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Executive Summary

1 This survey has been commissioned annuallyby the Consumer Council for Water (CCWater) since 2006
customersodé vi

to identify househol d
and track changes in these views over time.

ews on t hej

1 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).

1 For inclusivity, 424 interviews were conducted with householdswhich 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.

1 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 ével rather than company level.
found in paragraph 1.6.4.

More information on this can be

9 Another change introduced this year is a stronger focus on five-year trend analysis. This 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 dKey Trends
Key Trends
5 year rolling average 68.2% 7.44
2011-2015
Change since last year -1% -0.03

5 year trend

_—

74%  73%

68%
65% G304

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

—_—

777 7.75
733 722 723

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

| m2011 W2012 W2013 ®2014

2015 |

r

W



Water and sewerage companies are increasingly viewed as  caring and trustworthy

)l

Since 2011there 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 dKey Trends

Key Trends

44%
42%

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

E2014 = 2015

Trust underpins recommend ations of water and sewerage suppliers

|l

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 2015NPS 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.

! 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.



1 Key drivers analysis identifies trust 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 summary 2015

Satisfied with value for money - o
Satisfied with value for money - 0

Agree charges are fair | 62%

Agree charges are affordable ‘ 74%

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

T 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.

1 Overall satisfaction with sewerage services is stable at 91% and the five-year trend is also stable.
However, there has been an upward trend in satisfaction for Wales over this period.

1 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

1 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.

I The sametrends are seen for sewerage services where satisfaction levels are now 7 8% (up from 77%
in 2014).



1 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 seweragg.

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

9 The proportions of customers who agree that their charges are affordable, or fair, are broadly stable
over time.

1 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.

9 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.

9 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 years 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 &
awareness 2015

% Aware

Water Sure/Welsh Water Assist . 8%

Additional services 51%

Free meter scheme# 65%

12/24 month trial period# 28%

Compensation scheme 50%

Rainwater rebate 19%

Homeowner responsibility for water
pipes*

79%

Company responsibility for shared
sewerage pipes*

33%

#Results for unmetered households only
*Results for homeowners only




Awareness of o0Speci al Assistanced servi cessetviaesandi ncr
charging options is sta ble

1 Awareness of0 Speci al assi st abeen stdble ate5dl% since2@14; tha Bve year trend
however, is an upward one.

1 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.

9 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%)

f Customersd awareness of t he ¢ omp e n@aaranteed Stadatie me
Scheme) has increased significantly in the last 12 months in both England (42% to 50%) and Wales
(43% to 55%).0ver five years, awareness in England and Wales is stable,although upward for Wales.

1 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 clearer on their
water supply pipe responsibilities

1 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.

1 Conversely almost four fifths of homeowners (79%) correctly state that they t hemselves are
responsi ble for maintaining the water pipes withi
been stable over the last five years, with awareness significantly higher in England than in Wales in
2015 (79% vs. 71%).

Satisfaction with ¢ ontact handling in England has increased over time

1 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.

1 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

1 There are significantly more upward five-year trends for Wales than England. However, there are
also some downward trends for Waleswhi ch dond&t a pand downivard trEmigin Englachd
which donot a pgpdcifically for aVaréness that water meters are fitted free of charge
and likelihood to contact water/sewerage company if worried about paying their bill.

1 The differences when comparing 2015 results across England and Walesare highlighted in the table
below.

10



Figure 5: England and Wales - key significant differences 2015

England Wales
Wate_zr/sewerage companies care about service 7904 78%
provided to customers
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%
Homeo_w_ner awareness of their responsibility for 79% 71%
maintaining water pipes
Satisfaction with ¢ 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 81% 88%
treatment works
Satlsfa_lcthn with c leaning waste water properly before 86% 92%
releasing it back into the environment
Overall satisfaction with sewerage services 90% 95%
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Introduction

1.1 Background

111

112

1.13

114

1.1.5

1.2

121

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

1 Speaking up for water consumers

= =42 =4 -2

consumers.
Value for money da fair, affordable price and charging system .
Right first time & problems sorted out quickly without difficulty

Water on tap da safe, secure, reliable supply of water that is used wisely.

0 being influential in achieving improvements for

A sustainable, resilient sewer age system 0 responsible removal of sewage, prevent of

sewer flooding and reduction in persistent smells from sewage treatment works

Each tracking survey provides valwuabl e
services over time. A comparison of the findings identifiesand t r acks any
concerns about all aspects of water and sewerage services.

The survey was initially based on nine Water and Sewerage Company (WaSC) regions in England,
and the Water and Sewerage Company region in Wales. Since 2012 the suvey 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

For each water company, to establish any changes to customer views over time and since the
previous survey in 2014-15, allowing CCWater to:

il
il
il

Understand customersé views about all aspects of

Understand how customersd views change

over

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.

12

t

i nsight s
changes

v



1.2.2

1.2.3

1.3

131

1.3.2
1.3.3

134

135

1.3.6

1.3.7

1.3.8

These findings will enable CCWater to:

91 Determine where it has added value or made an impact by measuring service provision and
consumer perception of it s impact and performance.

1 Develop an effective communications strategy.

CCWater will use the research to:

1 Provide greater legitimacy in representing customers .

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

f Gauge customersd concerns and satisfaction wit
9 Develop their Forward Work Programme and Operational Business Plan

Methodology

Telephone research was conducted with a random sample of households across England and
Wales. Quota controls were set according to the 2011 Census.

Respondents were responsible, either solely or

Feldwork 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.

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.

Each water company was given the opportunity to boost interview numbers and nine companies
did so:

]

Affinity Central 0100 additional interviews

Affinity East 050 additional interviews

Affinity Southeastd50 additional interviews
Anglian 6200 additional interviews

Bournemouth 8200 additional interviews

Der Cymr u We2086 duditidreltineenviews
Severn Trent 8 300 additional interviews

United Utilities 6200 additional interviews
Wessexd 300 additional interviews

Yorkshire 8200 additional interviews

= =4 4 a8 -4 —a -2 -2

=

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

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.

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 onrgoing ones that may be of interest to water customers.

The findings for each WaSC and WoC are included in this report, but are also published on
C CWat wabdtes http://www.ccwater.org.uk/waterissues/himcd/

13


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

representative of each WaSC region. More information on this can be found in Section 1 . 6

For ease of reference, where the text in the report refers to
collective of water and sewerage, and water onl y companies.

water companies , this means the

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

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

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

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

Wh at

All individual company

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

1.3.9
1.4 Analysis
1.4.1
(England versus Wales), and bywater company.
1.4.2
each water company.
New?
1.4.3
data is unweighted.
1.4.3
are significant and felt to be meaningful.
1.4.4

Figure 6: Statistical reliability

The table below shows the statistical reliability for the total sample size
water company and for metered and unmetered households .

, by country , for each

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

14



1.4.5 Significant differences have been highlighted on each chart by way of a coloured circle around
t he oO0Change si nc edalgraentircly repmesedts & sigmificaneé 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 arenot generally made between the a
happen, this change should be borne in mind.

1.4.8 In 2014, DJS Researcltommissioned 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 1829 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 SEG 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 d Full-time students.

1.4.10 Customers without landlines 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 and
interviewed on their mobile phones.

1.5 Cluster Analysis

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:

1 Value for money for both water and sewerage services .

1 Overall satisfaction with water services and sewerage services.
1 Affordability .

1 Fairness.

1.5.2 The cluster analysis has been re-run in 2015 using the same segmentaion as in 2013 and 2014 and
the proportions for this year are as follows:

1 Cluster100Very Sadbb% (59%e208. This cluster is very satisfied with value for
money, services, affordability and fairness. The largest cluster by far.

2 SEG groupings used before2014.
15



Figure 7:

Cluster 2 00N e u t ©®allo§20% 204). These customers feel neutral to satisfied with value
for money, services, affordability and fairness. The second largest cluster and similar to
2014.

Cluster 3 80 Un f &il5%413% 208). Neutral or satisfied on all measures, but feel their
charges are unfair.

Cluster 4 60 Di s s ata/7s{9% @) This cluster is dissatisfied with value for money,
affordability and fairness, whereas ratings for service range from satisfied to dissatisfied.

Clusters by country

Cluster analysis

46% 46% 51%

59% 56% 59% 56% 59% 58%

0, 0,

24% 24% 290

20%  21% 20%  21% 20% 220
% . % . -
9% o
2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
England and Wales England Wales

| m Dissatisfied ® Unfair Neutral Very satisfied |

1.5.3 The main characteristics of each cluster are:

1

1

The 6Very satisfied 6 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. Thed Ver y S are alsoflessdilkl§ 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% VerySatisfied, 38% Neutral, 35% Unfair,
36% Dissatisfied).
Those in the issatisfiedd cluster are significantly more likely to be:

o0 Inintermediate occupations (27% vs.22% of the total).

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

0 Inreceipt of benefits (34% vs. 5% of the total) .

0 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).
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9 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).

1 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%).

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

1.6 What 0s new?

16.1 Thereseacchapproach hasndt changed since 2014. Howe
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 -scae.

1.6.3 The analysis produces a bestfit model for each question over five years and the linear trend
derived from this is assessed forgoodness of fit. The strength and direction of the trend gradient
was tested to identify significant trend s (is the trend flat, upward or downward 9. 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
reporting. 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 base sample sizes: this is the maximum number of customers that could respond . Note
that, un less stated otherwise, theresults e x cl ude customers who frams we
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 d 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
previ ous y edmthednggrdph.gur e s

4 Five-year company trend (time 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 T indicates that the trend is sta ble from 2011 to 2015. Upward trends are
indicated by a green arrow , and downward by a red arrow @ 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. WaSQ@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/WoClfive -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 Eastis 71% and for 2015 is 686 but the change
since last year is 4% This is because the true figure for 2014 is 71.32% and for 2015 is67.57%
equalling a change of 3.75% which is then rounded up to 4%.

1 2 3 4 5 6|
5year |Fj Company | Company

Water companies care rolling Five year company trend 5 year |averagevs| change
about service provided to | company company WoC since last
customers average 2011 20121 2013 ) 2014 2015\ —rang average year
Industry _ g% TR 7
(2015 base sample: 5964) | ©8-2% | “al f2° 6% _m—a 1
Total WoCs 66.9% 675 gon  er T T 66.0%
(2015 base sample: 2357) - — > .
Affinity Water Central . 65% g 68K 66X .
(2015 base sample: 250) | 80-7% | wlll %_m—a | > “ %
Affinity Water East . B e T3 o2 ) ——— 7
(2015 base sample: 200) | 67-1% — - -4%
Affinity Water Southeast : s6% 6% TTF gex )
(2015 base sample: 200) 64.8% 53% — — 6%
Bournemouth Water : 68K 67% 66X 85 g .
(2015 base sample: 350) | 720% | F % S 1 “ -12%

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 oO0change s.ince

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

Maintenance of water pipes - proportion saying “I
am/the householder”
. - . 8 o
5 ol 75 9% 73.2%
averge D11-2015 | s o X ’
Change since last l
year
5 year trend o . -4 | .
75 O 75% 72% = 7o o TE 72% i 3% T1% 71%
mB —1 mill =
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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

9 Perception of water company care and the level of customer trust in water companies have
improved over the last five years.

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

What ds new in 20157

1 Net Promoter Scores (NPS)vary greatly by individual water company, but only two companies have
a negative NPS score

1 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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211
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214

2.15

Companies caring about the service they provide

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.

There has been an upward trend in agreement over the last five years, for England and Wales
combined and for each individual country.

Customers in Wales rate significantly higher than those in England , both this year and when
comparing the rolling average over five years.

Older customers (75+ 84%) are significantly more likely to say their water company ¢ ares than
younger customers (18-29 70%, 3044 70%, 4559 69%, 6074 75%).

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

2.1.6

2.1.7

Water/sewerage companies care about service
provided to customers

5 year rolling 68.2% 67.9% 72.9%
average 2011 -2015
Change since last -1% -1%
year
5 year trend %? %
249% 78% 78%
68% 65% 68% 0 67%
I ©63% 64% 620y,
)
g
(@]
IS
| I I I I I
z
Total England and Wales England Wales
| E2011 m2012 m2013 =m2014 = 2015 |
Q42. How much do you agree or disagree that your water/water and sewerage company cares about the service it gives to
customers? Y& Significant difference between England and Wales for 2015

Sample base: all|l respond eliokthere te see dxactdigureg) dondt

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).

Welsh Water cusgomers 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).
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Figure 9: Water companies care about service provided to customers  dWaSCs

. Syear | riye year company trend Company | Company
Water companies care rolling 5 year average vs change
about service provided company | o | 50151 2013 | 2014 | 20 company WaSC since last
to customers average 11201 1 1412015\ trend average year
Industry® 0 68% goyp g, (0% T3%
(2015 base sample: 5964) | ©8-2% | 3% 1 n/a n/a
Total WaSCs 74%  73%

68% 65% g0
(2015 base sample: 3607) | ©8:6% | " TP 6% a—a “— 68.6% nla

67% 75% T7%

Anglian Water 66% .
(2015 base sample: 401) 70.2% -——-\_/._. T o +2%

78% 78%

Der Cymru We 0 70% @705 1% B
(2015 base sample: 402) 73.4% ——— T g -
Northumbrian Water 73.8% 75% 005 720 (000 7% - - _

(2015 base sample: 201)

Severn Trent Water 71% 5% 729

(2015 base sample: 500) 69.6% .\eﬂ%/-—.. > > -3%

South West Water 67% 66%

(2015 base sample: 401) SR Giw—l > > -2%
Southern Water 58% 69% sy, 8% 68% _

(2015 base sample: 201) 64.1% ——— - - -

Thames Water 0 68% 66% __ 66% 67% .
(2015 base sample: 200) | ©3-3% — e S +1%
United Utilities 0 67% 6u% 63% 8% 75% -
(2015 base sample: 401) | (1A% | L7 o O _A—a 1 — 3%
Wessex Water 7296 8% 8% 77%

66% i
(2015 base sample: 500) 74.3% -/'\_/'—' o g > 1%

) 80%
Yorkshire Water ° 75%

9 % 0 -50
(2015 base sample: 400) 1.2% 6&30__62/0/'\- T = %

2.1.8 Of the WoCs (Figure 10), South Staffordshire Wat er 6 s rating has increase
year (from 72% to 81%in 2015), whereas Bour nemout h Water and Portsm
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.
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2111 Har t | e p o o five-YWartroflimg@wwerage is significantly higher than the WoC five -year rolling

average.
Figure 10: Water companies care about service provided to customers o0WoCs
. Syear | e year company trend Company | Company
Water companies care rolling 5 year average vs | change
about service provided to company company WoC since last
customers average 2011120122013 | 2014 | 2015 | yreng average year
Industry 0 68% ooy wu 1 T3%
(2015 base sample: 5964) | ©8:2% 05% 63% 1 n/a n/a
Total WoCs o 67% o L 2% T1% 0
(2015 base sample: 2357) 66.9% '\Gi% > 66.9% nla
Affinity Water Central o 65% 0, 68% 66% o
(2015 base sample: 250) EIE- .\.;‘2/0/-—1 > g 2%
Affinity Water East 0 5% 64% 1% 68% o
(2015 base sample: 200) 67.1% > > 4%
Affinity Water Southeast 0 66% 65% _ 2 66% o
(2015 base sample: 200) Sl 3% > > 6%
Bournemouth Water 8% a9
0 68% 67% 66% ° -120
(2015 base sample: 350) 72.0% —— - T - 12%
Bristol Water 75 30 74% T1% 790 7% 77% B
(2015 base sample: 150) 270 > g =
Cambridge Water o 1% 200 74% 85%  77% 0
(2015 base sample: 150) 76.1% < > -8%
Dee Valley Water 3.3 % 6% cs0s 80% 77% 2
(2015 base sample: 150) 270 — ™ > > 0
Essex & Suffolk Water 0 67% 66% 68% 67% 66% 109
(2015 base sample: 150) 66.9% [ S — Mg Mg 1%
9 86% 84%
Hartlepool Water . 82% 760, 78% .
(2015 base sample: 154) Sl - T ~2%
Portsmouth Water 0 7% o 71% 52 73% .
(2015 base sample: 151) 70.0% < > -9%
South East Water 0 64% 629 gqg, OO% 0% .
(2015 base sample: 149) st o7 > > +1%
81%
South Staffs Water o 66% a0 67% T2% 0
(2015 base sample: 151) 69.1% ._6:_/"__./ T - 9%
7% %
Sutton & East Surrey Water 67.0% 72% T - 5%

(2015 base sample: 152)

65% G295 63%

22




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 oOonot at all 6 and 10 me an sre fttte chargged fromh 004, ¢ o m
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

Level of trust in  water companies
5 year rolling 7.46 7.44 7.73
average 2011 -2015
Change since last -0.02 -0.03
year
7.777.75 7.767.73 7 71767891 807
o 133722723 7.347197.21
—
S
5
o
o
o
[&]
2]
c
IS
()
=
Total England and Wales England Wales
m2011 ®m2012 m2013 = 2014 = 2015
Y Significant difference between England and Wales for 2015
Q44a How much do you trust your water/water and sewerage company?

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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Figure 12: Level of trust in water companies

oWaSCs

Syear | rive year company trend Company | Company
rolling 5 year average vs change
Level of trust in water company company WaSC since last
companies average 2011201212013 | 20141 2015} yyan average year
Industry - 7.77 7.75
(2015 base sample: 5964) | /40 788 722 123 1 n/a n/a
Total WaSCs 7.77 7.73
3
(2015 base sample: 3607) | /46 784 725 122 1 746 n/a
Anglian Water 746 7.90 7.79 )
(2015 base sample: 401) Te 720 720 1 > 0.11
Der Cymru We 7.72 7.9 803 806
(2015 base sample: 402) [ 714 Mg ) +0.02
Northumbrian Water 749 747 769 0o 81° )
(2015 base sample: 201) Hofid ' T Mg 0.03
Severn Trent Water 7.45 738 736 'O° 769 -
(2015 base sample: 500) 7.58 ' < > 0.16
South West Water 700 75 6.89 7.16 7.25
(2015 base sample: 401) [ees > > +0.09
Southern Water 721 ggp 696 735 7.28
(2015 base sample: 201) 710 ——— < « -0.07
Thames Water 746 707 93 7-35 740
(2015 base sample: 200) 1240 > > +0.05
United Utilities 8.00 7.80
(2015 base sample: 401) 751 7% T > -0.21
Wessex Water 773 749 745 194 797
(2015 base sample: 500) [aE Mg T +0.03
Yorkshire Water 2 39 245 789 805
(2015 base sample: 400) | %4 e s - - +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).
228 Har t | e p o o lfive\Weat relind average is significantly higher than the aggregate WoC five -

year rolling average.
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Figure 13: Level of trust in water companies

oWoCs

S year | rive year company trend Company | Company
rolling 5 year average vs | change
Level of trust in water company company WoC since last
companies average | 2011|2012} 201320141 2015|  yreng average year
Industry - 7.77 7.75
(2015 base sample: 5964) [ 788 722 128 T n/a n/a
Total WoCs 7.78 7.83
(2015 base sample: 2357) 147 782 7.4 7.28 <> 7.47 n/a
. 7.74 7.68
Affinity Water Central 7.02 6900 7.11
(2015 base sample: 250) e T > -0.07
Affinity Water East 756 28 785 )
(2015 base sample: 200) 741 713 722 - > 0.63
Affinity Water Southeast 711 736 ggo 7.46 7.54
(2015 base sample: 200) e —— < > +0.07
Bournemouth Water 7 67 746 744 7.47 593 790 013
(2015 base sample: 350) : > > -
Bristol Water 737 7.66 7.73 7.81
(2015 base sample: 150) [ rsr > > +0.07
Cambridge Water 229 778 747 29 7m )
(2015 base sample: 150) [ > > 0.49
8.28
Dee Valley Water 7.67 753 741 (-80
(2015 base sample: 150) gogdl — > g +0.47
Essex & Suffolk Water 736 743 7.38 763 79
(2015 base sample: 150) 749 ' « g +0.29
8.55 8.33
Hartlepool Water 819 777 7.89
(2015 base sample: 154) aL2 -\.__./"l Mg T -0.22
Portsmouth Water 759 760 .. 7.59 819 767 .053
(2015 base sample: 151) ' \_3//\- - g '
7.87
South East Water 7.27 o> gas o0
(2015 base sample: 149) dely e 1 > +0.20
South Staffs Water 7.70 760 775 &1°
(2015 base sample: 151) .70 73 « > +0.44
790 761
: 2
Sutton & East Surrey Water | 5 5 G g T > -0.30

(2015 base sample: 152)

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

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

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.

Net Promoter Score

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.

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.

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).

To put this into some context, an Energy UK report published in November 2015, shows the NPS
for suppliers in the energy industry as -21. One quarter (25%) are Promoters andless than half
(46%) are Detractors’. 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.

“*Page 32, http://www.energy _-uk.org.uk/publication.html?task=file.download&id=5611
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Figure 14: Net Promoter Score - WaSCs

Net Promoter Score - WaSCs
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Q48a. How likely would you be to recommend[your water companylto friendsandfamily asa providerof water services

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 drivers analysis was carried out to identify what aspects of water services most
influenced NPSi.e. likelihood to be a promoter or a detractor.

242 To undertake the drivers analysi s, t hehomikelyarevar i
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 gquestions
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 NPShas found that trust 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 NPSthan 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 NPSlikelihood to recommend supplier ?

Rank Promoters (R?= 46.3%) ° Detractor (R?2= 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 Eesponsmlhty for water pipes ( not me/the Chargesare affordable (do not agree)
ouseholder)

5 Value for money Water (satisfied) Col_oqr 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 trust could lead to increases in NPSbecauseit is the overriding
driver. Far bigger changes would be needed with the lower order drivers to see a change in NP$S
and sotrust needs to be a key area to focus improvements on for the future.

® R2is 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 Rz is a small number e.g. | ess than 20% this means that the drivers (i.e. aspects of water service) do not
explain a high proportion of the likelihood dthus they are less useful in predicting and modelling the dependent
variable.
In market research, an R2 between 40% and 60% meanghat 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 cover s echagéesdheyepaysfdi theywatervasd severage services they

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

Key five -year trends

i There have been upward five-year trends for satisfaction with value for money of water services
and of sewerage services.

i 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

9 Views onvalue for money and affordability are broadly unchanged from 2014.
9 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 2013.

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

2014).

1 However, perceptions of fairness have fallen significantly from 68% agreeing that their water
and/or sewerage charges were fair in 2014 to 62%in 2015.

1 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 proporti on of c

usto

satisfiedd has increased by 2% from 33% in 2014

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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17: Satisfaction with value for money of water services

Satisfaction with value for money of water services

5 year rolling 72.1% 71.8% 76.5%
average 2011 -2015

Change since last
year

5 year trend % % 80% 82%

0, 76% o 75% 0, 76%
71%71% ggop ° T1%71% ggop /T 0 Il

Total England and Wales England Wales
m2011 ®m2012 m2013 m2014 = 2015

Net satisfaction

Q9. Thinking first about value for money, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the value for money of the water services
in your area? J¢ Significant difference between Englandand Wales for 2015

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.

Fewer customers are dissatisfied with value for money than in 201 4 & 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%).

In 2015 the average satisfaction level for all WaSCs is75%and there has been an upward five -year
trend. The 2015 average for all WoCs is 79%, and the five year trend is stable.

Six WaSCshave 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.

Welsh Water and Yorkshire Water have the highest levels of satisfaction with value for money of
water services.

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 different to the overall WaSC
average. However, there are positive indications for South West Water which has experienced an
upward five -year trend.

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).

There are no significant changesin perceptions of value for money for WaSCsfrom 2014 to 2015.
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Figure 18: Satisfaction with value for money of water services 8WaSCs
. . . Syear | Five year company trend Company | Company
Satisfaction with value rolling 5 year average vs change
for money of water company company WaSC since last
services average 201112012 2013 | 2014 | 2015 yrapg average year
Industry 0 71% 71% gy (4% 0%
(2015 base sample: 5964) [ T i e
Total WaSCs 0 70% 71% ggo (4% 75% .
(2015 base sample: 3607) 71.8% T 71.8% nfa
Anglian Water 0 71% 69% 71% 4% 7% 0
(2015 base sample: 401) R T - +3%
o 81% 7505 82%
Der Cymru We 6o% 4% 5%
(2015 base sample: 402) 76.4% ) > 6%
: 83% o . .
Northumbrian Water 27 99 74% 8% T7% T7% _
(2015 base sample: 201) o0 « < -
Severn Trent Water 0 oo 71% T2% 170 75% o0
(2015 base sample: 500) 73.5% T « 2%
53% 51% 56% 58%
South West Water 9 o 9
(2015 base sample: 401) SlOHE - T l 2%
Southern Water o 67% 68% 68% 70% ggos 10
(2015 base sample: 201) 67.9% ——— g > 4%
Thames Water 0 72% 2% 70% 4% 0
(2015 base sample: 200) 70-7% -/.\62%/-/' - - 4%
United Utilities 70.1% 68% 66% a9 75%  73% 2%
(2015 base sample: 401) ' T -
Wessex Water 0 o 13 TA% 78% 76% .
(2015 base sample: 500) gebge 6://'_".—' T « ~2%
; 80% o 78% 82%
Yorkshire Water 77.0% .\7:/0_2/0/./. — IS +4%

(2015 base sample: 400)

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 WoCaverage.

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%espectively).
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Figure 19: Satisfaction with value for money of water services

oWoCs

Syear | rive year company trend Company | Company

rolling 5 year average vs | change
Sasacton s | oy oo o e iy | WEE T s o
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el | e | o 2| e | e | o
e [ oo | 2ozt o [ o |
e el sy | e | p el e |
(BZr(i)Sltglglggcteegample: 150) 72.8% % 7105 2% 0% g > o +12%
é%Tgrg)%gsi\Qﬁleprle: 150) 78.5% el e R S d g +1%
Do W ey | % | el | e | e
(2015 base samplor 150) | TRA% | o 2F e PN 5%
e sy | 20% | T s | p || e
(2015 base sample: 151) | 803% A= IR - +1%
(2015 base sample: 149) | 700% | o0 T ow X i IR - +11%
S S WA gy | ee | e | p | e | e
Sutton & East Surrey Water | -, oo, 1% 80% 73% 74% b - 1204

(2015 base sample: 152)

3.1.15 Perceptions of value for money are virtually the same for metered and unmetered customers, as
was the case in 2014. However, there are differences amongst metered customers; those who
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3.1.18

3.2
3.2.1
3.2.2

3.2.3

3.2.4

3.25

3.2.6

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% whomoved into a property which already had a meter).

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

1 People with disabilities (14%) or those with someone disabled in the household (12%)
compared to customers with no disability ( 9%)

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

Older age groups (60-74 and 75+) are the most satisfied with value for mone y compared to all
younger age groups (1829 72%, 3044 70%, 4559 72%vs. 60-74 81% and 75+ 8%).

In terms of the clusters, the 0OVery Satisfiedd segment are most satisfied with the value for money
of their water service (9 4%), whilst less than a third of t he dDissatisfiedd and dJnfair 0 clusters feel
this way (23% and 31% respectively). True to their name the dNeutralsdfall in between (69 %).

Value for money of sewerage services

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.

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).

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%).

Only 1 in 10 customers are dissatisfied with the value for money of their sewerage service (9%),
almost the same as 2014 (10%).

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).

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.

34



Figure 20: Satisfaction with value for money of sewerage services

3.2.7

3.2.8

3.2.9

Satisfaction with value for money of sewerage

services

5 year rolling 73.7% 73.4% 78.0%
average 2011 -2015

Change since last +1% +1% +7%
year

5 year trend % % %%%3%

77% 78% 7% 77% 76% g 7%
72% 719% 72% 72%71%71% I |

Total England and Wales England Wales
m2011 m2012 m2013 = 2014 = 2015

Net satisfaction

Q10. Thinking first about value for money, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the value for money of the sewerage
services in your area? YrSignificant difference between England and Wales for 2015

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 companieshave also seen an upward trend in satisfaction wit h
value for money of water services.

The five-year rolling average for South West Water is 52%, which is significantly lower than the
WaSC averageof 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% from53% in2014 to 61% in2015,
gradually closing the gap on Southern Water (69%.

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

OWaSCs

. . . Syear | Five year company trend Company | Company
Satisfaction with value rolling 5 year average vs change
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(2015 base sample: 400)
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3.2.10

3.2.11

3.2.12

3.2.13

Care should be taken when interpreting sewerage results for WoG as customers could be rating
different companies, e.g. Southern Water and Wessex Water provide sewerage services for
Bournemouth Water.

Three WoCsshow 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).

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.

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

OWoCs
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3.2.14

3.2.15

3.2.16

3.3

3.3.1

3.3.2

Figure

3.3.3

Customers aged 6674 and 75+ are most satisfied with the value for money of their sewerage
services (83% and 88% respectively compared with 75% aged 129, 72% aged30-44 and 74% 45
59).

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 hase requested a
meter (7%).

In terms of the clusters, 87 % of the &Very Satisfiedd segment is satisfied with the value for money
of their sewerage service compared to a third of the @issatisfiedd and dJnfaird clusters (29% and
33% respectively). True to their name the @\eutralsdfall in between (6 5%).

Fairness of water and sewerage charges

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.

Despite this, t he five -year trend is stable and ratings are virtually the same in Wales as in England
(63% and 62% respectively)

23. Agree that water and/or  sewerage charges are fair

Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are fair

5 year rolling 61.8% 61.7% 63.3%
average 2011 -2015

Change since last 4%
year

Syeartrend NN > >

66% 68% 66% 68%

Total England and Wales England Wales

62% 6205, 85% 63%

59% I 59%
I 4% I I

62%

59%

54%

Net agree

m 2011 m2012 m2013 = 2014 = 2015

Q14. How much do you agree or disagree that the water/water and sewerage chargesthat you pay are fair?

The average WaSC rating is 62% andatings are highest for Yorkshire Water at 67% and lowest for
South West Water at 39% mirroring their rankings for satisfaction with value for money
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3.3.4 Northumbrian Water and Southern Water have 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.

Inter estingly,

in

Sout hern

Water 6s

area,

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.

3.35

The five-year trend is stable for all companies.

West Water (36.7%)is significantly lower than the WaSC averageof 61.7%

However, the five-year rolling average for South

Figure 24: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are fair dWaSCs
ear i Compan Compan
- y
Sy Five year company trend pany pany
rolling 5 year average vs change
company company WaSC since last
Agree charges are fair average 201112012 2013 | 2014 | 2015 yrapg average year
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3.3.6 The average WoC ratingfor 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 in agreement since 2014 for Bournemouth Water (from 79% to
61%) and Sutton & East Surrey Water (from 74% to 60%)The five-year trend is stable for all WoCs.

Figure 25: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are fair oWoCs
iy |Fevercompanyvend | ., | SRR | Sombeny
company company WoC since last
Agree charges are fair average 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 2015 trend average year
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(2015 base sample: 200) 63.3% '\._./'\. > L g -9%
ini 69% 66% 66%
Affinity Water Southeast o . 57% o
(2015 base sample: 200) 61.7% h‘\“:/"/'\. > > 8%
79%
Bournemouth Water o 1% 6306 610 % o
(2015 base sample: 350) 65.7% S A - - 18%
Bristol Water 0 64% 61% _  64% 599 50
(2015 base sample: 150) 59.8% -—.\:"/-s. > > 5%
- % 709 72%
Cambridge Water 0 69% 70% 6% 67% .
(2015 base sample: 150) 67.2% '—'\./'\l > > -5%
Dee Valley Water o % eew o 70% 66% .
(2015 base sample: 150) e ——— > g -4%
73%
Essex & Suffolk Water o % 58% 63% s5gop o
(2015 base sample: 150) 60.9% | A —a—n « - 5%
77% % 74%
Hartlepool Water . .\62% .
(2015 base sample: 154) el «> g -9%
73% 75% 690
Portsmouth Water 0 65% 6196 69% 0
(2015 base sample: 151) 68.5% o > -6%
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(2015 base sample: 149) SELE -\-\52%/.—I <> > -2%
67% 66% 1% 15%
South Staffs Water 65.8% 510 > > +3%

(2015 base sample: 151)
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72% 6805 74%

Sutton & East Surrey Water 3 . 60%
(2015 base sample: 152) POLEG "'\E’V\. « >

-15%

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

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

Figure 26: Reason why charges are unfair

Reasons for thinking water/sewerage charges are
unfair

Rates are unfair/should depend on size of household - 16%

Poor/inefficient service - 11%

Prices vary by region/prices should be the same 6%
everywhere 0

Poor water quality l 5%
Profits/shareholders paid too much l 4%

Had to go on a meter/no choice in having a meter I 3%

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

2014

68%

19%

6%

%

2%

5%

2%

they pay are
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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 stable and

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

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

Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are
affordable

5 year rolling 71.6% 71.6% 72.4%
average 2011 -2015

Change since last -2% -2% -204
year

Syeartrend M) > >

74% 76% 7496 74% 76% 7494 73% 76% 7496
. 70% 70%
I 66% 67% 66% 66%
(0]
o
(@]
©
P4
Total England and Wales England Wales

m2011 ®m2012 m2013 w2014 = 2015

Q16a/d . How much do you agree or disagree that the water/water and sewerage chargesthat you pay 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 71.26 Although 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% thisyear) 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

and sewerage charges.

water
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Figure 28: Agree that water and/or sewerage charges are affordable

oWaSCs

Agree charges are company company WaSC since last
affordable average 201112012 | 2013 | 2014 2015 | treng average year
I(ggligtrgase sample: 5964) T 7W% g i e
(2015 base sample: 3607) |  71-2% 7w/ « 71.2% n'a
AN oy | % | T | o | e | -
(I??glg bageysartrr]nrplgz 40\/2\/)6 72.1% el « « 2%
(2015 base sample: 201) | 764% e AL > <> -10%
e tmarsoy | T | e |t | e |
e e ooy | 70 | o A | e | e |
(2015 base sample: 200) | 68:6% e T o | ey o -5%
?ng;%db%ggigzmple: 401) 71.9% 7W% - - -3%
\(lggiget;(a\éveagzrmple: 500) 75.4% 7W%_82% - e -
Z(Z%ifghti;es\elv sgfnrple: ao0) | 761% X oo T am - - -

3.4.6 There is a three-year upward trend for WoCs as a wholefor agreement that combined water and
sewerage charges are affordable. This is being driven by four companies: Affinity 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 20B) 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 0WoCs

3°/5 year | Five year company trend Company | Company
rolling 3/5year |averagevs | change
Agree charges are company company WoC since last
affordable average 2011 | 2012 2013 2014 | 2015 trend average year
Industry A% oo 61e o 1A%
(2015 base sample: 5964) 71.6% —~—~—— " -
7% 7%
Total WoCs o 69% 0
(2015 base sample: 2357) 74.4% — " T 74.4%
Affinity Water Central 21.8% ey, 72% 1°% e
(2015 base sample: 250) 070 — T « 0
Affinity Water East 71.4% 64% 5% 2% 6%
(2015 base sample: 200) 70 « « 0
.. 76% 73%
Affinity Water Southeast 0 o a6
(2015 base sample: 200) o 5./9/ - T > L
89%
Bournemouth Water o % 75% 190
(2015 base sample: 350) 77.0% 0%% > > Lkt
Bristol Water 0 s L0 1R _
(2015 base sample: 150) o — > > =
. 80% 81% 79%
Cambridge Water o —— 10
(2015 base sample: 150) 80.1% > > 1%
79% 79%
Dee Valley Water o 70% _
(2015 base sample: 150) Fo.s [ > > B
Essex & Suffolk Water 24.3% 73% %% 73% 5%
(2015 base sample: 150) 370 — « « 0
% 88% 82%
Hartlepool Water 0 e S8 2 0
(2015 base sample: 154) L « « 5%
78% 77% 82%
Portsmouth Water 0 0
(2015 base sample: 151) 78.9% « « +4%
80% 78%
South East Water . 67% B
(2015 base sample: 149) vzl ./ " T « 2%
79% 85%
South Staffs Water 0 6:%/_/2 0
(2015 base sample: 151) 76.9% T « %
o, 88% 76%
Sutton & East Surrey Water 0 7%- G
(2015 base sample: 152) g « < e

® 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 arealso 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

oWoCs

SYyear | rive year company trend Company | Company
rolling 5 year average vs | change
Agree water charges are company company WoC since last
affordable average 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 2015 trend average year
78% 78% 79%
Industry 71% 69%
(2015 base sample: 5964) | 1% ——— > n/a n/a
78% 78% 79%
Total WoCs o 71%  69%
(2015 base sample: 2357) 74.4% —~—— «> 74.4% n/a
e 7% 78%
Affinity Water Central o 67% nngy 10 .
(2015 base sample: 250) 1% | AR 6% _a— - — +5%
i % 81%
Affinity Water East T 6% 73%
(2015 base sample: 200) 722% | w0 A~ - - 7%
.. 79% 75% 8% T77%
Affinity Water Southeast 64%
(2015 base sample: 200) 74.9% '\./ - 4 > -1%
Bournemouth Water 28.1% 82% _o0n 73% 88% 2706 11
(2015 base sample: 350) =70 '\._./\l « > 0
Bristol Water 0 75% 4% o, 6% T7% .
(2015 base sample: 150) 73.5% > > +1%
. 85% 83% 79% 82% 82%
Cambridge Water 0 1o
(2015 base sample: 150) 82.5% > > 1%
% 769 80% 80%
Dee Valley Water 0 75% 16% 7205 ~
(2015 base sample: 150) 7o > Lo 4 =
78% o, (8% 7504
Essex & Suffolk Water o 700 73% o
(2015 base sample: 150) 74.4% - “— -2%
83% 79% 87% 85%
Hartlepool Water 0 .\7i%/./81_. e
(2015 base sample: 154) Stk > > 2%
83% 83% 81% 85%
Portsmouth Water 0 72% .
(2015 base sample: 151) 80.3% > > +3%
80% 79% 79%
South East Water o 71% 71% 0
(2015 base sample: 149) R ~—— > > +1%
% T7% 8% 85%
South Staffs Water 0 7w o
(2015 base sample: 151) 77.0% g > +8%
Sutton & East Surrey Water 73% 73% 85%  77%
y 74.6% 67% > P -8%

(2015 base sample: 152)
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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:

1 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%).

9 Older customers: 78% of 66G74s and 79% of 75+ compared to 74% of 1&9s, 73%of 30-44s and
71% of 4559s

T Disability: respondents who donot have a disa
disability (64%) or someone else in the household has one (68%).

1 Household benefits: 66%0f those receiving benefits compared with 78% not receiving benefits.
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4 Consumer rights and responsiblilit 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 examinescus t omer sd awar
and views on these services.

Key five -year trends

1 In England and Wales, avareness 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.

f There has also been an upward trend i n agpaciale
assistance customers.

f  Awareness that water meters can be fitted free o f charge and trialled for a period of 12 (or 24) ’
months is stable, with the exception of Wales, where awareness of the trial period for water
meters has fallen.

1 In England and Wales, awareness of the Guaranteed Standards Scheme GS$ compensation scheme
for failure to m eet service standards has been stable over five years, but has increased in Wales.

I Whilst the trend for awareness of the rainwater drainage rebate is sta ble for the three years it has
been measured.

9 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.

9 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
9 There has been little change for most measures since 2014, the exceptions being:

1 The proportion of customers aware of the Guaranteed Standards Scheme (GSS)has increased
significantly from 42% to 50%.

1 Awareness that water meters can be fitted free of charge hasincreased 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 201406s 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%.

" 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 awarenesstrend in

Wales over the past five years.

Figure 31: Awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist tariff

414

415

4.1.6

Awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist tariff

5 year rolling 9.1% 9.1% 9.5%
average 2011 -2015
Change since last -204 -3%
year
5yeartrend WM > %
13%
12% 12% 12%
o 11%
g 10%
3 9% 9% 9%
©
zZ %

8% 8%
7%
6% I 6%

Total England and Wales England Wales
m2011 =m2012 m2013 = 2014 = 2015

Q21. Are you aware of or are you currently on the Welsh Water Assist/WaterSure tariff . This was introduced to help people in
low income groups who need to use a lot of water. Y& Significant difference between Englandand Walesfor 2015

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%).

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

WaSC averagg19.5% compared with 9.29).

There is a five -year upward trend for Welsh Water.
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Figure 32: Awareness of WaterSure/Welsh Water Assist

oWaSCs

Syear | riye year company trend Company | Company

Awareness of rolling 5 year average vs change
WaterSure/Welsh Water company company WaSC since last
Assist average 201112012 2013 | 2014 | 2015 yrapg average year
Industry 0 79 12% 99 11% 8%
(2015 base sample: 5964) | 217 S «> nfa nfa
Total WaSCs o 706 11% 905 11% 9% o
(2015 base sample: 3607) | 2-2% S a——a——— « 9.2% n/a
Anglian Water o 0% 10% 14% 11% 13% o
(2015 base sample: 401) LAY ————a—n « « +1%
Der Cymru We o 7% 6y 9% 13% 13% _
(2015 base sample: 402) 10.0% T « =
Northumbrian Water 5 0 o 9% 11% 99 -20
(2015 base sample: 201) [t 4% 4% A « 2%
Severn Trent Water 0 6% % 6% 9% 7% 10
(2015 base sample: 500) 7.0% ._._6./___._. g « 1%
South West Water 0 19% 25% 19% 18% 17% o
(2015 base sample: 401) LelF A T -1%
Southern Water R 1a%

0 8% % 12% 10% -920
(2015 base sample: 201) 16.1% /\-—._. « < 2%
Thames Water 23%

0 % 0, 10% 8% -20
(2015 base sample: 200) . 5.//.\5./’-_. « < 2
Un|ted UtI|ItIeS 0, 6% % 9% 11% 7% _A0
(2015 base sample: 401) 7.6% iy - > 4%
Wessex Water 10.2% 7% 0P 11% 11% 6% -6%
(2015 base sample: 500) ' < «
Yorkshire Water 0 % 5% 9% 10% 5o A0
(2015 base sample: 400) 7.2% 5./_5.{_._.“7 « « 4%

4.1.7

lowest for South East Water customers (2%).

4.1.8

higher than the WoC average of 8.7%

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

The rolling five-year average awareness score for Affinity Water East at 17.7% is significantly
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Figure 33: Awareness of WaterSure dWoCs

Syear | rive year company trend Company | Company
rolling 5 year average vs | change
Awareness of WaterSure/ | company company WoC since last
Welsh Water Assist average 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 2015 trend average year
Industry 0 796 12% 99 11% 8%
(2015 base sample: 5964) | 1% S > n/a n/a
Total WoCs 0 6% 13% 9% 10% g o
(2015 base sample: 2357) 8.7% > 8.7% n/a
Affinity Water Central 0 % 6% 7% 8% 50 -49
(2015 base sample: 250) a2 E’_f_i/__._._f’./ < « 4%
Affinity Water East 17 7% 17% 16% 2% 18% 16% 204
(2015 base sample: 200) ' — Mg T
Affinity Water Southeast 0 119% 13% 14% 16% 13% 20
(2015 base sample: 200) L2 p—o— O < > 3%
Bournemouth Water 0 795 10% 8% 9% 12% o
(2015 base sample: 350) 9.6% S — < N +3%
Bristol Water 0 o % 90 11% gy a0
(2015 base sample: 150) Silee 4% < > 3%
Cambridge Water 0 % oo, 10% 9% 9% =
(2015 base sample: 150) 7.8% .\3./"/._._. < > =
Dee Valley Water . 9% 8w 11% 79, 14% 0
(2015 base sample: 150) S > > 1%
Essex & Suffolk Water o 8 12% 14% 1096 o, a0
(2015 base sample: 150) 10.8% ———— . Mg - 3%
Hartlepool Water . o 8% 10% 10% go 10
(2015 base sample: 154) [ 4;"___._._.‘. « « 4%
Portsmouth Water 8.8% e 20 e 1% 6% 2%
(2015 base sample: 151) : T N—— « g
South East Water % 11%
0 7% 8% %, _00
(2015 base sample: 149) 10.1% ./.\.__.\Z.A’ < g 9%
South Staffs Water o % 8% 9% 1% 00
(2015 base sample: 151) 7.0% > 3% > « 8%
Sutton & East Surrey Wat 22% 14% 129
utton & East Surrey Water | ;4 4o, 12% b b 20

(2015 base sample: 152)

3% 8%
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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:

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

1 Households with a member who is disabled or experiencing long term illness (15% compared to
7% of those without) .

1 Households receiving benefits (17% compared to 6% of thosenot).

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%. Theschemes with highest
awareness are Sout h We s t Water 0s H e With i 38%6g andHASfimity sWate3 ¢ h e r
Sout heast ds atl2% Any ottercsbhemnes mentioned had 1% awareness
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4.2

42.1

4.2.2
4.2.3

42.4

Special assistance services

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 servicest o t he o0el derl yo or 0 rh, sach lad passwiord achemesdan e
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.

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

Although there has been a five-year upward trend, this may be an effect of the change in wording
in 2014.

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

4.2.6

Awar eness of wadddtionalservwiegsa ny

5 year rolling 34.5% 34.7% 31.0%
average 2013 -2015
Change since last -1%
year
5 year trend % % > %
05 50% 0, 50%
48% 48% 46% 4506

]

g 31% 30% 33%

© 26%

o)

z

26%
19% 19% 18%
I I 13%I

Total England and Wales England Wales
m2011 m2012 m2013 =2014 2015|

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

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

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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Figure 35: Awar eness of vadditienal sendcespddVaSCs s
5 year | Five year company trend Company | Company
Awareness of water rolling 5 year average vs change
companyds ad(company |2011|2012|2013|2014|2015| company WaSC since last
services average trend average year
48% 50%
Il 34.5% 19% 26% 31% n/a n/a
(2015 base sample: 5964) : ._—.-—-I/._. T
48% 49%
Total WaSCs 0 o, 26% 30% 0
(2015 base sample: 3607) | 3437 13:__._-./._. T 34.3% n/a
. 51% 54%
Anglian Water . o 32% 34% o
(2015 base sample: 401) <0 22//.—-/._. T > +3%
46% 45%
Der Cymru Wel o 0 337 10
(2015 base sample: 402) 30.9% 13‘:/"_f2//n/'_' T < 1%
. o, 50%
Northumbrian Water 0 o opop 3l 3% .
(2015 base sample: 201) e 1?’/.._-/"—. T « 7%
47% 51%
Severn Trent Water o 2005 25% 26% 0
(2015 base sample: 500) 34.2% ._._./'—_. T < +5%
0% 58% 59%
South West Water 0 oaoe 35% 42% 0
(2015 base sample: 401) e T T 2%
51% 52%
Southern Water o a0y, 34% 35% .
(2015 base sample: 201) 38.3% ./'—'/._. T - 1%
Thames Water o o 27% 27% R Gl 5
(2015 base sample: 200) 05 1g/°/.—./'—' T > o
: 52% 51%
United Utilities o 0 22% 27% -10
(2015 base sample: 401) 34.1% 12_/_.___./._. T > 1%
52% 57%
Wessex Water o o 23% o0 o
(2015 base sample: 500) <o 1M T - %
: 48% 47%
Yorkshire Water 0 20% 26% 32% -10
(2015 base sample: 400) 34.5% .._..——l/.—. T " %

4.2.8

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

4.2.9

been no significant changes from 2014 to 2015.

Average awareness for all WoCsin 2015 is 35.2%. Awareness is highestamongst Cambridge Water

Once again, upward trends have been recorded for all individual W oCsover five years. There have
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Figure 36: Awar eness of vadditienal sendcespddVioGso s
Syear | rive year company trend Company | Company
Awareness of wate r rolling 5 year average vs | change
companyds ad d|company company WoC since last
services average 2011 2012 2013 | 2014 2015 trend average year
Industry 34.5% 199% 26% 31% -— n/a n/a
(2015 base sample: 5964) ' .__.__./._. T
50% 52%
Total WoCs 0 0% 23% 32% 0
(2015 base sample: 2357) 35.2% 13:__.//_. T 35.2% na
.. o, 48%
Affinity Water Central 0 o 10 33% A% 0
(2015 base sample: 250) SRR ff__./’. T - 7%
- 51% 53%
Affinity Water East 0 269 32% 38% 9
(2015 base sample: 200) 39.8% —— ) Mg 2%
-~ 56% 54%
Affinity Water Southeast o 23% 2105 337 20
(2015 base sample: 200) 2% ._./l/._. T Mg 2%
48% 57%
Bournemouth Water 0 o106 23% O 0
(2015 base sample: 350) S7.8% ._./"./. T > 9%
. 55% 53%
Bristol Water 0 o 240 30% e
(2015 base sample: 150) B 1:L./H T « 2%
. 50% 59%
Cambridge Water 0 29% o494 O% 0
(2015 base sample: 150) 39.4% H/l/.’. ) - 8%
47% 50%
Dee Valley Water 0 23% 140, 28% 0
(2015 base sample: 150) Ba M T - 3%
50% 54%
Essex & Suffolk Water o 2305 30% 31% 0
(2015 base sample: 150) 37.6% .,.—-—-/._. T Mg 4%
47% 53%
Hartlepool Water 0 a0 2305 35% .
(2015 base sample: 154) Sfes ._./'_. T - %
49% 54%
Portsmouth Water o 0 219 0% 0
(2015 base sample: 151) 35.9% 13:_./'/.——. T = +o%
59% 52%
South East Water . o 25% 30% 0
(2015 base sample: 149) oot 1M T « %
48% 56%
South Staffs Water 0 . o, 33% 0
(2015 base sample: 151) 34.2% 1M T - %
51% 46%
Sutton & East Surrey Water 31.7% T > 5%

(2015 base sample: 152)

17% 21% 23%
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4.3

43.1

Requesting a meter dunmetered customers

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
to 2015 (increase) are smoothed out.

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

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

5 year rolling
average 2011 -2015

Change since last

year

56.9%

5 year trend

63% 64%

59%
50%I I 51%

Total England and Wales

50%

Net aware

63%
58%

England

Awareness that water meters can be fitted free of
charge dunmetered customers
56.7%

<

>

59.4%

Gaoo)

>

65% 66%

54'/.| 55% 57%

Wales

4%

6
51%

m2011 m2012 m2013

2014 = 2015

Q20a. Were you aware that when you requested, water meters are fitted free of charge?

4.3.3

The 2015 WaSCaverage 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%.

43.4
4.3.5

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

There have been significant increases in awareness for six WaSCssince 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 guestion

because of the companies?®

compul sory metering

programmes
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