporate the weighting 
factors applied to the total sample.  

1.3.6 As a result of the large sample size for England and Wales we can be 95% confident that the 

sample result reflects the actual population result to within the margin of error shown in Figure 

6.   

1.3.7 The questionnaire is similar to previous years, although it omits a few questions asked in previous 

surveys and includes a small number of new questions.  This ensures that the survey addresses 

emerging issues as well as on-going ones that may be of interest to water customers.  

1.3.8 The findings for each WaSC and WoC are included in this report, but are also published on 

CCWaterõs website: http://www.ccwater.org.uk/waterissues/himcd/  

http://www.ccwater.org.uk/waterissues/himcd/
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1.3.9 For ease of reference, where the text in the report refers to water companies , this means the 

collective of water and sewerage, and water onl y companies. 

 

 Analysis 1.4

1.4.1 Analysis has been undertaken at total sample level (England and Wales combined), by country 

(England versus Wales), and by water company. 

1.4.2 The total data are weighted in line with the number of household water supply connections for 

each water company.  This is different to previous years where data was weighted by the 

household sewerage service connections for each water and sewerage company in order to be 

representative of each WaSC region.  More information on this can be found in Section 1.6 Whatõs 

New?  

1.4.3 All total charts show weighted data but give the unweighted base size.   All individual company 

data is unweighted.  

1.4.3 Demographic analysis is included where sample sizes are large enough to allow for reliable 

comparisons.  However, commentary on demographic differences has only been included if they 

are significant and felt to be meaningful.   

1.4.4 The table below shows the statistical reliability for the total sample size , by country , for each 

water company and for metered and unmetered households .  

Figure 6: Statistical reliability  

 
Sample size 10% or 90% 

± 
30% or 70% 

± 
50% 

± 

Total  5964 0.76 1.16 1.27 

England 5417 0.80 1.22 1.33 

Wales 547 2.51 3.84 4.19 

Company sample sizes 150 4.80 7.33 8.00 

200 4.16 6.35 6.93 

250 3.72 5.68 6.20 

350 3.14 4.80 5.24 

400 2.94 4.49 4.90 

500 2.63 4.02 4.38 

Metered households  2888 1.09 1.67 1.82 

Unmetered households  3076 1.06 1.62 1.77 

150: Bristol Water, Cambridge Water, Dee Valley Water, Essex & Suffolk Water, Hartlepool Water, 
Portsmouth Water, South East Water, South Staffordshire Water, Sutton & East Surrey Water  

200: Northumbrian Water, Southern Water, Thames Water, Affinity Water East, Affinity Water Southeast  

250: Affinity Water Central  

350: Bournemouth Water 

400: Anglian Water, Welsh Water, South West Water, United Utilities, Yorkshire Water  

500: Severn Trent Water, Wessex Water 
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1.4.5 Significant differences have been highlighted on each chart by way of a coloured circle around 

the òChange since last yearó figure ð a green circle represents a significant  increase and a red 

circle a significant decrease. 

1.4.6 The sample was structured according to the Office of National Statistics (ONS) Census Data, 2011. 

Quotas were set for each water company, based on gender, age and socio economic classification 

(SEC) within each census region that the water company was situated.   

1.4.7 Age groups were altered last year  (2014) in order to reflect the revised 2011 census data 

bandings. They continue to fall into younger (18 -29), middle (30 -59) and older age ranges (60+).  

Comparisons arenõt generally made between the age groups year on year, but where this does 

happen, this change should be borne in mind.  

1.4.8 In 2014, DJS Research commissioned a face to face omnibus survey of 1,000 with a representative 

sample for England and Wales in order to identify the proportion of younger bill payers in England 

and Wales.  The survey discovered that only 27% of 18-29 year olds were responsible for paying 

their water  bill.  As a result, the age band qu otas were adjusted accordingly and continue to be 

so. 

1.4.9 The SEC2 classifications used are:  

1 - Higher managerial, administrative and professional occupations; lower managerial, 

administrati ve and professional occupations. 

2 - Intermediate occupations; small employ ers and own account workers.  

3 - Lower supervisory and technical occupations; semi -routine o ccupations; routine occupations.  

4 - Never worked and long-term unemployed.  

5 ð Full-time students.  

1.4.10 Customers without lan dlines continue to be included in the research. A target of 450 interviews 

was set with customers who describe themselves as not having a landline, or only using their 

landline for broadband purposes  and 424 were achieved. These customers were contacted an d 

interviewed on their mobile phones.  

 

 Cluster Analysis  1.5

1.5.1 Cluster analysis was carried out for the first time in 2013, and repeated in 2014 and 2015. Cluster 

analysis uses statistical techniques to segment customers into different groups depending on how 

they respond to the following questions:  

¶ Value for money for both water and sewerage services . 

¶ Overall satisfaction with water services and sewerage services. 

¶ Affordability .  

¶ Fairness. 

1.5.2 The cluster analysis has been re-run in 2015 using the same segmentation as in 2013 and 2014 and 

the proportions for this year are as follows:  

¶ Cluster 1 ð òVery Satisfiedó ð 56% (59% 2014).  This cluster is very satisfied with value for 

money, services, affordability and fairness.  The largest cluster by far . 

                                            
2 SEG groupings used before 2014.  
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¶ Cluster 2 ð òNeutraló ð 21% (20% 2014).  These customers feel neutral to satisfied with value 

for money, services, affordability and fairness.  The second largest cluster and similar to  

2014. 

¶ Cluster 3 ð òUnfairó ð 15% (13% 2014).  Neutral or satisfied on all measures,  but feel their 

charges are unfair.  

¶ Cluster 4 ð òDissatisfiedó ð 7% (9% 2014).  This cluster is dissatisfied with value for money, 

affordability and fairness, whereas ratings for service range from satisfied to dissatisfied.   

Figure 7: Clusters by country  

 

1.5.3 The main characteristics of each cluster are:  

¶ The ôVery satisfiedõ are more likely to be older customers (60+). Over three -fifths  (62%) are 

aged 60 or over compared to 6% in the Dissatisfied cluster, 13% in the Unfair cluster and 18% 

of Neutrals.  The ôVery Satisfiedõ are also less likely to have children in their household than 

the other clusters (71% Very Satisfied  have no resident children , 66% Neutral, 64% Unfair, 62% 

Dissatisfied) and are more likely to be retired ( 43% Very Satisfied, 38% Neutral, 35% Unfair, 

36% Dissatisfied). 

¶ Those in the ôDissatisfiedõ cluster are significantly  more likely to be:  

o In intermediate occupations (27% vs. 22% of the total).  

o Unemployed or students (20% vs. 11% of the total). 

o In receipt o f benefits (34 % vs. 25% of the total) .  

o In households where at least one person has a disability or long term illness (3 7% vs. 

23% of the total).  

This cluster also has a higher than average representation of ethnic minorities (19% vs. 9 % of 

the total).  

16%
9% 7%

16%
9% 7%

14%
9% 7%

14%

13% 15%

14%

13% 16%

14%

12% 12%

24%

20% 21%

24%

20% 21%
22%

20% 22%

46%
59% 56%

46%
59% 56%

51%
59% 58%

2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015

Dissatisfied Unfair Neutral Very satisfied

Cluster analysis

England and Wales England Wales
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¶ The differentiating characteristic s of the Unfair cluster are a higher than average proportion 

of males (57% vs. 47% of the total),  middle ages 45-59 year olds (41% vs. 35% of the total) and 

people in higher managerial occupations (49% vs. 41% of the total).  

¶ The Neutrals cluster has a slightly higher than average proportion of customers who are 

unemployed/stud ents compared to the average (20 % vs. 11%), and a high proportion of 

households with children (3 1%) and, along with the Dissatisfied cluster, customers in receipt 

of benefits ( 29%).  

¶ Any differences within the clusters are highlighted throughout the report.  

 

 Whatõs new? 1.6

1.6.1 The research approach hasnõt changed since 2014.  However, the way in which the findings are 

presented within this report has changed this year, with a new company level approach being 

adopted rather than the regional comparisons of previous years.   

1.6.2 Reporting is based on five -year trend  analysis using Repeated Measures Analysis (adopting the 

Friedman non-parametric test because the test variables were not normally distributed) .  This 

approach irons out any short term fluctuations in results by providing a picture of changes over a 

longer time -scale. 

1.6.3 The analysis produces a best-fit model for each question over five  years and the linear trend 

derived from this is assessed for goodness of fit. The strength and direction of the trend gradient 

was tested to identify significant trend s (is the trend fl at, upward or downward ?).  A 95% level of 

confidence was adopted. 

1.6.4 Data has been weighted by the number of household water supply connections for each of 23 

water companies rather than by sewerage service connections as previously used for regional 

reportin g.  This is a more accurate method of weighting now that the research includes all 23 

companies and a regional viewpoint is not needed.  For consistency and comparability, it has been 

necessary to reweight 2011-2014 data by water supply connections and some national figures may 

be +/ - 1% different to th ose shown in report from 2011-2014.  

1.6.5 Key things to look out for in the new style tables are as follows:  

1 2015 b ase sample sizes:  this i s the maximum number of customers that could respond . Note 
that, un less stated otherwise, the results exclude customers who answered ôdonõt knowõ from 
each base sample, and the actual base is likely to be slightly smaller. For exact base sizes, 
please refer to tabulations.   

2 Five-year  rolling company average :  calculated f or each individual company , except for  the 
Industry as a whole and WaSC/WoC total ð this is based on combined data (all 23 companies, 
10 WaSCs and 13 WoCs). 

3 Five year company trend: Due to rounding, some percentages may be +/ - 1% different to 
previous yearsõ figures in the line graph.   

4 Five-year  company trend  (t ime series analysis) :  The analysis takes into consideration 
different sample sizes which companies may have had in the last five years, and establishes 
the overall direction of travel i n customer perceptions of company performance. A black 

sideways arrow ҭ  indicates that the trend is sta ble from 2011 to 2015.  Upward trends are 

indicated by a green arrow ҧ and downward by a red arrow  Ҩ in the direction of the trend.   
There are some instances in the tables where the five -year trend of a company has not tested 
as significant but looks like it should be when compared to others. This is due to differing 
sample sizes between companies over the five -year analysis time frame.  An example of this  
can be seen in Figure 12 where Anglian Water has a significant improving trend whereas Welsh 
Water has a stable trend.  
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5 Company average vs. WaSC/WoC average:  Black sideways arrows indicate that the five -year 
average for the water company is not significantly higher or lower than the collective 
WaSC/WoC five -year average.  Where there are significant differences, they are indicated by 
a green upward arrow or a red downward arrow. Depending on the range of resp onses, the 
top/bottom compan ies may or may not be significantly different to the average.  

6 Company change since last year : where the company change this year is significant  
compared with the previous year (2014) , it is indicated by emboldened text in either  green 
(2015 significantly higher than 2014) or red (2015 significantly lower than 2014).   Stable 
responses are indicated as an = sign.   

7 Some percentage changes may be +/- 1% due to rounding.  For example: in the example figure 
overleaf, the 2014 figure f or Affinity  Water East is 71% and for 2015 is 68% but  the change 
since last year is 4%.  This is because the true figure for 2014 is 71.32% and for 2015 is 67.57%, 
equalling a change of 3.75% which is then rounded up to 4%. 

 
 

1.6.6 Other things to  look out for on the  figures illustrating  Industry findings and for England and Wales 

are as follows:  

8. A green or red circle around the òchange since last yearó figure denotes a significant change. 

9. A red star indicates a significant difference between  England and Wales in 2015. 

 
  

8 
9 

7 
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2 Speaking up for water consumers 
This chapter details customer perception  of how much water companies care about the service s they 

provide to their customers, and shows the level of customer trust in th eir water and/or sewerage 

company. 

 

Key trends  

¶ Perception of water company  care and the level of customer trust in water companies have 

improved over the last five years.  

¶ Ratings for customers in Wales are significantly higher than for England for both care and tru st.  

 

Whatõs new in 2015? 

¶ Net Promoter Scores (NPS) vary greatly by individual water company, but only two companies have 

a negative NPS score. 

¶ Key driver analysis shows that out of a range of satisfaction measures, trust has the strongest  

influence on NPS; high levels of trust in water companies driv es active promoting, whilst low levels 

of trust influences detractors . 
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2.1  Companies caring about the service they provide  

2.1.1 Customers are asked how much they agree or disagree that their water company cares about the 

service it gives to customers.   Nearly three -quarters ( 73%) agree that their water  company cares 

about the service they provide to customers.   

2.1.2 There has been an upward trend in agreement over the last five  years, for England and Wales 

combined and for each individual country.  

2.1.3 Customers in Wales rate significantly higher than those in England , both this year  and when 

comparing the rolling average over five years. 

2.1.4 Older customers (75+ 84%) are significantly more likely to say their water company c ares than 

younger customers (18-29 70%, 30-44 70%, 45-59 69%, 60-74 75%). 

2.1.5 Customers who are satisfied with their water and sewerage services are also significantly more 

likely to say that the ir company cares than those who are dissatisfied.  

Figure 8: Perceptions of w ater  company care about service provided to customers  

 

Sample base: all respondents excluding donõt knows (click here  to see exact figures)  

2.1.6 Over the past five years t here has been an upward trend (indicated by green upward arrows in 

Figure 9) for four WaSCs: Anglian Water, Welsh Water, United Utilities and Yorkshire Water.   The 

trend for all other WaSCs is stable (indicated by the black sideways arrow).  

2.1.7 Welsh Water customers rate highest of the 10 WaSCs (78%), whereas South West Water customers 

rate lowest (66%), closely followed by Thames Water customers (67%). None of the averages are 

significantly different to the total WaSC average (indicated by black sideways arrow s in Figure 9). 

  

68% 68% 70%
65% 64%

67%
63% 62%

71%
74% 73%

78%
73% 72%

78%

Total England and Wales England Wales

N
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e

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Water/sewerage companies care about service 
provided to customers

5 year rolling 

average 2011 -2015
68.2% 67.9% 72.9%

Change since last 

year
-1% -1% =

5 year trend

Q42. How much do you agree or disagree that your water/water and sewerage company cares about the service it gives to 

customers? Significant difference between England and Wales for 2015
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Figure 9: Water  companies care about service provided to customers  ð WaSCs  

Water  companies care 
about service provided 
to customers  

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WaSC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry3 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

68.2% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

68.6% 

 
 68.6% n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

70.2% 

 
  +2% 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

73.4% 

 
  = 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

73.8% 

 
  = 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

69.6% 

 
  -3% 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

62.3% 

 
  -2% 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

64.1% 

 
  = 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

63.3% 

 
  +1% 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

71.1% 

 
  -3% 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

74.3% 

 
  -1% 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

71.2% 

 
  -5% 

2.1.8 Of the WoCs (Figure 10), South Staffordshire Waterõs rating has increased significantly since last 

year (from 72% to 81% in 2015), whereas Bournemouth Water and Portsmouth Water customersõ 

ratings have fallen significantly  (from 86% to 74% and 82% to 73% respectively). 

2.1.9 Despite the fall, Bournemouth Water has witnessed an upward trend over the past five  years, 

along with South Staffordshire and Sutton & East Surrey Water. 

2.1.10 Hartlepool Water has the highest rating of the WoCs (84%) and Essex & Suffolk Water, Affinity 

Water Southeast and Affinity Water Central have the lowest (66%) , closely followed by Affinity 

Water East (68%). 

                                            
3 Water industry as a whole, i.e. All WaSCs and WoCs in England and Wales. 

68% 65% 63% 
74% 73% 

68% 65% 63% 
74% 73% 

66% 67% 
59% 

75% 77% 

70% 67% 71% 
78% 78% 

75% 70% 72% 
78% 77% 

71% 
61% 65% 

75% 72% 

62% 57% 61% 
67% 66% 

58% 
69% 

58% 
68% 68% 

68% 66% 
55% 

66% 67% 

67% 64% 65% 

78% 75% 

72% 
78% 

66% 
78% 77% 

68% 
63% 66% 

80% 
75% 
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2.1.11 Hartlepool Waterõs five -year rolling average is significantly higher than the WoC five -year rolling 

average.  

Figure 10: Water companies care about service provided to customers  ð WoCs 

Water  companies care 
about service provided to 
customers  

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WoC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

68.2% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WoCs 
(2015 base sample: 2357) 

66.9% 

 
 66.9% n/a  

Affinity Water Central  
(2015 base sample: 250) 

60.7% 

 
  -2% 

Affinity Water East  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

67.1% 

 
  -4% 

Affinity Water Southeast  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

64.8% 

 
  -6% 

Bournemouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 350) 

72.0% 

 
  -12% 

Bristol Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

75.3% 

 
  = 

Cambridge Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

76.1% 

 
  -8% 

Dee Valley Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

73.3% 

 
  -3% 

Essex & Suffolk Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

66.9% 

 
  -1% 

Hartlepool Water  
(2015 base sample: 154) 

80.9% 

 
  -2% 

Portsmouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

70.0% 

 
  -9% 

South East Water  
(2015 base sample: 149) 

62.6% 

 
  +1% 

South Staffs Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

69.1% 

 
  9% 

Sutton & East Surrey Water 
(2015 base sample: 152) 

67.0% 

 
  -5% 

68% 65% 63% 
74% 73% 

67% 
62% 61% 

72% 71% 

65% 
54% 49% 

68% 66% 

75% 
59% 64% 

71% 68% 

66% 65% 
53% 

72% 66% 

68% 67% 66% 

86% 
74% 

74% 77% 72% 77% 77% 

77% 
70% 74% 

85% 77% 

76% 
68% 65% 

80% 77% 

67% 66% 68% 67% 66% 

82% 
76% 78% 

86% 84% 

71% 
59% 

71% 
82% 73% 

64% 62% 57% 
69% 70% 

66% 64% 67% 72% 
81% 

65% 62% 63% 
77% 72% 
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2.2  Trust in water and sewerage companies  

2.2.1 Customers were asked how much they trusted their water company on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 

means ònot at alló and 10 means òtrust them completelyó. Scores are little changed from 2014, 

although there has been an upward trend over the past five  years.  

2.2.2 Levels of trust are significantly higher in Wales than in England this year.  

Figure 11: Level of trust in water companies  

 

2.2.3 There has been an upward trend over the past five  years for three  WaSCs: Anglian Water, 

Northumbrian  Water and United Utilities.  

2.2.4 Northumbrian Water customers rate highest of the 10 WaSCs (8.15), whereas South West Water 

customers rate lowest ( 7.25), followed by Southern Water customers (7.28).  Customers of Welsh 

Water (7.77) and Wessex Water (7.75) have significantly greater levels of trust in their respective 

companies than the total WaSC average (7.46).  
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Q44a. How much do you trust your water/water and sewerage company?
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Figure 12: Level of trust in water companies ð WaSCs  

Level of trust in water 
companies 

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WaSC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

7.46 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

7.46 

 
 7.46 n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

7.57 

 
  -0.11 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

7.77 

 
  +0.02 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

7.71 

 
  -0.03 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

7.58 

 
  -0.16 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

7.01 

 
  +0.09 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

7.10 

 
  -0.07 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

7.20 

 
  +0.05 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

7.51 

 
  -0.21 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

7.75 

 
  +0.03 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

7.64 

 
  +0.16 

2.2.5 Over the past five years there has been an upward trend in trust for three WoCs: South East 

Water, Sutton & East Surrey Water and Affinity Water Central.  

2.2.6 Levels of trust for Cambridge Water and Affinity Water East  have fallen significantly since 2014 

(from 8.19 to 7.71 and 7.85 to 7.22 respectively).  

2.2.7 Hartlepool Water has the highest ratings of the WoCs ( 8.33) and Affinity Water East has the 

lowest ( 7.22).  

2.2.8 Hartlepool Waterõs five -year rolling average is significantly higher than the aggregate WoC five -

year rolling average.  
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7.77 7.73 

7.20 7.46 7.20 
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7.45 7.38 7.36 
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7.00 6.75 6.89 7.16 7.25 

7.21 6.82 6.96 7.35 7.28 

7.46 7.07 6.93 7.35 7.40 

7.20 7.12 7.03 

8.00 7.80 

7.73 7.49 7.45 
7.94 7.97 

7.39 7.28 7.45 
7.89 8.05 
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Figure 13: Level of trust in water companies ð WoCs 

Level of trust in water 
companies 

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WoC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

7.46 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WoCs 
(2015 base sample: 2357) 

7.47 

 
 7.47 n/a  

Affinity Water Central  
(2015 base sample: 250) 

7.27 

 
  -0.07 

Affinity Water East  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

7.41 

 
  -0.63  

Affinity Water Southeast  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

7.27 

 
  +0.07 

Bournemouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 350) 

7.67 

 
  -0.13 

Bristol Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

7.60 

 
  +0.07 

Cambridge Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

7.71 

 
  -0.49  

Dee Valley Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

7.71 

 
  +0.47 

Essex & Suffolk Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

7.49 

 
  +0.29 

Hartlepool Water  
(2015 base sample: 154) 

8.12 

 
  -0.22 

Portsmouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

7.59 

 
  -0.53 

South East Water  
(2015 base sample: 149) 

7.17 

 
  +0.20 

South Staffs Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

7.70 

 
  +0.44 

Sutton & East Surrey Water 
(2015 base sample: 152) 

7.30 

 
  -0.30 

 

2.2.9 Customers who are satisfied with value for money of water and sewerage services are 

significantly more likely to trust their water company.  
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2.2.10 Households with a landline are also significantly more likely to trust their water company than 

mobile only households. 

2.2.11 Internet users are significantly less likely to trust their water company than those who do not use 

the internet.  

2.2.12 Both these differences are linked to  the demographic profile of these groups, as older 

respondents (60+) are more likely to trust their water company than younger respondents (18 -59) 

and landline only customers tend to be in the older age group, as do non -internet users.  

 

2.3  Net Promoter Score  

2.3.1 New in 2014, customers were asked to imagine that they could choose their water and sewerage 

supplier and, this being the case, how likely they would be to recommend their provider to 

friends and family on a scale of 0 to 10, where 0 means highly unlikely to r ecommend and 10 

means extremely likely.  

2.3.2 Those giving scores of 0 to 6 are classified as Detractors, 7-8 Passives and 9 or 10 as Promoters. 

An overall Net Promoter Score (NPS) is arrived at by subtracting the proportion of Detractors from 

the proportion of Promoters. 

2.3.3 The higher the NPS score, the more positive customers are.  A negative score is possible where 

there are more detractors than promoters.  There are only two WaSCs with a negative score, 

namely Southern Water (-2) and South West Water (-7).  All others have scores of between 38 

(Welsh Water) and 0 (Thames Water). 

2.3.4 To put this into some context, an Energy UK report  published in November 2015, shows the NPS 

for suppli ers in the energy industry as -21.  One quarter (25 %) are Promoters and less than half 

(46%) are Detractors4.   Comparatively speaking, the water industry is viewed more favourably, 

albeit the context is different as there is currently no option for household customers to choose 

their supplier in the water industry.   

 
  

                                            
4Page 32, http://www.energy -uk.org.uk/publication.html?task=file.download&id=5611  

http://www.energy-uk.org.uk/publication.html?task=file.download&id=5611
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Figure 14: Net Promoter Score  - WaSCs 

 
 

2.3.5 All WoCs have a positive NPS score, ranging from 48 (Hartlepool Water) to 1 (Affinity South East).  

Figure 15: Net Promoter Score - WoCs 
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2.4  Key drivers analysis  

2.4.1 This year, key drive rs analysis was carried out to identify what aspects of water services most 

influenced NPS i.e. likelihood to be a promoter  or a detractor.    

2.4.2 To undertake the drivers analysis, the main variable looked at within the data was ôhow likely are 

you to recommend your water company to friends or family?  Respondents rated their likelihood 

to recommend based on a scale from 0-10.  The drivers analysis looks at what is driving those who 

are classed as promoters (giving a score of 9 or 10 out of 10) and what is driving those classed as 

detractors (those giving a 0 -6 out of 10 ).   

2.4.3 Both the 2014 and 2015 data has been used to undertake this analysis (total unwe ighted base of 

11,727 cases).  This was done to increase the base sample size for the analysis of detractors who 

made up a smaller proportion of the sample.  Within the co mbined sample of 2014 and 2015 data, 

43% were promoters and 24% were detractors.  The remaining 33% of respondents were passive. 

2.4.4 The analysis looked across a range of predictor variables to understand what is driving promoters 

and detractors.  This covered  all the different aspects of water services including customer 

satisfaction with different elements of water provision, their feelings about value for money/trust 

and care together with their awareness of services from their water company.  Only questions  

that were included in both the 2014 and 2015 surveys were included in this analysis.   

2.4.5 Figure 15 overleaf  outlines the factors that have the strongest influence within the predictive 

model (or strength of importance) in influencing NPS.  These factors have been ranked by 

strength of influence (or importance).  

2.4.6 This analysis, looking at what is driving NPS has found that t rust is the key influence on NPS with 

high levels of trust in water companies driving active promoting whilst low lev els of trust 

influences detractors.   Trust has more of an impact on NPS than any other variable.  

2.4.7 Interestingly, overall satisfaction with water services is not a key driver of NPS (positive or 

negative), and is towards the bottom of the list of drivers.  This suggests that people can be 

satisfied with the service that they receive, but this would still not have a high impact on their 

likelihood to recommend.     

2.4.8 For many of the attributes that are drivers, high scores drive promoters and low scores drive 

detractors on the same attribute.  In some areas, different attributes drive promoters but not 

detractors and vice versa.  For example, if people feel they are not responsible for their water 

pipes they are more likely to be a promoter.  Any attributes that  are not a driver for both 

detractors and promoters are shaded.   
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Figure 16: What are the key drivers  of NPS/likelihood to recommend supplier ? 

Rank Promoters (R²= 46.3%) 5 Detractor (R²= 41.1%)  

1 Trust water company (score 9 or 10) Trust water company (Score 1 to 6)  

2 Charges are fair (agree) Value for money Water (not satisfied ) 

3 Hardness/softness of water (satisfied)  Water company cares (do not agree) 

4 Responsibility for water pipes ( not  me/the 
householder) 

Charges are affordable (do not agree)  

5 
Value for money Water (satisfied)  

Colour and appearance of tap water (not 
satisfied)  

6 Water company cares (agree) Reason to complain and didn't 

7 WaterSure/W elsh Water  Assist (aware) Charges are fair (do not agree)  

8 Overall satisfaction with water (satisfied)  Hardness/softness of water (not satisfied)  

9 Likely to contact if worried about bill  Water pressure (not satisfied)  

10 Water pressure (satisfied)  Unlikely  to contact if worried about bill  

11 Reliability of water supply (satisfied)  Overall satisfacti on with water (not satisfied)  

12 Safety of drinking water (satisfied)    

 

2.4.9 Survey results this year show that overall per ceptions of trust are positive and have an upward 

trend over five -years.  Currently, the score for trust is 7.75 out of 10.  However, key drivers 

analysis suggests that water companies may benefit further if they can increase levels of trust. 

Even small increases in scores for t rust could lead to increases in NPS because it is the overriding 

driver.  Far bigger changes would be needed with the lower order drivers to see a change in  NPS, 

and so t rust needs to be a key area to focus improvements on for the future.    

 
  

                                            
5 R² is an index ranging from 0 to 100%.  
It is the proportion of those likely to recommend their water company that is explained by the aspects of water 
provision contained within the model (i.e. these factors taken together).  
When R² is a small number e.g. l ess than 20% this means that the drivers (i.e. aspects of water service) do not 
explain a high proportion of the likelihood ð thus they are less useful in predicting and modelling the dependent 
variable.  
In market research, an R² between 40% and 60% means that the aspects tested are a good explanation for the 
findings.  
The R² value achieved by the model of NPS promoters is 46.3% which is rated as good. The R² value achieved by the 
model of NPS detractors is 41.1% which is also rated as good. 
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3 Value for money  
This chapter covers customersõ views on the charges they pay for the water and sewerage services they 

receive. These include value for money, fairness  and affordability.  

 

Key five -year trends  

¶ There have been upward five -year trend s for satisfaction with value for money of water services , 

and of sewerage services. 

¶ The five-year trend s for agreement that water and/or sewerage charges are fair and that  they are 

affordable  are both stable . 

 

Key changes since 2014  

¶ Views on value for money and affordability are broadly unchanged from 2014.   

¶ Around three-quarters are satisfied with the value for money of their water (76%  vs. 74% in 2014) 

and sewerage services (78% vs. 77% in 2014).  

¶ Agreement that charges are affordable has fallen slightly, but not significantly, to 74% (76% in 

2014). 

¶ However, percepti ons of fairness have fallen significantly from 68% agreeing that their water 

and/or sewerage charges were fair in 2014 to 62% in 2015.  

¶ Over seven in ten (73%) would contact their supplier if they were worried about paying their bill, 

slightly fewer than i n 2014 (76%).  

 

3.1  Value for money of water services  

3.1.1 Three-quarters of customers in England and Wales (76%) are satisfied with the value for money of 

water services, slightly higher than in 2014 (74%).  The proportion of customers who are òvery 

satisfiedó has increased by 2% from 33% in 2014 to 36% in 2015. 

3.1.2 Satisfaction in Wales is significantly higher than in England (82% compared with 75%). 

3.1.3 There is an upward five -year trend in both England and Wales individually .   
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Figure 17: Satisfaction with value for money of water services  

 

3.1.4 As in previous years, there is a strong link between views on value for money and overall 

satisfaction with  water supply. Virtually all (98 %) of those satisfied with value for money are also 

satisfied with their water supply.  

3.1.5 Fewer customers are dissatisfied with value for money than in 201 4 ð a small decrease from 12% 

to 10% in 2015.  Dissatisfied customers are significantly  more likely to have contacted their water 

company than not ( 16% compared to 9%). 

3.1.6 In 2015 the average satisfaction level for all WaSCs is 75% and there has been an upward five -year 

trend. The 2015 average for all WoCs is 79%, and the five year trend is stable.   

3.1.7 Six WaSCs have an upward five -year trend, namely Anglian Water, Welsh Water, Severn Trent 

Water, South West Water, United Utilities and Wessex Water, with the remaining four companies 

stable over five years.  

3.1.8 Welsh Water and Yorkshire Water have the highest levels of satisfaction with  value for money of 

water services.  

3.1.9 South West Water is the only WaSC to have a significantly lower five -year average than the 

overall WaSC average; none of  the other WaSCs are significant ly differen t to the overall WaSC 

average. However, there are positive indications for South West Water which has experienced an 

upward five -year trend .   

3.1.10 Awareness of the Government contribution of £50 towards water and sewerage bills of South West 

Water customers, which was introduced i n April 2013, remains stable at two thirds of customers 

aware (67% in 2015, 66% in 2014, 69% 2013). 

3.1.11 There are no significant changes in perceptions of value for money for WaSCs from 2014 to 2015.  
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Figure 18: Satisfaction with value  for money of water services ð WaSCs 

Satisfaction with value 
for money of water 
services 

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WaSC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

72.1% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

71.8% 

 
 71.8% n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

72.8% 

 
  +3% 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

76.4% 

 
  +6% 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

77.9% 

 
  = 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

73.5% 

 
  -2% 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

50.9% 

 
  +2% 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

67.9% 

 
  -4% 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

70.7% 

 
  +4% 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

70.1% 

 
  -2% 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

73.7% 

 
  -2% 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

77.0% 

 
  +4% 

3.1.12 Hartlepool Water , Bournemouth Water, Dee Valley Water and South Staffordshire  Water all have 

upward five -year trend s for satisfaction with value for money of water services.    

3.1.13 Hartlepool Water customers consistently rate their satisfaction with value for money of water 

services as high, and they are the highest in 2015 (88%). Hartlepool Water  has a significantly 

higher level of satisfaction with value for money of water services  than the 2015 WoC average.  

3.1.14 Both Bristol Water and South East Water customers have rated their satisfaction significantly 

higher than in 2014 (from 70% to 82% and 72% to 83% respectively).  
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Figure 19: Satisfaction with value for money of water services ð WoCs 
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requested a meter are significantly more satisfied with the value for money of water services 

than those who are not metered through choice (82% compared to 73% with a compulsory meter 

and 73% who moved into a property which already had a meter).  

3.1.16 The customers who are most dissatisfied (significantly more so) with the value for money of their 

water services are:  

¶ People with disabilities ( 14%) or those with someone disabled in the household (12%) 

compared to customers with no disability ( 9%) 

¶ Benefit recipients ( 12% compared with 9% not on any benefits) 

3.1.17 Older age groups (60-74 and 75+) are the most satisfied with value for mone y compared to all 

younger age groups (18-29 72%, 30-44 70%, 45-59 72% vs. 60-74 81% and 75+ 85%). 

3.1.18 In terms of the clusters, the ôVery Satisfiedõ segment are most satisfied with the value for money 

of their water service (9 4%), whilst less than a third of t he ôDissatisfiedõ and ôUnfairõ clusters feel 

this way (23% and 34% respectively). True to their name the ôNeutralsõ fall in between (69 %). 

 

3.2  Value for money of sewerage services  

3.2.1 Over three -quarters (78%) of customers are satisfied with the value for money of their sewerage 

services, in line with 2014 (77%). Satisfaction levels have increased slightly year on year since 

2012, culminating in  an upward five -year trend.  

3.2.2 The proportion of very satisfied customers has continued to increase year on year and is now at 

38%, up from just over a quarter in previous years (34% in 2014, 26% in 2013 and 27% in 2012). 

3.2.3 As in previous years and in line with  water services, there is a strong link bet ween satisfaction 

with sewerage services and value for money, with 95% of those satisfied with value for money 

also satisfied with their sewerage service s overall. This is an increase on the figure reported in 

2014 (92%). 

3.2.4 Only 1 in 10 customers are dissatisfied with the value for money of their sewerage service (9%), 

almost the same as 2014 (10%). 

3.2.5 The correlation between contact and perceptions of value for money seen for water is repeated 

for sewerage services. Dissatisfaction with value for money is much higher amongst those who 

have contacted their sewerage company than those who have not (13% compared to 8%). 

Dissatisfaction with contact is associated with very high levels of dissatisfaction with value for 

money (41% compared to 6% who were happy with their interaction).  

3.2.6 Satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services is significantly hi gher in Wales, where 

satisfaction has increased by 7%; views in England are in line with 2014. 
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Figure 20: Satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services  

 

3.2.7 Five WaSCs have an upward trend in satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services over 

the past five -years, namely: Anglian Water, Severn Trent Water, South West Water, United 

Utilities and Wessex Water.  These companies have also seen an upward trend in satisfaction wit h 

value for money of water services.  

3.2.8 The five-year rolling average for South West Water is 52%, which is significantly lower than the 

WaSC average of 74.1%, and continues to be the lowest for all WaSCs year on year. However, this 

year, satisfaction with South West Water has increased by 8% from 53% in 2014 to 61% in 2015, 

gradually closing the gap on Southern Water (69%).  

3.2.9 Welsh Water and Yorkshire Water have the joint highest rating at 83%  and they are also the 

highest rating WaSCs for value for money of water services.  
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Figure 21: Satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services ð WaSCs 
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3.2.10 Care should be taken when interpreting sewerage results for WoCs as customers could be rating 

different companies, e.g. Southern Water and Wessex Water provide sewerage services for 

Bournemouth Water.  

3.2.11 Three WoCs show upward trends in satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services over 

the past five -years, namely: Bournemouth Water (services provided by Southern Water and 

Wessex Water), Dee Valley Water (Welsh Water or United Utilities ) and South Staffordshire Water 

(Severn Trent Water).   

3.2.12 Satisfaction with value for money for Bristol Water customers (services provided by Wessex 

Water) has increased significantly since 2014, whereas for Affinity Water East (Anglian Water or 

Thames Water), satisfaction has decreased significantly  in the same period . 

3.2.13 Average satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services f or Hartlepool Water customers 

(Northumbrian Water) is significantly higher than the WoC average  of 72.3% at 83.3%, and is the 

highest for all WoCs in 2015 at 86%.  South Staffordshire Water (sewerage services provided by 

Severn Trent Water) is next at 83%, with year  on year increases since 2012 when 66% of customers 

were satisfied. This is aligned with the five -year upward trend wit h satisfaction of water services. 

Affinity Water Southeast (Southern Water) has the lowest WoC rating in 2015 (67%).  
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Figure 22: Satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services ð WoCs 
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3.2.14 Customers aged 60-74 and 75+ are most satisfied with the value for money of their sewerage 

services (83% and 88% respectively compared with 75% aged 18-29, 72% aged 30-44 and 74% 45-

59). 

3.2.15 Customers with disabilities or with someone disabled in the household (11% compared to 8% of 

non-disabled) are most dissatisfied with the value for money of their sewerage services .  Also, 

customers who already had a meter in their ho usehold when they moved in or were compulsorily 

metered are more dissatisfied (10% and 12% respectively) than customers who have requested a 

meter (7%). 

3.2.16 In terms of the clusters, 87 % of the ôVery Satisfiedõ segment is satisfied with the value for money 

of their sewerage service compared to a third of the ôDissatisfiedõ and ôUnfairõ clusters (29% and 

33% respectively). True to their name the ôNeutralsõ fall in between (6 5%). 

 

3.3  Fairness of water and sewerage charges  

3.3.1 Over three-fifths (62%) agree that their charges are fair, which is a significant fall from 68% in 

2014.  This has been driven by an increase in neutrality i.e. customers falling  into the neither 

agree nor disagree category, as the proportion who disagree at 17%, is unchanged from 2014.  

3.3.2 Despite this, t he five -year trend is sta ble and ratings are virtually the same in Wales as in England 

(63% and 62% respectively).  

Figure 23: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are fair  

 

3.3.3 The average WaSC rating is 62% and ratings are highest for Yorkshire Water at 67% and lowest for 
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3.3.4 Northumbrian Water and Southern Water ha ve seen significant decreases since 2014 (from 76% to 

66% and from 68% to 53% respectively), yet interestingly neither company has seen decreases in 

satisfaction with value for money, so perceptions of fairness are being influenced by something 

else.  Interestingly, in Southern Waterõs area, there is no significant difference in views on 

fairness between households which have been compulsorily metered, and those which opted for a 

meter or who moved into a property which was already metered.  

3.3.5 The five-year trend is sta ble for all companies.   However, the five -year rolling average for South 

West Water (36.7%) is significantly lower than the WaSC average of 61.7%. 

Figure 24: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are fair ð WaSCs 

Agree charges are fair  

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WaSC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

61.8% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

61.7% 

 
 61.7% n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

62.6% 

 
  -4% 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

63.6% 

 
  -4% 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

68.1% 

 
  -10% 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

63.4% 

 
  -5% 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

36.7% 

 
  -7% 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

61.2% 

 
  -15% 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

61.3% 

 
  -7% 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

61.0% 

 
  -6% 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

64.2% 

 
  -4% 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

65.8% 

 
  -4% 

66% 
59% 54% 

68% 62% 

66% 
59% 54% 

68% 
62% 

64% 
57% 54% 

68% 64% 

62% 65% 59% 
67% 63% 

76% 
64% 63% 

76% 
66% 

66% 
58% 59% 

69% 64% 

31% 
43% 

29% 

46% 
39% 

66% 
60% 57% 

68% 

53% 

66% 65% 
53% 

67% 
60% 

66% 
54% 48% 

68% 62% 

59% 
71% 

57% 
69% 65% 

75% 
59% 59% 

71% 67% 
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3.3.6 The average WoC rating for 2015 is the same as for WaSCs at 62%.  The highest rated WoC is South 

Staffordshire Water (75%), whilst the lowest is 57% for both Affinity Water Southeast and Affinity 

Water Central.  

3.3.7 There have been significant falls i n agreement since 2014 for Bournemouth Water (from 79% to 

61%) and Sutton & East Surrey Water (from 74% to 60%). The fiv e-year trend is sta ble for all WoCs. 

Figure 25: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are fair ð WoCs 

Agree charges are fair  

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 

Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WoC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

61.8% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WoCs 
(2015 base sample: 2357) 

61.9% 

 
 61.9% n/a  

Affinity Water Central  
(2015 base sample: 250) 

57.5% 

 

-5% 

Affinity Water East  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

63.3% 

 

-9% 

Affinity Water Southeast  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

61.7% 

 

-8% 
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(2015 base sample: 350) 
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  -18% 

Bristol Water  
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  -5% 
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  -5% 

Dee Valley Water  
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  -4% 

Essex & Suffolk Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

60.9% 

 
  -5% 

Hartlepool Water  
(2015 base sample: 154) 

73.0% 

 
  -9% 

Portsmouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

68.5% 

 
  -6% 

South East Water  
(2015 base sample: 149) 

59.9% 

 
  -2% 

South Staffs Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

65.8% 

 
  +3% 
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Sutton & East Surrey Water 
(2015 base sample: 152) 

66.1% 

 
  -15% 

 

3.3.8 Over two-thirds (68%) of customers who think that the water/sewerage charges they pay are 

unfair say it is because the charges are expensive/prices have risen.  

Figure 26: Reason why charges are unfair  

 
 

  

72% 68% 
55% 

74% 
60% 

Q15. Why do you think that the water and/or sewerage charges that you pay are unfair?
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3.4  Affordability of water and sewerage charges  

3.4.1 Three quarters (74%) of all customers agree that water and  sewerage charges are affordable to 

them, a similar proportion to 2014 (7 6%). 

3.4.2 As was the case with fairness of water and sewerage charges, t he five -year trend is sta ble and 

there are no differences between England and Wales (74%). 

Figure 27: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are affordable  

 
 

3.4.3 The five -year rolling average for South West Water of 54.9% is significantly lower than the 

collective WaSC average of 71.2%.  Al though South West Water is still the lo west rating WaSC in 

2015, the score achieved in 2015 is at its highest level for five years at 61%. The highest WaSC 

rating is for Wessex Water at 80%. 

3.4.4 Significant decreases have been witnessed this year for Northumbrian Water (from 84% in 2014 to 

74% this year) and Southern Water (from 79% to 68%). These same two companies are also the 

only ones to have significant decreases in the perceived fairness of charges. 

3.4.5 Severn Trent Water is the only WaSC to have an upward five -year trend for affordability of water 

and sewerage charges. 
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Q16a/d . How much do you agree or disagree that the water/water and sewerage charges that you pay are affordable?
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Figure 28: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are affordable ð WaSCs 

Agree charges are 
affordable  
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rolling 

company 
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Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 

WaSC 
average 

Company 
change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

71.6% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

71.2% 

 
 71.2% n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

73.0% 

 
  = 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

72.7% 

 
  -2% 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

76.4% 

 
  -10% 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

71.9% 

 
  2% 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

54.9% 

 
  3% 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

70.3% 

 
  -11% 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

68.6% 

 
  -5% 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

71.9% 

 
  -3% 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

75.4% 

 
  = 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

76.1% 

 
  = 

3.4.6 There is a three -year upward trend for WoCs as a whole for agreement that combined water and  

sewerage charges are affordable .  This is being driven by four companies: Aff inity Water 

Southeast, South East Water, South Staffs Water and Affinity Water Central.    

3.4.7 The 2015 WoC average rating is 77%, with South Staffordshire Water the highest at 85% and the 

lowest for Affinity Water East  at 72%.  

3.4.8 There have been significant falls in perceived affordability for Bournemouth Water (from 89% to 

75% in 2015) and Sutton & East Surrey Water (from 86% to 76%). The two companies are the only 

ones to have also experienced significant falls in perceptions of the fairness of charges. 
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Figure 29: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are affordable ð WoCs 
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affordable  
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company 
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year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

71.6% 

 
   

Total WoCs 
(2015 base sample: 2357) 

74.4% 

 
 74.4%  

Affinity Water Central  
(2015 base sample: 250) 

71.8% 

 
  +4% 

Affinity Water East  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

71.4% 

 
  -6% 

Affinity Water Southeast  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

70.0% 

 

-3% 

Bournemouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 350) 

77.0% 

 
  -13% 

Bristol Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

71.5% 

 
  = 

Cambridge Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

80.1% 

 
  -1% 

Dee Valley Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

75.5% 

 
  = 

Essex & Suffolk Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

74.3% 

 
  -5% 

Hartlepool Water  
(2015 base sample: 154) 

81.5% 

 
  -5% 

Portsmouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

78.9% 

 
  +4% 

South East Water  
(2015 base sample: 149) 

72.1% 

 
  -2% 

South Staffs Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

76.9% 

 
  +7% 

Sutton & East Surrey Water 
(2015 base sample: 152) 

78.6% 

 
  -9% 

                                            
6 Data for WoCs on the perceived affordability of water and sewerage charges i.e. the total bill is only available 
from 2013. Prior to 2013 WoC customers were only asked to assess the affordability of water and sewerage services 
separately as they are charged by differ ent companies.  
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3.4.9 WoC customers are also asked to rate the affordability of their water charges separately to their 

sewerage charges - the results are broadly the same as for their assessment of combined charges.   

3.4.10 As was seen with the combined question, Bournemouth Water has seen a significant decrease 

since 2014 (from 88% to 77%) but they are the only company to do so. 

3.4.11 The 2015 WoC average rating is 77%, with South Staffordshire Water the highest at 85% and the 

lowest for Affinity Water East  at 72%.  
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Figure 30: Agree that water charges are affordable ð WoCs 
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Total WoCs 
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3.4.12 The customer groups below are significantly more likely to agree their bill is affordable. These 

groups are, in most cases, the same as in 2014: 

¶ Metered customers: 77% compared to 72% of unmetered.  Particularly those who requested a 

meter (81%) compared to those who already had a meter when they moved in (76%) or were 

compulsorily metered (73%). 

¶ Older customers: 78% of 60-74s and 79% of 75+ compared to 74% of 18-29s, 73% of 30-44s and 

71% of 45-59s.  

¶ Disability: respondents who donõt have a disability (77%), compared with those who have a 

disability (64%) or someone else in the household has one (68%). 

¶ Household benefits: 66% of those receiving benefits compared wit h 78% not receiving benefits. 
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4 Consumer rights and responsibilit ies 
Water companies are obliged to provide certain services for low income and vulnerable groups in society. 

Customers also have the right to request a water meter. This chapter examines cus tomersõ awareness 

and views on these services. 

 

Key five -year trends  

¶ In England and Wales, awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist has fluctuated over the last five  

years, giving an overall stable five -year trend . However, the trend for Wales is upward with 

awareness in 2015 at its highest for five  years.   

¶ There has also been an upward trend in awareness of a water companyõs services for special 

assistance customers.  

¶ Awareness that water meters can be fitted free o f charge and trialled  for a period of 12 (or 24) 7 

months is stable, with the exception of Wales, where awareness of the trial period for water 

meters has fallen.   

¶ In England and Wales, awareness of the Guaranteed Standards Scheme (GSS) compensation scheme 

for failure to m eet service standards has been stable over five years, but has increased in Wales.  

¶ Whilst the trend for awareness of the rainwater drainage rebate is sta ble for the three  years it has 

been measured. 

¶ The proportion of customers likely to contact their water company  if they are worried about their 

bill is sta ble across five  years at an overall level and for England. However, in Wales, there has 

been a downward trend.   

¶ The five -year trend for the proportion of customers who have contacted th eir water company  is 

also stable, whilst o verall satisfaction with contact has increased over the past five  years. 

Key changes since 2014  

¶ There has been little change for most measures since 2014, the exceptions being: 

¶ The proportion of customers aware of the Guaranteed Standards Scheme (GSS) has increased 

significantly from 42% to 50%. 

¶ Awareness that water meters can be fitted free of charge  has increased significantly since 2014 

(from 60% to 67%), reversing the significant decrease witnessed from 2013 to 2014.  

 

4.1  WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist  

4.1.1 Fewer than one in ten customers  (8%) are aware of the WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist schemes 

which aim to help people with low incomes that  need to use a lot of water . This is slightly lower 

than 2014õs figure of 11%.  

4.1.2 The proportion unaware of the schemes but who would like to know more has remained sta ble 

since 2014 at 9%. 

                                            
7 Companies which offer a free meter option scheme have different policies for how long consumers can trial a 
water meter before deciding whether they want to remain on the metered charge or change back to rateable value 
billing.  
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4.1.3 In 2015, significantly more customers are aware of Welsh Water Assist /WaterSure in Wales (13%) 

than are aware of WaterSure in England (8%). This is reflected in the upward awareness trend in 

Wales over the past five  years. 

Figure 31: Awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist tariff  

 
 

4.1.4 At WaSC level, average awareness is 9%, and continues to be highest among South West Water 

customers (17%) and lowest amongst Yorkshire Water customers (5%).   

4.1.5 The five -year rolling average amongst South West Water customers is significantly higher than the 

WaSC average (19.5% compared with 9.2%). 

4.1.6 There is a five -year upward trend for Welsh Water.  
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low income groups who need to use a lot of water. Significant difference between Englandand Wales for 2015
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Figure 32: Awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist ð WaSCs 
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WaterSure/Welsh Water 
Assist 
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rolling 

company 
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Five year company trend  
5 year 

company 
trend  

Company 
average vs 
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change 

since last 
year  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

9.1% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

9.2% 

 
 9.2% n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

11.4% 

 
  +1% 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

10.0% 

 
  = 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

7.1% 

 
  -2% 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

7.0% 

 
  -1% 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

19.5% 

 
  -1% 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

16.1% 

 
  -2% 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

9.3% 

 
  -2% 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

7.6% 

 
  -4% 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

10.2% 

 
  -6% 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

7.2% 

 
  -4% 

 

4.1.7 The 2015 WoC average is 6%, with highest awareness for Affinity Water East customers (16%) and 

lowest for South East Water customers (2%).   

4.1.8 The rolling five -year average awareness score for Affinity Water East at 17.7% is significantly 

higher than the WoC average of 8.7%. 
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Figure 33: Awareness of WaterSure ð WoCs 
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4.1.9 Customers who are currently unaware of the scheme but are keen to learn more about it are most 

likely to come from the harder to reach/more vulnerable sections of society, namely:  

¶ Unemployed/students (14%) compared to employed respondents (8%). 

¶ Households with a member who is disabled or experiencing long term illness (15% compared to 

7% of those without) .  

¶ Households receiving benefits (17% compared to 6% of those not) .  

4.1.10 Awareness of, or subscription to other schemes which reduce water bills for customers who 

struggle to afford them, has remained low and stable since 2014 at 4%. The schemes with highest 

awareness are South West Waterõs Helping Hands Scheme with 3%, and Affinity Water 

Southeastõs LiÃt scheme at 2%; any other schemes mentioned had 1% awareness.  
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4.2  Special assistance services  

4.2.1 The wording of this question was altered slightly in 2014 from previous years. Examples of the 

type of services available were given in the question, but there was no specific reference relating 

these services to the òelderlyó or òdisabledó as some of them, such as password schemes for 

visiting company representatives, are available to all customers when requested.  Therefore, 

caution needs to be taken when making direct comparisons  before 2014. Results have remained 

stable this year with  50% aware. Only 2% of respondents would like to know more.  

4.2.2 Metered households are more likely to be aware than unmetered (52% and 48% respectively).  

4.2.3 Although there has been a five -year upward trend, this may be an effect of the change in wording 

in 2014.  

4.2.4 Significantly  fewer customers in Wales are aware of additional services ( 45%) compared to 

England (50%). 

Figure 34: Awareness of water company's additional services  

 

4.2.5 The five -year average awareness score for all WaSCs is 34.3%.  South West Waterõs five -year 

rolling average of 43.5% is significantly higher than the WaSC average and the company has the 

highest score in 2015 (59%). Thames Water has the lowest score at 41%. 

4.2.6 Upward trends have been recorded for all individual WaSCs over five  years, but the greatest 

increase from 2014 to 2015 is a significant one of +7% (for Northumbrian Water) .  
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Q25. Are you aware of any additional services offered by your water company, such as large print or braille bills for people who

need them, passwords to check that company callers are genuine, or liaison with customers on dialysis who need a constant 

supply of water? Significant difference between England and Wales for 2015
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Figure 35: Awareness of water companyõs additional services  ð WaSCs 

 

Awareness of water 
companyõs additional 
services  

5 year 
rolling 

company 
average 
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trend
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2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Industry 
(2015 base sample: 5964) 

34.5% 

 
 n/a  n/a  

Total WaSCs 
(2015 base sample: 3607) 

34.3% 

 
 34.3% n/a  

Anglian Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

38.0% 

 
  +3% 

Dɕr Cymru Welsh Water  
(2015 base sample: 402) 

30.9% 

 
  -1% 

Northumbrian Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

33.1% 

 
  +7% 

Severn Trent Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

34.2% 

 
  +5% 

South West Water  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

43.5% 

 
  +2% 

Southern Water  
(2015 base sample: 201) 

38.3% 

 
  +1% 

Thames Water  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

30.6% 

 
  -3% 

United Utilities  
(2015 base sample: 401) 

34.1% 

 
  -1% 

Wessex Water  
(2015 base sample: 500) 

36.9% 

 
  +5% 

Yorkshire Water  
(2015 base sample: 400) 

34.5% 

 
  -1% 

 

4.2.8 Average awareness for all WoCs in 2015 is 35.2%.  Awareness is highest amongst Cambridge Water 

customers (59%) and lowest for Sutton & East Surrey Water customers (46%). 

4.2.9 Once again, upward trends have been recorded for all individual W oCs over five  years. There have 

been no significant changes from 2014 to 2015.  
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Figure 36: Awareness of water companyõs additional services ð WoCs 
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Industry 
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34.5% 
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Total WoCs 
(2015 base sample: 2357) 

35.2% 

 
 35.2% n/a  

Affinity Water Central  
(2015 base sample: 250) 

31.8% 

 
  +7% 

Affinity Water East  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

39.8% 

 
  +2% 

Affinity Water Southeast  
(2015 base sample: 200) 

37.2% 

 
  -2% 

Bournemouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 350) 

37.8% 

 
  +9% 

Bristol Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

37.5% 

 
  -2% 

Cambridge Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

39.4% 

 
  +8% 

Dee Valley Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 
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  +3% 

Essex & Suffolk Water  
(2015 base sample: 150) 

37.6% 

 
  +4% 

Hartlepool Water  
(2015 base sample: 154) 

36.6% 

 
  +5% 

Portsmouth Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

35.9% 

 
  +5% 

South East Water  
(2015 base sample: 149) 

36.5% 

 
  -7% 

South Staffs Water  
(2015 base sample: 151) 

34.2% 

 
  +7% 

Sutton & East Surrey Water 
(2015 base sample: 152) 

31.7% 

 
  -5% 
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4.3  Requesting a meter  ð unmetered customers  

4.3.1 Two-thirds of unmetered customers (64%) know that meters can be fitted free of charge on 

request, which is a significant increase since 2014 (51%). 

4.3.2 The five -year trend is sta ble once the significant changes from 2013 to 2014 (decrease) and 2014 

to 2015 (increase) are smoothed out .  

Figure 37: Awareness that water meters can be fitted free of charge  

 

4.3.3 The 2015 WaSC average for awareness that water meters are fitted free of charge is 63%, with 

highest awareness for South West Water customers (86%) and lowest for Thames Water (57%)8.  

4.3.4 There is an upward five -year trend for Anglian Water and South West Water. 

4.3.5 There have been significant increases in awareness for six WaSCs since 2014, namely Welsh 

Water, Northumbrian Water, Severn Trent Water, South West Water, Thames Water and Yorkshire 

Water.  

  

                                            

8
 Please note that all Southern Water and some Thames Water customers have been excluded from this question 

because of the companiesõ compulsory metering programmes. 
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Q20a. Were you aware that when you requested, water meters are fitted free of charge?






























































































































































































