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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Introduction 

South East Water (SEW) commissioned Accent and PJM to design and implement a 
quantitative willingness to pay (WTP) survey with the aim of understanding customers’ 
preferences regarding the various ways of maintaining or improving the water supply-
demand balance. The results are to be used to challenge and influence SEW’s water 
resource management plan. 

2. Survey Design and Development 

The survey design for the present study was based on addressing, via a robust stated 
preference survey design, the two core objectives: to research customer attitudes and 
WTP in relation to the different supply-demand measures that could be adopted within 
SEW’s water resources management plan (WRMP), and to research attitudes towards 
changes in the frequency of different types of water use restrictions.  
 
A discrete choice experiment (DCE) was thus designed to focus on WRMP options, 
characterised by the combination of supply-demand measures included, the levels of 
service (frequency of temporary use bans (TUB) and rota cuts/standpipes) and the 
customer’s bill.   
 
Table 3 shows the selection of measures tested in the research, as provided by SEW.  
 
Table 1: Supply-demand measures tested in research 

Measures 

New surface water reservoirs 

Underground storage 

Increase groundwater use 

More effluent re-use 

Desalination 

New water transfers from neighbouring companies 

Water efficiency 

Leakage reduction 

More water gained from water treatment works 

Catchment management 

 
The questionnaire was pilot tested via an online survey of 50 household customers.  
Following this, it was adopted for the main stage of the survey with only very minor 
changes to the wording in one or two places.   

3. Survey Administration 

The main stage survey comprised a total of 608 interviews with SEW’s household 
customers using three methods of administering the survey: 357 online, 200 by phone, 
and 51 face-to-face at home in the London and Kent areas. 
 
A good representative sample of household customers was achieved, and weights were 
applied in the main analysis such that the sample weighted totals of control variables 
matched the known population totals by gender, age and SEG. 
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4. Participant Feedback 

A large majority of participants stated that they felt able to make comparisons between 
the options presented to them, while only small proportions stated that they found some 
of the options or initiative hard to understand, or that some part(s) seemed unrealistic   
These results were all supportive of the validity of the results.  Moreover, a good level of 
enjoyment was reported by survey participants, thus validating the efforts put in place to 
develop an engaging questionnaire for customers 

5. Awareness, Attitudes and Usage 

A number of questions were included in the survey to explore awareness, attitudes and 
water usage.  The main findings were as follows: 
 

 Most participants felt that their current bill was ‘About right’, although a sizeable 
minority felt that their current bill was ‘Slightly too much’ or ‘Far too much’. 
 

 Most felt that TUBs would have either a ‘Small impact’ or a ‘Moderate impact’ on 
their household. 

 

 The majority of customers expressed a preference for equalisation of service levels, 
rather than allowing them to vary across the region. 

 

 The majority tended to be careful about their water use, and were fairly evenly split 
in terms of whether this was to avoid wasting water or to try and keep the bill down. 

 

 The majority said they considered their impact on the environment, were happy to 
pay a bit more for products and services that are environmentally friendly, and wished 
to look after the world for future generations. 

6. Willingness to Pay Findings 

Willingness to pay results were obtained via an econometric analysis of the choice 
responses.  A first finding from this analysis was that customers appeared to be averse to 
bill reductions, and were not willing to accept a deterioration of their current service level 
in exchange for a decrease in their average water bill.  Moreover, the results suggested 
they would prefer any improvement in service rather than have a bill reduction, if this 
could be achieved. 
 
The results on customers’ WTP for the supply-demand measures, measured in £ per 
household per year, net of their impact on the supply-demand balance, are presented in 
Figure 1.  The highest WTP was measured for a reduction in the leakage rate (£18.11), 
followed by an improvement of the water efficiency (£11.23) and an expansion of the 
current underground storage capacity (£10.54). The lowest WTP was measured for 
desalination and more effluent re-use.  
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Figure 1: Willingness to pay for supply-demand measures (£/household/year) 

 
 
The results in Figure 1 are intended to be usable in cost-benefit appraisals of alternative 
supply-demand measures for inclusion in SEW’s water resources management plan 
potentially in conjunction with results from other research. Consideration of these values 
could potentially affect the set of options being chosen as optimal from the point of view 
of customers. 
 
Table 2 shows households’ WTP for a reduction in the frequency of TUBs and rota 
cuts/standpipes. The results are statistically significant only in the case of TUBs and not 
in the case of rota cuts/standpipes.  Nonetheless, the best estimate is that there is some 
positive WTP for improvements in the level of service even for rota cuts/standpipes.  
 
Table 2: Willingness to pay for improved levels of service 

Level of service change WTP (£/HH/year) 

Frequency of temporary use bans  

Base (1 in 10) to +1 (1 in 15) 1.52** 

Base (1 in 10) to +2 (1 in 20) 2.28** 

Frequency of rota cuts to supply and/or standpipes  

Base (1 in 100) to +1 (1 in 200) 0.46 

Base (1 in 100) to +2 (1 in 500) 0.74 

***, **, * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively. 

 
The results in Table 2 show that customers were willing to pay £1.52 per year on top of 
their current bills, on average, for a reduction in the chance of a TUB from 1 in 10 to 1 in 
15, and were willing to pay £0.46 per year, on average, for a reduction in the chance of 
rota cuts/standpipes from 1 in 100 to 1 in 200. 

7. Conclusions and Recommendations 

Overall, the valuation estimates presented appear to be meaningful measures of SEW’s 
customers’ values for the range of supply-demand measures contained within the survey, 
net of their effects on the water supply-demand balance. As such, we recommend the 
estimates as appropriate for use within SEW’s water resources management planning.  
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8. INTRODUCTION 

a. Background and Objectives 

South East Water (SEW) commissioned Accent to design and conduct a quantitative 
willingness to pay (WTP) survey with the aim of understanding customers’ preferences 
regarding the various ways of maintaining or improving the water supply-demand 
balance. The results are to be used to challenge and influence SEW’s water resource 
management plan. 
 
The research was undertaken in the context of the following sources of guidance: 
 
Ofwat’s customer engagement policy for the 2019 price review (PR19) 

UKWIR reports on “Customer involvement in price-setting”, “Review of CBA and benefits 
valuation” and “Carrying out WTP surveys” 

Experience and best practice from other sectors; and  

the wider academic literature on CBA and benefits valuation. 

b. Report Structure 

The remainder of this report is structured as follows: in section 9, we report on the survey 
design and development; section 10 provides details of the survey administration; section 
11 reports findings in relation to survey performance, as measured by participant 
feedback, section 12 presents findings on awareness, attitudes, and water usage; section 
13 reports the main willingness to pay results; section 18 presents our conclusions and 
recommendations. 
 
Appendix A to this report contain the questionnaire that was used in the survey; Appendix 
B contains details of our analysis of WTP variation across the sample. 
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9. SURVEY DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT 

a. Introduction 

The survey design for the present study was based on addressing, via a robust stated 
preference survey design, the two core objectives: to research customer attitudes and 
WTP in relation to the different ways water resource deficits can be tackled, and to 
research attitudes towards the frequency of different types of water use restrictions.  

b. Questionnaire Structure 

The questionnaire was designed around a discrete choice experiment (DCE) focussed on 
choices between water resources management plan (WRMP) options. The full survey 
questionnaire comprised the following components. 
 
1) Screening questions, to control sample eligibility. 
2) Background questions on awareness, use of water saving devices and attitudes. 
3) Background information on water supply issues in the region, current chance of a 

hosepipe ban (TUB) and an explanation of TUB restrictions. 
4) Questions on the impact, if any, of TUB restrictions. 
5) Contextual statement, explaining why action is needed and why customers are 

being consulted. 
6) Information on each of the water supply-demand measures, including whether they 

would have a high, medium or low impact on the water balance, whether they are 
high, medium or low cost, and whether they have a positive, neutral or negative 
impact on the environment.   

7) “Simple” priority questions, asking which of the water supply-demand measures 
they would most like to see, and least like to see implemented. 

8) Choice experiment questions 
9) Follow-up questions pertaining to the validity of the choice responses. 
10) Some further attitudinal questions 
11) Demographics. 
 
This structure fulfils the needs of providing the appropriate context and information for 
participants to reveal their preferences, and obtaining sufficient additional data to ensure 
representativeness, and to test and validate the ultimate results by means of covariate 
analysis. 

c. Supply-Demand Measure Selection and Definition 

One of the key tasks in the development of the survey instrument was to select and define 
the water supply-demand measures to be valued. The selection was provided by SEW 
based on the options it had already been appraising in developing its draft water 
resources management plan.  The descriptions were developed jointly by SEW, Accent 
and PJM. 
 
Importantly, the descriptions included the expected impacts of the measure on cost, 
drought risk and the environment. 
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Table 3 shows the final selection of measures including their description as shown in the 
questionnaire.  
 
Table 3: Measures and descriptions 

Measures Description 

New surface water 
reservoirs 

Currently only 17% of South East Water's water comes from rivers and 
reservoirs. 

The solution would be to build more reservoirs. This involves taking 
excess winter/flood flow and storing this for a time when water is in 
shorter supply.  

Impact on cost = high 

Impact on drought risk = high 

Impact on environment = positive (reservoirs can be used to boost river 
flows when they are low and prevent them from drying out. Reservoirs 
would also improve the area from an ecological and recreational 
perspective.) 

Underground storage At the moment most of our water comes from natural underground 
water stores (aquifers). 

There are other areas underground that are naturally suitable to storing 
water but don't contain water at the moment. During wet periods, 
surplus water would be pumped into these areas and stored there. 

Impact on cost = high 

Impact on drought risk = low 

Impact on environment = mixed (There are concerns about the potential 
chemical contamination of underground water stores and the large 
amount of land which would be required to pump the water into the 
aquifer. A large power requirement for this means there would be an 
increase in carbon emissions.) 

Increase groundwater use At the moment 75% of our water comes from groundwater.  

We could increase the amount of water we pump from our boreholes or 
look to find new borehole sources to provide more water. 

Impact on cost = medium 

Impact on drought risk = low 

Impact on environment = negative (Permission for additional use of 
groundwater would be difficult to obtain) 

More effluent re-use At the moment wastewater is cleaned and then put into rivers and the 
sea.  

We could clean wastewater more wo that it can be re-used. It would still 
be put back into the rivers and then taken out further downstream to be 
treated again until it is fit for people to use. All water treated this way 
meets high safety standards. 

Impact on cost = medium 

Impact on drought risk = medium 

Impact on environment = negative (Extra energy would be needed to 
make sure the water is fit for people to use, leading to higher carbon 
emissions. There could also be an impact on river wildlife as this water is 
used for abstraction rather than for river health. Permission for 
additional use of groundwater would be difficult to obtain) 
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Desalination It is possible to remove salt from seawater. This process is called 
desalination.  

We could build new desalination plants where seawater is processed so 
it is fit for people to use 

Impact on cost = high 

Impact on drought risk = very high 

Impact on environment = negative (Desalination would only be activated 
in the event of a drought, but when it is used it would have a negative 
impact on the environment. Extra energy would be needed to run the 
plant, leading to higher carbon emissions, although this will only be used 
during drought periods to keep costs and environmental impacts to a 
minimum. Permission for additional use of groundwater would be 
difficult to obtain.) 

New water transfers from 
neighbouring companies 

 

At the moment 8% of our water comes from transfers from other 
companies. 

We could lay new pipework to transfer water from outside our company. 
Moving water from other areas of the UK that have a surplus into our 
areas where we need it most. 

Impact on cost = medium 

Impact on drought risk = medium 

Impact on environment = mixed (Extra energy would be needed to pump 
the water over long distances, leading to higher carbon emissions.)" 

Water efficiency 

 

South East Water could offer water saving fitting and gadgets into 
everyone we supply with water. These devices could include water saving 
showers, shower timers and toilet flush savers. 

Impact on cost = low 

Impact on drought risk = low 

Impact on environment = positive (If people use less water, less would 
need to be taken from the rivers and groundwater which is good for 
wildlife.) 

Leakage reduction 

 

South East Water already do a great deal to fix leaks and to prevent them 
happening in future, by repairing and replacing ageing pipes.  

They could do even more to reduce the amount of water lost through 
leaks.  

Impact on cost = high 

Impact on drought risk = low 

Impact on environment = positive (If less water is lost to leakage, less 
would need to be taken from the rivers and groundwater which is good 
for wildlife.) 

More water gained from 
water treatment works 

 

Some of our treatment works have ageing equipment that limits the 
amount of water that can be treated. Some also operate in-efficiently so 
that we are losing water unnecessarily.  

South East Water could improve the condition and efficiency of our 
treatment works to provide more water 

Impact on cost = medium 

Impact on drought risk = low 



 

Accent/PJM Appendix 2B WRMP19 Customer research 190812 v3.0  Page 10 of 67 

Impact on environment = positive (More water gained from our 
treatment works means less would need to be taken from the rivers and 
groundwater which is good for wildlife.) 

Catchment management 

 

Traditionally South East Water have built treatment plants to remove 
pollutants from water abstracted, but these are expensive to build and 
operate. 

Catchment management is a new approach SEW is taking to remove 
pollution at the source before water is abstracted. Current SEW 
catchment management schemes are focused on improving water 
quality, however, the approach can also be used to improve water 
resource resilience and contribute to more sustainable management of 
water resources. Catchment management involves working in 
partnership with landowners, farmers and NGOs 

Impact on cost = low 

Impact on drought risk = medium 

Impact on environment = positive (These schemes will produce other 
environmental benefits such as improvements to ecology, biodiversity, 
river health, reduced flood risk, better soil quality and more sustainable 
agriculture.) 

 
The scale of the respective impacts was provided by SEW.  A figure summarising the 
impacts across all the supply-demand measures is shown in Figure 2. This figure was also 
shown to survey participants.   
 
Figure 2: Summary of impacts by supply-demand measure 

 
The more symbols shown, the greater the impact in question.  In the case of “Impact on the environment”, + 

indicates a positive impact and - indicates a harmful impact. 

d. Levels of Service 

The frequency of TUBs and rota cuts/standpipes took the following levels in the survey, 
with ‘-1’ referring to a deterioration, ‘Base’ referring to the current level of service, and 
‘+1’ and ‘+2’ referring to improved levels of service. 
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Table 4: Frequency of TUB and rota cuts/standpipes 

Level Chance of a TUB Chance of rota cuts/standpipes 

-1 1 in 5 years 1 in 50 years 

Base 1 in 10 years 1 in 100 years 

+1 1 in 15 years 1 in 200 years 

+2 1 in 20 years 1 in 500 years 

 
Restrictions were imposed on the experimental design to ensure that the level of service 
associated with a plan correlated with the total impact of the included supply-demand 
measures on the water available in a dry period: the more that the set of included 
measures in an option as a whole impacted on the drought risk, the lower, in general, 
was the frequency of TUB and rota cuts/standpipes. (See g for further details of the 
experimental design.) 

e. Level of Bills 

The impact on the bill was expressed in monetary terms as change in the annual bill over 
the next five years. The amount was derived from a design based on percentages of 
current water bills. At the recruitment stage of the survey, all household participants 
were asked to indicate the size of their water bill. For customers who did not know their 
bill, they were informed of the average annual bill for water services in their area. 
Accent’s software then translated the percentage values from the design into monetary 
amounts for each household between recruitment and main interview.  
 
Table 6 shows the bill levels applied in the questionnaire: 
 
Table 5: Bill impact levels 

Level Bill impact 

0 Decrease of 10% 

1 No change 

2 Increase of 5% 

3 Increase of 10% 

4 Increase of 15% 

5 Increase of 20% 

Bill impacts refer to the total change from 2024 onwards as a percentage of participants’ current bills 
following five cumulative increases of equal amounts from 2020 leading up to this total change.  

 
In the same way as for levels of service, restrictions were imposed on the experimental 
design to ensure that bill impacts shown for the options were correlated with the total 
bill impact of the included supply demand measures, as measured by the sum of “£” 
symbols over all the measures for an option. (Again, see g for further details of the 
experimental design.) 

f. Choice Exercise Format 

The choice cards offered the participants two options to choose between, each showing 
the combination of measures that would be included and excluded, the frequency of TUB 
and rota cuts/standpipes as well as the impact on the bill size.  
 
Figure 2 shows an example choice card.  Participants were shown eight of these each, 
with the sequences varied across the sample according to the experimental design. 
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Figure 3: Example choice card 

 
The  buttons in the figure above indicate that the participant could click on them to be 
shown more information about the measure.  This information was the same as 
previously given, and shown in Table 3 above. 

g. Experimental Design 

Participants were asked to make eight choices each in the exercise, where this number 
was chosen as a reasonable number to balance survey length and complexity against the 
statistical advantages of greater numbers of observations. 
 
The survey software randomly assigned each participant to one of 100 unique sequences 
of eight choice situations, where each of the sequences was forced to satisfy a number 
of imposed restrictions, discussed below.  The 100 sequences were chosen as a blocked 
design based on the ‘D-efficiency’ criterion, a measure of statistical precision.  This 
approach requires the specification of ‘priors’ to calibrate the design, where these are 
initial estimates of the model coefficients.  For the pilot stage, discussed in h below, zero 
priors were used, while for the main stage design pilot estimates were used as priors. A 
larger-than-usual number of blocks was chosen for this design to ensure a large amount 
of variation in the sample, which was felt to be necessary given the range of restrictions 
put in place for theoretical reasons. 
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The first restriction put in place on the design was that the number of measures that 
differed across the two options on any one choice card was restricted to be equal to 
three. This approach was to make the choices significantly less complex for participants 
than having up to 13 attributes varying at once. This is known as the ‘partial profiles’ 
approach in the literature. 1 
 
The second issue taken account of in the experimental design is the link between 
measures, levels of service, and the bills. Intuitively, the more measures that are included, 
the more risk reduction is to be expected and the more the impact on the bill would be. 
The experimental design was therefore restricted to take these links into account.   
 
For both TUB and rota cuts/standpipes chances, the restrictions were based on the sum 
of water drop symbols over all the measures included within an option (The maximum 
sum of drops possible for any option was 18.) 
 

‘-1’ was allowed for sums of up to 5 drops 
‘Base’ was allowed for sums of between 5 and 7 drops 
‘+1’ was allowed for sums of between 7 and 9 drops 
‘+2’ was allowed for sums of between 9 and 18 drops 
 
Similarly, for the bill impact level, the restrictions were based on the sum of “£” symbols 
over all the measures for an option (The maximum sum of “£” symbols possible for any 
option was 22.) 
 

Level 0 was allowed for sums of up to 6 “£” symbols 
Level 1 was allowed for sums of between 5 and 9 “£” symbols 
Level 2 was allowed for sums of between 8 and 10 “£” symbols 
Level 3 was allowed for sums of between 10 and 12 “£” symbols 
Level 4 was allowed for sums of between 12 and 14 “£” symbols 
Level 5 was allowed for sums of between 13 and 22 “£” symbols 
 
Finally, the design was restricted to exclude choice situations where there was a 
dominated option against a dominating option.  We interpreted this to mean cases where 
the TUB and rota cut chance was lower and the bill was lower in one option than the 
other. 
 
A similar design approach was adopted for the pilot as for the main, with the only 
difference being that the main stage design was calibrated to the pilot estimates 
according to the D-efficiency criterion. 

h. Testing and Refinement 

The questionnaire was pilot tested via an online survey of 50 household customers.  The 
online interviews were conducted using sample provided by a commercial panel company 
(Research Now) with the survey hosted on Accent’s secure server. 
 
  

                                                
 

1 Kessels, R., Jones, B.,  and Goos, P. (2011) Bayesian Optimal Designs for Discrete Choice Experiments with Partial 
Profiles, Journal of Choice Modelling, 4(3), 52-74 
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The pilot survey was conducted in order to test:   
 
the recruitment process 
the clarity and flow of the questionnaire 
the appropriateness of the language used 
the accuracy of all routings 
ease of use of the show material 
the stated preference design and understanding of the stated preference exercise 
the interview duration 
the survey hit rate. 
 

The key findings from the pilot were: 
 

 The vast majority of household participants felt able to make comparisons between 
the options presented to them, found the service areas easy to understand, and 
believed that the levels shown were plausible.   
 

 Reasons given by participants for the choices they made in the stated preference 
exercises were valid, in that there were no cases of a significant number of 
participants incorporating invalid beliefs or inferences when making their choices. 
 

 All the econometric choice models satisfied the minimum theoretical standards for 
validity, in that they indicated participants preferred better service levels to worse 
service levels, and preferred lower bills to higher bills, all else equal.  Moreover, the 
levels of precision were reasonably good for the sizes of the pilot samples used in the 
analysis.   
 

In light of these findings, the pilot survey instrument was adopted for the main stage of 
the survey with only very minor changes to the wording in one or two places.   
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10. SURVEY ADMINISTRATION 

a. Survey Mode and Sample Size 

The main stage comprised a total of 608 interviews with SEW’s household customers 
using three methods of administering the survey: 
 

 357 online 

 200 by phone 

 51 face-to-face. 

b. Sampling and Recruitment Method 

The sample for the household survey was sourced by Accent, ensuring that a 
representative sample of the population participated in the survey. Customers’ postcodes 
were checked against a lookup list to verify their supply area, and followed up with a 
question for participants to confirm their water and sewerage suppliers. 
 
The telephone interviews were conducted using a computer-assisted telephone 
interviewing (CATI) method, more specifically a phone-post/email-phone approach. 
Fieldwork was undertaken by Accent’s Telephone Unit in Edinburgh. 
 
The face-to-face interviews were undertaken in home in the London and Kent areas. 
 
Participants who took part by phone or face-to-face were given a £5 voucher to thank 
them for their time.   
 
The online interviews were conducted using sample provided by a commercial panel 
company (Research Now) with the survey hosted on Accent’s secure server. 
 
The final breakdown of supply areas achieved is shown in Table 6 below. 
 
Table 6: Supply areas 

 Frequency 

South East Water supplies water, Thames Water supplies sewerage 174 

South East Water supplies water, Southern Water supplies sewerage 434 

 608 

 

c. Interview Length 

The average interview length was 28.5 minutes.  

d. Sample Characteristics  

The breakdown of household interviews is shown in Table 7 below, alongside population 
proportions for comparison.  The population proportions are based on Census 2011 
statistics for the South East region. 
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Table 7: Sample characteristics 

Characteristic Value Frequency 
% of 

sample 

% of 

population2 

Gender 
Male 304 50 61 
Female 303 50 39 

Age 

16-34 84 14 16 
35-64 343 57 57 
50-64 164 27 27 
65 or older 177 27 27 
Prefer not to say 4 1  

SEG3 

A/B 180 30 20 
C1/C2 295 49 39 
D/E 131 21 14 

Water meter 
status 

Water meter 462 78  
No water meter 136 22  

Working status 

Working full-time (30+ hours/week) 
Working part-time (8-29 
hours/week) 
Not working – looking for work 
Not working – not looking for work 
Full-time student 
Part-time student 
Retired 
Retired unpaid voluntary work 
Looking after family/home 
Other 
Prefer not to say 

229 
119 

8 
16 

1 
2 

166 
9 

44 
12 

3 

38 
20 

1 
3 
0 
0 

27 
2 
7 
2 
1 

 

Highest level of 

qualifications4 

No qualifications 
Level 1 
Level 2 
Apprenticeship 
Level 3 
Level 4 and above 
Other qualifications 
Prefer not to say 

40 
91 
91 
20 

137 
199 

23 
6 

7 
15 
15 

2 
23 
33 

4 
1 

 

Benefits 

Attendance Allowance 
Carer’s Allowance 
Child Tax Credit 
Council Tax Benefit 
Disability Living Allowance  
Housing Benefits 
Income Support (or similar) 
Jobseeker’s Allowance 
Pension Credit 
Universal Credit 
Working Tax Credit 
None of these 
Prefer not to say 

4 
12 
68 
63 
44 
63 
23 

3 
16 

6 
26 

444 
13 

1 
2 

11 
10 

7 
10 

4 
1 
3 
1 
4 

73 
2 

 

Property type 

Flat 
Terraced house 
Semi-detached house 
Detached house 
Bungalow 
Prefer not to say 

79 
123 
195 
152 

53 
6 

13 
20 
32 
25 

9 
1 

 

Total 608   

 



 

Accent/PJM Appendix 2B WRMP19 Customer research 190812 v3.0  Page 17 of 67 

e. Weighting 

To correct for the divergences between the population target profile and the achieved 
sample proportions, we performed iterative proportional fitting, or raking, to produce a 
set of calibrated survey weights such that the sample weighted totals of control variables 
matched the known population totals by gender, age and SEG. 
 
The weights were used in all subsequent analysis, except where indicated.  As such the 
results can be considered to be representative of the South East region. 
 
  

                                                
 

2 based on Census2011KeyStats.xlsx, SE region (household reference person-based statistics used). 

3 SEG in population statistics based on under 65s only. 

4 Level 1: 1-4 O Levels/CSE/GCSEs (any grades), Entry Level, Foundation Diploma, NVQ Level 

1,Foundation GNVQ, Basic/Essential Skills; Level 2: 5+ O Level (Passes)/CSEs (Grade 1)/GCSEs (Grades 

A*-C), School Certificate, 1 A Level/ 2-3 AS Levels/VCEs, Intermediate/Higher Diploma, Welsh 

Baccalaureate Intermediate Diploma, NVQ level 2, Intermediate GNVQ, City and Guilds Craft, BTEC 

First/General Diploma, RSA Diploma; Level 3: 2+ A Levels/VCEs, 4+ AS Levels, Higher School Certificate, 

Progression/Advanced Diploma, Welsh Baccalaureate Advanced Diploma, NVQ Level 3; Advanced GNVQ, 

City and Guilds Advanced Craft, ONC, OND, BTEC National, RSA Advanced Diploma; Level 4 and above: 

Degree (for example BA, BSc), Higher Degree (for example MA, PhD, PGCE), NVQ Level 4-5, HNC, HND, 

RSA Higher Diploma, BTEC Higher level, Foundation degree (NI), Professional qualifications (for example 

teaching, nursing, accountancy); Other qualifications: Vocational/Work-related Qualifications, Foreign 

Qualifications (not stated/level unknown) 
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11. PARTICIPANT FEEDBACK 

a. SP Feedback 

Following completion of the choice exercise, all participants were asked to state whether 
or not they felt able to make comparisons between the presented options, whether they 
found any of the options or initiatives hard to understand, and whether any of the options 
seemed unrealistic to them. These questions are a useful measure of the validity of the 
choice exercise responses. 
 
The results in Table 8 show that a large majority of participants (89.8%) stated that they 
did feel able to make comparisons between the options presented to them, while small 
proportions stated that they found some of the options or initiative hard to understand 
(15.3%) or that some part(s) seemed unrealistic (10.5%).  These are all good figures for 
an SP exercise, and are thus supportive of the validity of the results. 
 
Table 8: SP feedback 

Feedback question YES NO 

Did you generally feel able to make comparisons 
between the options presented to you? 

89.8% 10.2% 

Did you find any of the options or initiatives hard to 
understand? 

15.3% 84.7% 

Did anything you were asked about seem unrealistic 
to you? 

10.5% 89.5% 

Base: All interviews (608), unweighted. 

b. Survey Enjoyment 

At the end of the survey, all participants were asked to rate their enjoyment in completing 
the questionnaire using a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 meant ‘low enjoyment’ and 10 meant 
‘high enjoyment’. The mean (unweighted) rating was 7.3, which is high for an SP survey 
and thus validates the efforts put in place to develop an engaging questionnaire for 
customers. 
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12. AWARENESS, ATTITUDES AND USAGE 

a. Introduction 

This section presents descriptive charts and statistics from various questions in the survey 
on attitudes, experiences and usage.  This includes information on: awareness and usage 
of water saving information (b), attitudes towards current bill levels (c), the perceived 
impact of a TUB (d); usage of water in ways that would be restricted under a TUB (e),  
‘simple’ priorities among the selection of possible water supply-demand measures 
presented to respondents (f), and attitudes to service level variation across the SEW 
supply area (g), attitudes to water saving (h), and attitudes to future generations and the 
environment (i).   
 
Responses to these questions are potentially interesting in their own right, but they are 
also in some cases useful as a means of validating the main WTP results. This is done by 
analysing the extent to which the main WTP results vary as expected in line with answers 
to the attitude, experience and usage questions.  This analysis is discussed in section 13. 

b. Awareness and Use of Water Saving Information 

All participants were asked whether they are aware of the information provided on South 
East Water’s website about measurements to help saving water. As shown in Table 9, over 
70% of all participants confirmed that they were aware of this information and almost 
half of these said they had used the information to reduce their water usage. Out of those 
who were unaware of the information, almost 60% confirmed that their household would 
be likely to use it to help them reduce their water usage. 
 
Table 9: Awareness and use of water saving information 

Question 
Yes 
(%) 

No 
(%) 

Don’t 
know 

(%) 

Are you aware that SEW provides information on its website 
about ways you can save water in your home?1 

70.6% 29.7% 
 

Have you ever used any water saving information from SEW 
to help you save water in your home?² 

43.8% 49.9% 6.3% 

Would your household be likely to use this sort of 
information to help reduce its water usage?³ 

57.6% 30.7% 11.7% 

¹ Base: All participants (608) 
² Base All who were aware of SEW website info (429) 
³Base: All who were unaware of SEW website info (179) 

c. Attitude Towards the Bill 

All participants were asked to indicate how they felt about the level of their current water 
bill (see Table 10). Just under 60% of all households felt that their water bill was ‘About 
right’, with a very small number stating that it was ‘Too little’ or ‘Far too little’. A sizeable 
minority felt that their current bill was ‘Slightly too much’ or ‘Far too much’.  
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Table 10: Attitude towards bill 

Annual bill size Frequency¹ 

Far too little 0.2% 

Too little 1.6% 

About right 58.4% 

Slightly too much 22.7% 

Far too much 13.5% 

Don’t know 3.6% 

¹ Base: All participants (608) 
 

A further segmentation of these attitudes shows some differences between customers 
with and without a meter.  The share of participants who felt that their bill was too much 
was similar between both groups, but unmetered customers were more likely than 
metered customers to say ‘Far too much’ rather than ‘Slightly too much’. 
 
Table 11: Attitude towards bill, by meter status 

“How do you feel about the amount that 
you pay for water and sewerage services?” Metered¹ Unmetered² 

Far too little 0.2% 0.0% 

Too little 1.7% 1.6% 

About right 57.6% 61.4% 

Slightly too much 24.1% 17.3% 

Far too much 12.5% 17.3% 

Don’t know 4.0% 2.4% 

¹ Base: Respondents with meter (481) 
² Base Respondents with no meter (127) 

d. Impact of a Hosepipe Ban 

Participants were asked to state their perceived impact of TUB restrictions on their 
household.  The results in Figure 3 show that only a minority (17%) said that the 
restrictions would have ‘No impact’, while the majority of the remainder said they would 
have ‘A small impact’.  Only 5% said they would have ‘A big impact’.  
 
Figure 4: Impact of a hosepipe ban 

 
¹ Base: All participants (608) 
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e. Usage of Water 

With reference to the uses of water that would be restricted under a TUB, participants 
were asked which of them they currently enjoy (see Figure 5). The most frequent uses of 
water included ‘Watering a garden using a hosepipe’, followed by ‘Watering plants using 
a hosepipe’ and Cleaning a private vehicle using a hosepipe’. On the other end of the scale 
were ‘cleaning a private leisure boat’ and ‘Filling or maintaining an ornamental fountain’.  
These results seem intuitive.   
 
Figure 5: Use of water 

 
Base: All participants (608) 

 

f. Simple Priorities over Supply Demand Measures 

Prior to the water resources management choice exercise, customers were asked to 
consider the range of options which they would most want to see put in place by SEW. 
The results are depicted in Figure 6 showing ‘Leakage reduction’ being chosen by two 
thirds of all participants making it the most popular measure far ahead of ‘Water 
efficiency’ and ‘Surface water reservoirs’ that are chosen by less than half and less than 
one third of participants, alternatively. At the other end of scale ‘Water transfers’, 
‘Effluent reuse’ and ‘Desalination’ were chosen by the fewest.  
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Figure 6: Service levels most preferred to be implemented 

 
¹ Base: All participants (608) 

 
The findings in Figure 6 are largely consistent with those in Figure 7 which shows the ranking 
of measures least desired.  Here, ‘Effluent reuse’ and ‘Desalination’ rank the highest, 
while ‘Leakage reduction’ and ‘Water efficiency’ rank the lowest.  
 
Figure 7: Service levels least desired to be implemented 

 
¹ Base: All participants (608) 

 
We refer to the results above as participants’ ‘simple priorities’, which distinguishes them 
from the truer priorities that will emerge from application of CBA using the main WTP 
results obtained from the choice responses. These simple priorities only qualitatively 
factor in the impacts of the measures on the supply-demand balance and their bills and 
do not factor in at all the context in which the measure is to be applied with respect to 
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the overall package composition and cost. All of these factors are accounted for fully 
when applying CBA with the main WTP results obtained from the choice responses. 
 
The most useful application of these results is as a means of cross-checking the answers 
that emerge from the main choice exercise analysis. This can be done by introducing the 
answers to these simple priority questions as explanatory factors in the econometric 
models based on the choice data to verify that they are correlated in the expected way, 
namely that those choosing a particular service measure as the most important to 
improve tend to give that measure a greater weight than other participants when making 
their choices.  This analysis is reported on in Appendix B. 

g. Attitudes to Service Level Variation 

Participants were asked two questions following the choice exercise relating to the 
equalisation of service levels across the SEW supply area (Table 12). The results here show 
that the majority of customers expressed a preference for equalisation of service levels, 
rather than allowing them to vary across the region. 
 
Table 12: Attitudes to service level variation 

Question 
Frequency 

(%) 

Currently customers across the entire supply area have the same chance of experiencing 
hosepipe bans, rota cuts to supply and standpipes despite different geological factors 
that mean supply issues may vary across the region. Which if the following would you 
prefer? 

 

1.  Customers across the entire supply area have the same chance of 
experiencing hosepipe bans, rota cuts to supply and standpipes 

65.8 

2.  Customers have different chances of experiencing hosepipe bans, rota cuts 
and standpipes depending on where they live in the supply area. 

34.2 

And customers across the supply area also have the same chance of experiencing an 
interruption to their water supply. Which of the following would you prefer? 

 

1.  Customers across the entire supply area have the same chance of 
experiencing an interruption to their water supply 

60.4 

2.  Customers have different chances of experiencing an interruption to their 
water supply depending on where they live in the supply area. 

39.6 

Base: All participants (608) 

 

h. Attitudes to Water Saving 

Participants were asked: ‘Which one of the following statements most closely applies to 
your use of water?’ (Table 13).  The responses showed that the majority tended to be 
careful about their water use, and were fairly evenly split in terms of whether it was to 
avoid wasting water or to try and keep the bill down.  
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Table 13: Attitudes to water saving 

Which one of the following statements most closely applies to your use of water? Frequency (%) 

I'm careful about how much I use because I don't want to waste water 36.5 

I'm careful about how much I use to keep my bill down 33.9 

I don't know how much I use but I am conscious about it 24.8 

I don't know how much I use and I don't think about it 4.8 

Base: All participants (608) 

 

i. Attitudes to Future Generations and the Environment 

Participants were asked to state how strongly they agreed or disagreed with three 
statements relating to future generations and the environment (Figure 8).  The results 
suggest that the majority consider their impact on the environment, are happy to pay a 
bit more for products and services that are environmentally friendly, and wish to look 
after the world for future generations. 
 
Figure 8: Attitudes to future generations and the environment 

 
Base: All participants (608) 

 

  

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

I am conscious of the world around me and want to
look after it for future generations

I'm happy to pay a bit more for products and services
that are environmentally friendly

I consider the impact of my actions on the
environment

Strongly disagree Disagree Neither Agree Strongly agree Don't know
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13. WILLINGNESS TO PAY FINDINGS 

a. Introduction 

The main results from this study in respect of preferences between and willingness to pay 
for water supply-demand measures are obtained via an econometric analysis of 
responses to the choice exercise questions.  
 
Our approach to analysis consisted of the following steps: 
 

 estimating econometric models to explain participant’s choices 

 calculating willingness to pay (WTP) from the final econometric model 
 
Section b provides an overview of our analysis methodology, followed by the description 
of the econometric model in Section c. Finally, Section 15.a presents and discusses our 
main WTP results.  

b. Analysis Methodology 

As described in section 9, the data set for the analysis consisted of a sequence of eight 
choices per participant each between two alternatives.5 Choices are interpreted in our 
analysis as indicating that the utility of the chosen option was greater than the utility of 
the non-chosen option. This interpretation follows the principles of random utility theory 
(see for example Train, 20036). 
 
The alternatives shown to participants were generic, i.e. there were no systematic 
differences between Option A and Option B, hence a common utility specification was 
assumed for both alternatives with no alternative specific constants.  
 
The utility of an option for a participant was modelled as being comprised of a component 
that depended deterministically on the levels of the attributes and a second component 
that was assumed to be random for the purposes of estimation but which may actually 
reflect non-random, but simply unobserved, participant preferences. 
 
Table 14 describes the variables used in the analysis - for a full description of the variables 
see Table 3. All of the supply-demand measures variables were represented by dummy 
variables equal to one if the measure is included in the plan and equal to zero if not. 
Additionally, the frequency of TUBs and of rota cuts/standpipes were both represented 
by continuous variables, hose and rota respectively, equal to the chance of a ban per year.  
 
With respect to the bill impact, we split this into positive and negative coefficients to take 
account of the fact that people tend to be more sensitive to bill increases generally than 
they are to bill decreases.  We therefore created two bill variables, billpos which 
measured the percentage change in the current bill, where this was positive, and was 

                                                
 

5 For the purposes of analysis, which was conducted using the Stata software package, the data were organised so that 
an observation represented an individual option, so that for N participants in the sample, there would potentially be N*8*2 
= 16N observations in each model, providing none were excluded. 

6 Train, K. (2003) Discrete Choice Methods with Simulation, Cambridge. 
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equal to zero otherwise; and billneg which measured the percentage change in the 
current bill, where this was negative, and was equal to zero otherwise.  
 
Table 14: Variables used in econometric analysis 

Variable name Description Values taken by variable 

reservoirs Increase surface water reservoirs {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

undergroundstorage Increase underground storage {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

groundwater Increase groundwater use {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

recycling Effluent reuse {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

desalination Build new desalination plants {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

transfers Water transfers from neighbouring companies {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

waterefficiency 
Water saving measures including education on how to save water 
and issue of water saving devices to customers 

{1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

leakage Reduction of leakage  {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

treatment Improving water treatment works {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

catchmanagement Remove pollution at the source {1=’included’; 0=’excluded’} 

hose Frequency of TUB (chance per year) 0.2 / 0.1 / 0.067 / 0.05 

rota Frequency of rota cut (chance per year) 0.02 / 0.01 / 0.005 / 0.002 

billpos 
Percentage change in participant’s water bill where positive; 0 
otherwise 

0 /0.05 / 0.1 / 0.15 / 0.2  

billneg 
Percentage change in participant’s water bill where negative; 0 
otherwise 

-0.1, 0 

 
Our principal model for obtaining WTP results was specified such that the utility of an 
option was as follows. 
 
(6.1) Uijt =  β1reservoirs20ijt + β2undergroundstorage ijt + β3groundwaterijt + β4recyclingijt 

+ β5desalinationijt + β6tranfersijt + β7waterefficiencyijt + β8wleakageijt + 
β9treatmentijt + β10catchmanagementijt + β11hoseijt β12rotaijt + γ1billposijt + 
γ2billnegijt + εijt 

 
In equation (6.1), Uijt indicates the utility associated with option j for participant i on 
choice occasion t. All of the variables from Table 14 entered the utility function linearly 
with parameters β1, β2, ..., β7 and γ2 .  Finally, εijt is a random error term. 
 
Each of the econometric models was estimated as a panel mixed logit model (Revelt and 
Train, 19987). The panel mixed logit modelling approach requires making two further 
assumptions: firstly, that the error term is independently and identically distributed 
according to the Extreme Value distribution, and secondly that the β parameters are 
distributed according to a specified family, to be decided by the analyst. In our analysis, 
we treated each parameter as having a normal distribution in the population, except for 
the bill coefficients, γ1 and γ2, which were treated as being fixed.  
 
In general, the marginal utility estimates (βk parameters) have meaning in this type of 
model as indicators of preference only in relation to one another and not in absolute 
terms. The ratio of (minus) each β parameter to γ indicates the mean, and median, WTP 

                                                
 

7 Revelt, D. and Train, K. (1998) Mixed Logit with Repeated Choices: Households' Choices of 

Appliance Efficiency Level, The Review of Economics and Statistics, 80(4), 647-657. 
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for a change of 1 unit in the variable corresponding to the β parameter, holding all other 
variables constant.   
 
The WTP values obtained from this model for the supply-demand measures hold the 
frequency of TUB and rota constant, and so can be interpreted as the ‘external’ cost or 
benefit of the measure, after accounting for the direct value of the measure’s impact on 
the water supply-demand balance. In principle, the values could be positive or negative, 
depending on whether the external effects on customers are themselves considered 
positively or negatively.  
 
Positive values would indicate that customers are willing to pay for the measure to be 
implemented, in addition to their WTP for that measure’s contribution to the water 
supply-demand balance. Negative figures would indicate that the measure carries an 
external cost to customers that should be offset against their WTP for that measure’s 
contribution to the water supply-demand balance.  

c. Econometric Model Results 

14. Preliminary Finding:  Customers Averse to Bill Reductions 

Results from our initial model showed a positive coefficient for billneg, implying that 
participants preferred a smaller bill decrease over a larger negative bill change. This is 
highly counterintuitive, and not sensible for a final model as it would imply that 
customers would prefer bills to stay the same rather than see a bill reduction even if the 
service stays exactly the same.  This incongruity was overcome by removing billneg from 
the final model, thus implicitly restricting the sensitivity to bill reductions to be zero.   
 
This is a key finding from our analysis, and is consistent with findings we have observed 
elsewhere at PR19 and at PR14 to the extent that we consider it to be a stylised fact of 
WTP research in the water sector.  The evidence here suggests that customers are averse 
to bill reductions, at least insofar as they respond to the choices put to them in this WTP 
survey, and hence would not accept any deterioration in service levels in exchange for a 
lower bill.  Moreover, the implication is that customers would prefer any degree of 
improvement rather than a bill reduction. 

15. Final Econometric Model 

Table 15 shows the results of the final econometric model. The coefficients can be 
interpreted as marginal utilities; a positive sign suggest therefore that the service is 
favourably valued by the average participant whereas a negative coefficient implies that 
participants perceive the service as undesirable. 
 
Results in Table 15 show that the model fits the data well. Out of the ten tested measures, 
eight are statistical significant at the 1% level; only the two measures with the smallest 
coefficients, recycling and desalination, fail to do so. The three variables that carried a 
strong theoretical prior, hose, rota and billpos, all entered the models with the expected 
negative sign signifying that participants preferred smaller/zero bill increases to larger 
ones and lower chances of TUBs and rota cuts/standpipes to higher chances all else equal.  
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The results in Table 15 show a positive coefficient for all of the ten tested measures 
suggesting that they are all being valued by the average participant beyond their 
contribution to the supply-demand balance.  
Table 15: Econometric model results 

Variable 
Mean 

[Coef. / Std. Err.] 

Reservoirs 0.435 (0.114)*** 

Undergroundstorage 0.571 (0.106)*** 

Groundwater 0.364 (0.082)*** 

Recycling 0.126 (0.094) 

Desalination 0.091 (0.122) 

Transfers 0.283 (0.092)*** 

Waterfficiency 0.608 (0.081)*** 

Leakage 0.981 (0.103)*** 

Treatment 0.499 (0.093)*** 

Catchmanagement 0.226 (0.085)*** 

Hose -2.473 (0.915)*** 

Rota -5.027 (9.634) 

Billpos -11.153 (1.023)*** 

No. observations (=N*8*2) 9,728 

LL -3049.961 

Prob > chi2 0.000 

Estimated model = mixed logit, assuming normal distributions for all variables except billpos, which was treated as 
fixed. Dependent variable for model = choice, a {0,1} dummy variable indicating that the option was chosen.  Standard 
errors in parentheses; * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.  Variables are as defined in Table 
14.  The “LL” value shows the log likelihood of the model at convergence. 

a. Willingness to Pay Findings 

16. WTP for Supply-Demand Measures 

The results on customers’ WTP for the supply-demand measures, measured in £ per 
household per year, net of their impact on the supply-demand balance, are presented in 
Table 16 and Figure 9. The values are derived from the results of the econometric model in 
Table 15 by dividing each coefficient by minus the coefficient of billpos, and multiplying by 
the average annual SEW bill (£206).  
 
Table 16: Willingness to pay for supply-demand measures 

Supply-Demand Measure 
WTP (£/HH/year) 

Central Range 

Reduce leakage rate 18.11 *** (15.20 / 21.02) 

Higher water efficiency 11.23 *** (8.23 / 14.23) 

Underground storage 10.54 *** (7.46 / 13.62) 

More water gained from water treatment works 9.21 *** (6.40 / 12.03) 

New surface water reservoirs 8.03 *** (4.56 / 11.49) 

Increase ground water use 6.73 *** (4.09 / 9.37) 

New water transfers from neighboring companies 5.22 ** (2.21 / 8.23) 

Catchment management 4.18 ** (1.18 / 7.17) 

More effluent reuse 2.32  (-0.93 / 5.57) 

Desalination 1.69  (-2.55 / 5.93) 

 
As indicated by the econometric results, the highest WTP is measured for a reduction in 
the leakage rate namely £18.11, followed by an improvement of the water efficiency and 
an expansion of the current underground storage capacity. The lowest WTP is measured 
for desalination and a more efficient recycling process, where the hypothesis of zero WTP 
cannot be rejected at the 10% level of significance for either of these two measures.  
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Figure 9: Willingness to pay for supply-demand measures (£/household/year) 

 
 
The results in Table 16 and Figure 9 are intended to be usable in cost-benefit appraisals of 
alternative supply-demand measures for inclusion in SEW’s water resources 
management plan potentially in conjunction with results from other research. Each value 
could be treated as an additional benefit, over and above the value associated with the 
supply-demand impact of the measure in question, which would offset some of the 
financial cost associated with implementing the measure.  Inclusion of these values in 
cost-benefit appraisals could affect the set of options being chosen as optimal from the 
point of view of customers for SEW’s resources management plan. 

17. WTP for Improved Levels of Service 

Table 17 shows the results regarding the households’ WTP for a reduction in the frequency 
of TUBs and rota cuts/standpipes. The results are statistically significant only in the case 
of TUBs and not in the case of rota cuts/standpipes, which indicates that the hypothesis 
of zero WTP for reductions in the frequency of rota cuts/standpipes cannot be rejected 
at the 10% level of significance.   Nonetheless, the best estimate is that there is some 
positive WTP for improvements in the levels of service.  
 
As described in section 13.c, there are no values for the willingness to accept 
deteriorations in service in exchange for lower bills because the results showed that 
people were averse to bill reductions on average. This suggests that there is no bill 
reduction that could possibly compensate customers for reductions in their level of 
service, a finding which is consistent with results we have seen elsewhere across the 
industry in PR19 and at PR14 WTP research. 
 
Table 17: Willingness to pay for improved levels of service 

Level of service change WTP (£/HH/year) 

Frequency of temporary use bans  

Base (1 in 10) to +1 (1 in 15) 1.52** 

Base (1 in 10) to +2 (1 in 20) 2.28** 

Frequency of rota cuts to supply and/or standpipes  

Base (1 in 100) to +1 (1 in 200) 0.46 

Base (1 in 100) to +2 (1 in 500) 0.74 

***, **, * indicates statistical significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively. 
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The results in Table 17 show that customers were willing to pay £1.52 per year on top of 
their current bills, on average, for a reduction in the chance of a TUB from 1 in 10 to 1 in 
15, and were willing to pay £0.46 per year, on average, for a reduction in the chance of 
rota cuts/standpipes from 1 in 100 to 1 in 200. 

a. Analysis of WTP Variation 

An important test of the validity of the WTP results from an SP survey concerns analysing 
the extent to which WTP varies in line with expectation (Bateman et al. 20028).   In 
Appendix B we report on an econometric analysis of the determinants of choice, and 
WTP, variation which performs this test.   
 
In summary, we test the following hypotheses: 
 

 Responses given to the choice exercise should be consistent with the responses to 
the earlier “simple priority” questions in the survey, which asked respondents to 
choose their preferred measures for inclusion in SEW’s plan, and the measures they 
would least like to see implemented. (Figure 6 and Figure 7 showed the responses to 
these questions.) 

 Respondents saying their current bill was “Far too much” should be more cost 
sensitive than other respondents. 

 Respondents stated that a hosepipe ban would have “A big impact” on them should 
give greater weight to the frequency of hosepipe bans when choosing between 
options – that is, they should be relatively more averse to more frequent hosepipe 
bans than other respondents.  

The results from our econometric analysis, reported in full in Appendix B, find no 
statistically significant coefficients that have the opposite sign to expected, and many 
statistically significant findings that do have the expected sign.  Overall, the results from 
our econometric analysis are therefore uniformly supportive of the validity of the results.   
 
  

                                                
 

8 Bateman, I. J., Carson, R. T., Day, B., Hanemann, W. M., Hanley, N., Hett, T., Jones-Lee, M., Loomes, G., Mourato, S., 
Ozedemiroglu, E., Pearce, D., Sugden, R. and Swanson, J. (2002) Economic Valuation with Stated Preference 
Techniques: A Manual, Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, UK. 
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18. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The research presented in this report has examined customers’ preferences in relation to 
the different ways that SEW could manage its future water resources. A robust stated 
preference approach was used to assess customers’ willingness to pay for, or accept, 
supply-demand measures, and their willingness to pay for, or accept, changes to the 
frequencies of TUBs and rota cuts/standpipes.  
 
A first finding from this research was that customers appeared to be averse to bill 
reductions, and were not willing to accept a deterioration of their current service level in 
exchange for a decrease in their average water bill.  Moreover, the results suggest they 
would prefer any improvement in service rather than have a bill reduction, if this could 
be achieved. 
 
Amongst the supply-demand measures, the highest WTP was found for reducing leakage 
(£18.11/household/year), followed by higher water efficiency through education and the 
distribution of water saving devices (£11.23), and expanding on the current underground 
storage capacity (£10.54). These results are ‘external’ values, net of the value of the 
impact of each measure on the water supply-demand balance itself. 
 
With respect to levels of service, customers were, on average, willing to pay a small 
increase in their bill for achieving a reduction in the frequency of TUBs and rota 
cuts/standpipes.  In the case of rota cuts/standpipes, however, this WTP amount was not 
significantly different from zero at the 10% level of significance. 
 
The estimates obtained from this research can be used in cost-benefit appraisals of 
alternative supply-demand measures for inclusion in SEW’s water resources 
management plan potentially in conjunction with other research findings. Each value 
could be treated as an additional benefit, over and above the value associated with the 
supply-demand impact of the measure in question, which would offset some of the 
financial cost associated with implementing the measure. Inclusion of these values in 
cost-benefit appraisals could affect the set of options being chosen as optimal from the 
point of view of customers for SEW’s resources management plan. 
 
Overall, the valuation estimates presented appear to be meaningful measures of SEW’s 
customers’ values for the range of supply-demand measures contained within the survey, 
net of their effects on the water supply-demand balance. As such, we recommend the 
estimates as appropriate for use within SEW’s water resources management planning.  
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7. Additional research undertaken during 

dWRMP19 consultation 

During the 12 week consultation period we undertook a series of focus group sessions 

and individual interviews with 616 household customers which were tasked at 

reviewing a number of areas, including: 

 Resilience 12 week consultation period we undertook a series of focus group 
sessions and individual interviews with 616 household customers which were task 

 per capita consumption (PCC)/water efficiency rtook a series of focus group 
sessions and indivit demand management options we were proposing were 
acceptable to customers, and whether our forecast reductions in per capita 
consumption included in the dWRMP19 were ambitious enough   

 leakage ta consumption (PCC)/water efficiency rtook a series of focus nd 
acceptance of different demand management options we were proposing were 
acceptable to customers, and whether our forecast reductions in per capita 
consumption inclue ambitious reductions of 15 per cent by 2025  

 option rankings mption (PCC)/water efficiency – we tested preference and 
acceptance of different demand management op 

 

Across our supply area 510 household customers were interviewed online and 106 

household customers were interviewed face to face. Those interview provided a good 

representation of our customers, including vulnerable and hard to reach households.   

Household Individual Interviews – views on dWRMP19 

Overall 83 per cent of customers interviewed supported our published dRMRP19 with 

associated bill impacts, although this dropped slightly to 79 per cent among lower 

income householders. 
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Figure 104: Acceptability of plan excluding inflation 

 

Most customers were happy to retain levels of service for temporary use bans at one in 

10 years included in the dWRMP19   

The majority, 84 per cent of customers were satisfied that levels of resilience should not 

be increased beyond the one in 200 year reference level of service proposed by Defra. 

With 57 per cent of customers considering levels of resilience should be between one in 

100 year and up to one in 200 year.  

Only 16 per cent of customers thought we should plan to never impose standpipes and 

rota cuts.  

The top three preferred options were leakage reduction, new reservoirs and help for 

households to use less water. There was a strong desire for new reservoirs to provide 

habitats and recreation facilities.  

Household Individual Interviews – views on including more ambitious leakage 

reductions and per capita consumption reductions 

Approximately half (49 per cent) of household customers were supportive and 29 per 

cent very supportive of reducing leakage further than proposed in the dWRMP19.  

Of the householders surveyed, 33 per cent said they would accept a £5 bill impact to 

achieve a 10 per cent leakage reduction, whereas 36 per cent would accept a £10 bill 

impact to achieve a 15 per cent leakage reduction. 

This confirmed that the adopting a 15 per cent leakage reduction by 2025 in our 

rWRMP19 would attract a good level of support by our customers.  

6%
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8%

56%

27%
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Prefer not to answer, Don’t know

Completely unsupportive

Unsupportive

Supportive
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We provided customers with comparative per capita consumption data for water 

companies and we included a revised, more ambitious, per capita consumption 

forecast. 

Of householders surveyed, 77 per cent were either supportive or very supportive of 

reducing per capita consumption further than in the dWRMP19.  

This confirmed that the adopting our revised per capita consumption forecast in our 

rWRMP19 would attract a good level of support by our customers.  

When preparing our more ambitious per capita consumption forecast we reviewed our 

water efficiency programme (see section 6)  to take account of the short term actions 

necessary to align best with the longer term projections included in the National 

Infrastructure Committee report and the Artesia report prepared on behalf of Ofwat.  

Figure 5 below illustrates good level of alignment between our forecasts and the longer 

term values included in those reports.   
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Figure 15: Comparisons of our revised per capita consumption forecast with recent 

published reports by National infrastructure Commission and Artesia consulting on 

behalf for Ofwat. 

Per capita 

Consumption (l/h/d) 2025 2040 2050 

2065 

 2080 

South East Water  

dWRMP19 144 141 140 139 138 

South East Water 

rWRMP19 figures  139 123 115 103 90 

National Infrastructure 

Commission Report - - 118 - - 

Ofwat (Artesia) Report 

(South East region) - - - 110 to 76 - 

 

There was reasonable support for catchment management and customers wanted to 

see us using water carefully at water treatment works and minimising water wastage. 

The majority (83 per cent) of customers only wanted to see groundwater abstraction if 

it doesn’t affect the environment. 

The three option types that people most wanted to avoid were desalination, 

wastewater re-use and regional water transfers which each received mixed views. 

Focus Groups 

Eight focus group sessions took place with a total of 74 participants (Error! Reference 

ource not found.16).  

Focus group findings concluded: 

Resilience: 

The sessions highlighted that customers understood the problems we face in the future 

with supply demand balance. Customers were acutely aware of temporary use bans, 

however additional water restrictions were not well understood. 

The move from a one in 100 year, to one in 200 year drought reference level was 
supported. 
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Per capita consumption: 

While customers were happy to work with us to reduce the amount of water consumed, 
there was some reluctance evident to co-operate due to the company’s leak levels. 
 
There was a strong sense within the sessions that educating future generations is key, 
but there were mixed reactions to the use of water saving devices and smart data. 
 
There was a feeling that our reduction targets are acceptable, however equally could be 
more ambitious. 
 
Leakage: 

While customers are aware of our responsibilities to finding and fixing leaks they would 

like us to prioritise repairs according to cost and the amount of water lost.  

Most believed that the four per cent proposed reduction was not ambitious and that a 

15 per cent reduction would be possible.  

Option rankings: 

All the options included within the dWRMP19 were presented to respondents with 

images and details of the pros and cons, customers then ranked the options from most 

preferred to least preferred. 

There was broad agreement with how we ranked the options, with leakage reduction 

being the most preferred option with desalination the least preferred.  

Conclusions 
 
This additional customer research confirmed customers were willing to support more 

ambitious per capita consumption and leakage reduction figures as summarised in 

figures below.  

Figure 21: Acceptability of plans to reduce leakage 
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Figure 112: Acceptability of plans to reduce per capita consumption 

 

As further assurance step, we asked our EFG to comment on whether our revised 

leakage reductions and per capita consumption reductions tested with customers, were 

sufficiently stretching.   

We achieved a strong consensus from EFG members who responded, that reducing 

leakage by 15 per cent in 2025 represented a sufficiently stretching target. 

The feedback from the EFG members who responded on more ambitious per capita 

consumption figures was mixed: 

 The majority of feedback received considered it to be a sufficiently stretching 

target both in the short and longer term.  

 There was recognition that many factors required to reduce per capita 

consumption were arguably outside of South East Water’s control, and that 

industry comparators may not adequately reflect the current performance or 

particular circumstances of each company. 

 One organisation on the EFG considered the revised figures were not sufficiently 

stretching and proposed a ‘far more stretching’ target of 100l/h/d by 2025 and 

75l/h/d by 2050. We noted that these figures far exceeded the long term per 

capita consumption projections considered stretching by the National 

Infrastructure Commission and by Artesia in their report for Ofwat, and we did 

consider them to be achievable given our own circumstances and starting 

position. Following further discussion, we have shared more detail of our 

planned demand management programme for AMP7 (see section 6) to 

demonstrate and reassure that at the very least our approach is comparable 

with the levels and types of activity to be expected to meet industry good 

practice.  
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APPENDIX A 

Questionnaire 
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SYSTEM INFORMATION: 
DELETE IF ONLINE: Interviewer number: 
DELETE IF ONLINE: Interviewer name: 
Date: 
Time interview started: 

Introduction  
CATI:  Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is ....... from Accent and I am carrying out research to 
understand the views of different types of people living in your area.  
 
Please may I speak to whoever is responsible – either jointly or solely – for paying your household’s water 

bills? WHEN SPEAKING TO APPROPRIATE CONTACT CONTINUE WITH EXPLANATION 

 
READ OUT IF NECESSARY: We would be happy to tell you the name of our client at the end of the interview 
but would rather not mention their name now as we don’t want their identity to influence how you answer 
some of the questions at the beginning of the interview.   
 
This is a bona fide market research exercise. It is being conducted under the Market Research Society Code 
of Conduct which means that any answers you give will be treated in confidence. Can you spare 2 minutes 
to run through a few questions to check that you are eligible to take part in this research? 
 
If you would like to confirm Accent’s credentials please call the MRS free on 0500 396999. 
 
CAPI: Good morning/afternoon/evening. My name is ....... from Accent and I am carrying out research for 
South East Water to understand the views of different types of people living in your area. 
 
Can I just ask you a couple of questions to check that you are eligible to take part in this research?  
 
Any answer you give will be treated in confidence in accordance with the Code of Conduct of the Market 
Research Society. 
 
ONLINE: Thank you very much for agreeing to complete this on-line survey which is being conducted by 
Accent to understand the views of different types of people living in your area.  
 
The research is being conducted under the terms of the MRS code of conduct and is completely confidential. 
If you would like to confirm Accent’s credentials please call the MRS free on 0800 975 9596. 
 
To begin, we will just ask you a couple of questions to check that you are eligible to take part in this research. 
 
Any answer you give will be treated in confidence in accordance with the Code of Conduct of the Market 
Research Society. 
 

Scoping questions  

Q1. Please confirm that you are responsible – either solely or jointly – for your household’s water bill? 
 
1. Yes 
2. No THANK & CLOSE 

 

3109 
Water Resources Management Plan 

(PR19 SEW) 
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Q2. We need to check that we are speaking to residents in specific parts of the country. Please can you 
tell us your full postcode? 
 
PLEASE CLICK ON THE DROPDOWN MENU BELOW AND SELECT THE LETTERS IN THE FIRST PART OF 
YOUR POSTCODE. THEN CLICK ON THE BOX AND TYPE IN THE NUMBER(S) FROM THE FIRST PART 
OF YOUR POSTCODE.             
                                                                                                          
Prefer not to answer    THANK AND CLOSE – NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 
None of the above letter combinations THANK AND CLOSE – NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 

 
Q2a Hidden question 

 

 DP LOOKUP POSTCODE TO IDENTIFY: 

1. Thames Water area 
2. Southern Water area 
3. Not on postcode look up  

 

Q3. ASK IF CONFIRMED POSTCODE MATCHES LOOK UP AND THAMES AREA: According to our records 
your water service is provided by South East Water and your sewerage services by Thames Water.  

ASK IF CONFIRMED POSTCODE MATCHES LOOK UP AND SOUTHERN AREA: According to our 
records your water service is provided by South East Water and your sewerage services by Southern 
Water 

Is that correct? 

1. Yes  
2. No GO TO Q4  
3. Don’t know THANK & CLOSE 
 

Q4. ASK IF CONFIRMED POSTCODE DOES NOT MATCH LOOK UP: Can you tell me who supplies your 
water and sewerage services? 
 
1. South East Water supplies my water services only, Southern Water supplies my sewerage – CODE AS SOUTHERN 

WATER AREA 
2. South East Water supplies my water services only, Thames Water supplies my sewerage – CODE AS THAMES WATER 

AREA 
3. South East Water supplies my water services only, I have a septic tank for my sewerage water – FOR BILLING 

PURPOSES CODE AS SOUTHERN WATER (WATER ONLY) 
4. None of the above – THANK AND CLOSE 
5. Don’t know THANK AND CLOSE 

 

Q5. AREA CHECK: If Q3=1 or Q4=1 code as ‘DUAL SUPPLY’ 
 If Q4=3 code as ‘WATER ONLY’ 
 

Q6. Do you or any of your close family work or have worked in the recent past in the market research, or 
water sector?  
 
1. Yes – market research THANK & CLOSE  
2. Yes – water THANK & CLOSE  
3. No  

 

Q7. Which of the following best describes your household?  
 
1. Owner Occupier (with or without mortgage) CLASSIFY AS HOMEOWNER  
2. Shared Ownership or Keyworker  CLASSIFY AS HOMEOWNER 
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3. Private Rented  CLASSIFY AS TENANT 
4. Housing Association Rented  CLASSIFY AS TENANT (SOCIAL HOUSING,  
5. WILL INCLUDE COUNCIL HOUSING IF MENTIONED) 
6. Refused -N/A   THANK & CLOSE FOR ONLINE CHANGE THIS TEXT TO ‘PREFER 

NOT TO SAY’ 
7. Don’t know   THANK & CLOSE 

 

Q8. ALL:  IF Q7=3 OR 4 (TENANT) ASK, OTHERS GO TO Q8a: Is your water bill included in your rental payment, 
or do you pay directly to your water company? 
 
1. Included in rent THANK & CLOSE 
2. Pay directly to my water company 

 
Q8A.  Do you have a water meter? 
 
 Yes GO TO Q8C 
 No GO TO Q8B 
 

Q8B.  ASK IF Q8A=2, OTHERS GO TO Q8C: Would you like to have a water meter installed in your 
home?  
 
 Yes GO TO Q8D 

 No, please specify why not? DP ADD TEXT BOX GO TO Q9 

 

Q8C.  ASK IF Q8A=1, OTHERS GO TO Q9: Which of the following applies to you? 
 

Water meter was in the property when we moved in 
I/we asked to have one installed 
It was installed as part of a compulsory metering programme  

 

Q8D.  ASK IF Q8B=1 OR Q8C=2, OTHERS GO TO Q9: IF Q8B=1 SAY: Why would you like to have a 
water meter installed in your home? IF Q8C=2 SAY: Why did you ask to have a water meter installed? 
 

To help save water 
To help save money 
Both to save water & money 
Other, please specify: 

 
 
 

Q9. APPROX. SEG: How would you describe the occupation type of the chief income earner in your 
household? 
 
1. Manual worker (with no qualifications) 
2. Manual worker (with industry qualifications)  
3. Supervisor; clerical; junior managerial, administrative or professional  
4. Intermediate managerial, administrative or professional  
5. Senior managerial or professional  
6. Unemployed 
7. Retired  
8. Student  
9. Prefer not to say GO TO Q12 

 

Q10. IF Q9=7 (RETIRED), ASK ELSE SKIP: Does the chief income earner have a state pension, a private pension 
or both? 
 
1. State only 
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2. Private only 
3. Both 

 

Q11. IF Q10= PRIVATE OR BOTH, ASK ELSE SKIP: How would you describe the chief income earner’s 
occupation type before retirement?  
1. Manual worker (with no qualifications) 
2. Manual worker (with industry qualifications) 
3. Supervisor; clerical; junior managerial, administrative or professional  
4. Intermediate managerial, administrative or professional  
5. Senior managerial or professional  
6. None of these  

 

Q12. SEG: CODE AS FOLLOWS: 
 
IF Q9= 4 or 5; SEG = AB 
IF Q9 = 3; SEG = C1 
IF Q9 = 2; SEG = C2 
IF Q9= 1; SEG = DE 
IF Q9= 6; SEG = DE 
IF Q9= 8; SEG = C1 
 
IF Q9 = 7 and Q10 = State only; SEG = DE 
 
IF Q9= 7 and Q10= Private only OR Both and Q11= 5; SEG = AB 
IF Q9= 7 and Q10= Private only OR Both and Q11= 4; SEG = AB 
IF Q9= 7 and Q10= Private only OR Both and Q11= 3; SEG = C1 
IF Q9= 7 and Q10= Private only OR Both and Q11= 2; SEG = C2 
IF Q9= 7 and Q10= Private only OR Both and Q11= 1; SEG = DE 
IF Q9 = 7 and Q10= Private only OR Both and Q11= 6; SEG = DE 
 
IF Q9= 9; SEG = Not stated 

  
CHECK QUOTAS 
 

Q13. ONLINE What is your age? PLEASE CLICK ON THE BOX BELOW AND TYPE YOUR ANSWER 
CATI & CAPI: How old are you? 
 
DP: PROGRAMME INTO BANDS 
 
16-34 
35-49 
50-64 
65+ 
Prefer not to say 
 
CHECK QUOTAS 
 

Q14. CATI & CAPI: DO NOT ASK: INTERVIEWER RECORD GENDER 

ONLINE: Are you… 

 
1. Male  
2. Female 
3. Prefer not to say 
 
CHECK QUOTAS 
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Main Questionnaire 
CATI: RECRUITMENT Thank you, I can confirm you are in scope for the survey. As I mentioned, we are 
carrying out an important research study looking to understand the views of different types of people living 
in your area. I would be very grateful if you could spare another 20 minutes – either now or at a more 
convenient time – to run through some questions with me. This is your opportunity to influence the 
company’s future plans. You do need to have some materials in front of you which I can either email to you 
now and we can carry on or I can email or post them to you and we can make an arrangement to talk at a 
convenient time for you. Those completing this full interview will become eligible for a £5 Boots, Amazon, 
or M&S voucher (or can have £5 donated to the charity “WaterAid”).  
 
INTERVIEWER: Completing the interview in real time must be your preferred option at all times. 
 
 email, now SEND EMAIL THEN PROCEED 

 cannot continue with interview now SEND EMAIL THEN RECORD APPOINTMENT ON NEXT SCREEN 

 do not have access to email BRING UP APPOINTMENT/ADDRESS BOX 

 no ATTEMPT TO REASSURE & PERSUADE; IF STILL NO, THANK & CLOSE 

 continue without sending email (practice/design/completes) 
 
Date: ............................................................................ Time:………………. 
 
Name:...........................................................................  
 
Address:  
 
Email Address:  

 
 Tel No.  

 

CATI – ONCE READY TO PROCEED: Thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey. As I said previously, we 
are conducting research to understand the views of different types of people living in your area. The 
questionnaire will take 20 minutes. You do not have to answer questions you do not wish to and you can 
terminate the interview at any point.  
 
Can I check that you have your materials ready to refer to? These will have either been sent in the post or 
by email.  
 
INTERVIEWER: PROCEED OR RE-SCHEDULE AS APPROPRIATE. 
 

1. Yes, have materials– PROCEED 
2. No – GO TO APPOINTMENTS SCREEN AND RE-SCHEDULE, RE-SENDING MATERIALS 

 
CAPI: Thank you for agreeing to take part in this survey.  
 
Please be assured that any answer you give will be treated in complete confidence in accordance with the 
Code of Conduct of the UK Market Research Society. You will not be personally identified and we can assure 
you that this is not a sales exercise. 
 
The questionnaire will take about 20 minutes, depending on your answers. Those completing this full 
interview will become eligible for a £5 Boots voucher. You do not have to answer questions you do not wish 
to and you can terminate the interview at any point.  
 
ONLINE: Thank you, you are eligible to take part in this survey. The questionnaire will take about 20 minutes 
to complete, depending on your answers.  
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Please be assured that any answer you give will be treated in complete confidence in accordance with the 
Code of Conduct of the UK Market Research Society. You will not be personally identified and we can assure 
you that this is not a sales exercise. 
 
You do not have to answer questions you do not wish to and you can terminate the interview at any point. 
For convenience you can stop and return to complete the questionnaire as many times as you wish, although 
once submitted you will not be able to enter again. 
 

Your Bill 
We’d like to start by asking you about your bill. 
 

Q15. IF Q2A = 1 OR Q4=4 (THAMES WATER AREA) ASK, OTHERS GO TO Q17: How much is your water and sewerage 
bill from South East Water? You can give this as either a weekly, monthly or annual figure, whichever 
is easier for you. If you do not know exactly, please try and give your best estimate. 
 
1. £ per week 
2. £ per month 
3. £ per year 
4. Don’t know 

 

Q16. Hidden question: Calculate annual bill from Q15 

£ per year 
IF DK, CODE AS £381 FOR THAMES WATER AREA  
 

Q17.  IF Q2A = 2 OR Q4=1 OR 3 OR 5 (SOUTHERN WATER AREA) ASK, OTHERS GO TO Q17: How much is your water bill 
from South East Water? You can give this as either a weekly, monthly or annual figure, whichever is 
easier for you. If you do not know exactly, please try and give your best estimate. 
 
19. £ per week 
20. £ per month 
21. £ per year 
22.  Don’t know 

 

Q18. Hidden question: Calculate annual bill from Q17 
 

£ per year 
IF DK, CODE AS £206 FOR SOUTHERN WATER AREA 

 

Q19. SKIP IF Q15=4 OR Q17=4 (DK), ELSE ASK: Please say if that is an estimate or not? 
 
1. Estimate 
2. Exact amount 

 

Q20. The average annual household water and sewerage bill in your area is £206 IF SOUTHERN OR £381 IF 

THAMES.  
 

ELSE: Previously you said that your annual bill from South East Water is [INPUT FROM Q15 OR Q17; 
please include per week/per month/per year]. IF Q15=1/2 OR Q17=1/2 ADD: This calculates as 
[INPUT FROM Q16 or Q18] per year. 

 
 ASK ALL: How do you feel about the amount that you pay for water services? Is it:  
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1. Far too little 
2. Too little 
3. About right 
4. Slightly too much 
5. Far too much 
6. Don’t know DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW FOR ONLINE 

 

Background on Water Supply Issues 
 

Q21. Are you aware that South East Water provides information on its website about ways you can save 
water in your home? 
 
1. Yes 
2. No GO TO Q23 
 

Q22. ASK IF Q21=1, ELSE SKIP: Have you ever used any water saving information from South East Water 
to help you save water in your home? 
 
1. Yes 
2. No  
3. Don’t know/Can’t remember   
 

Q23. ASK IF Q21=2, ELSE SKIP: Would your household be likely to use this sort of information to help 
reduce its water usage? 
 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Don’t know 
 

Q24. Do you typically use water in any of the following ways? CATI & CAPI: READ OUT MULTICODE 
 

1. Watering a garden using a hosepipe 
2. Cleaning a private vehicle using a hosepipe 
3. Watering plants using a hosepipe 
4. Cleaning a private leisure boat using a hosepipe 
5. Filling a swimming pool or paddling pool with a hosepipe 
6. Drawing water using a hosepipe for domestic recreational use 
7. Filling or maintaining an ornamental fountain 
8. Cleaning household walls or windows using a hosepipe 
9. Cleaning paths, patios or outdoor surfaces using a hosepipe 
10. Filling or maintaining a domestic pond using a hosepipe 
11. None of these NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 
12. Don’t know NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 

 

Q25. If you were unable to use water in the ways you just stated, how much impact would it have on your 
household? Would it have: CATI & CAPI: READ OUT SINGLE CODE 

 
1. No impact  
2. A small impact 
3. A moderate impact 
4. A big impact 
 

Water Resilience 
 
To cope with the effects of population growth, climate change, shortage of rainfall and protecting the 
environment South East Water must take new measures now to either increase the amount of water 
available or to try and encourage customers to use less water. 



 

Accent/PJM Appendix 2B WRMP19 Customer research 190812 v3.0  Page 46 of 67 

 
South East Water has produced a Water Resources Plan and a Drought Plan which show their plans for the 
next 25 years.  Both of these plans are put together to ensure that South East Water’s business is resilient 
for the future. South East Water now wants to know your views on the mix of measures it has available for 
managing the water supply in future. 
 
CATI & CAPI: For background information, please have a quick read through Showcards C, D and E.  
 
ONLINE: Please have a read through the background information displayed below.  
The biggest reason for droughts is a lack of rainfall which leads to shortages of water. South East Water have 
certain measures to check how a drought is developing. As part of this they check: 
 

 Groundwater and reservoir levels (70% of South East Water’s water comes from groundwater with the 
remainder coming from rivers and reservoirs) 

 The amount of rainfall (winter rainfall is really important for groundwater recharge and to refill 
reservoirs) 

 What customers use 
 
[NEXT SCREEN] 
 
As mentioned on the previous screen South East Water monitor the amount of rainfall and rainfall patterns. 
The graph below shows an example of the levels of rainfall in the Eastbourne area between June 2009 and 
May 2013. 
 

 The blue bars show when rainfall exceed expected levels 

 The red bars show when rainfall fell below expected levels 
 
There are more red areas between 2010-2012 than expected and shows two consecutive dry winters which 
led to the last drought experienced in the south east of England. 
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[NEXT SCREEN] 
 
South East Water can cope with two dry winters but after that they might have to do the following: 
 
1. Implement a “temporary usage ban” – this means that customers could not use hosepipe to water their 

garden, clean their car or fill a paddling or swimming pool (exceptions would be made for disabled Blue 
Badge holders and businesses)  
 

2. Take more water from the rivers (apply to change abstraction licences) 
 
3. Implement rota cuts to supply and/or have standpipes in the street – this means that homes would only 

have water for about three hours each day. The time of day affected would vary from day to day and 
from area to area. If this occurred, South East Water would provide an alternative source of water for 
drinking, such as bottled water or drinking water taps (also known as stand pipes) out in the street. These 
restrictions would last for two months. 

 
There is currently a 1% risk per year that you will experience rota cuts and/or standpipe restrictions. Another 
way of thinking about this is that this might happen 1 in every 100 years. Because of the two dry winters in 
2010-2012, South East Water now need to consider there may be an increased chance of having standpipes.  
 

 

 
[NEXT SCREEN] 
 
CATI & CAPI: There are a number of initiatives that South East Water could consider as part of its plan for 
managing water supply in the future. Please look at Showcard J1 for the first measure. ENSURE RESPONDENT 
HAS SHOWCARD J1 
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ONLINE: There are a number of initiatives that South East Water could consider as part of its plan for 
managing water supply in the future. These are shown below together with their: 

 Impact on cost (high, medium or low) 

 How effective they would be in addressing drought risks (low = least effective and high = most effective)  

 The impact they would have on the environment 
 
The options available to South East Water are shown below. Please press the i button which will then show 
you more information on each of these. 
 
 Increasing surface water reservoirs  

DP hover button text: Currently only 17% of South East Water’s water comes from rivers and reservoirs. 
The solution would be to build more reservoirs. This involves taking excess winter/flood flow and storing 
this for a time when water is in shorter supply. 
 
Impact on cost = high 
Impact on drought risk = high 
Impact on environment = positive (reservoirs can be used to boost river flows when they are low and 
prevent them from drying out. Reservoirs would also improve the area from an ecological and 
recreational perspective.)  
 

 Increasing underground storage  
DP hover button text: At the moment most of South East Water’s water comes from natural underground 

water stores (aquifers).  
 

There are other areas underground that are naturally suitable to storing water but don’t contain water 
at the moment. During wet periods, surplus water would be pumped into these areas and stored there.  

 
Impact on cost = high 
Impact on drought risk = low 
Impact on environment = mixed (There are concerns about the potential chemical contamination of 
underground water stores and the large amount of land which would be required to pump the water 
into the aquifer. A large power requirement for this means there would be an increase in carbon 
emissions.) 

 

 Increasing groundwater use 
DP hover button text: At the moment 75% of South East Water’s water comes from groundwater and 
we could increase the amount of water we pump from our boreholes or look to find new borehole 
sources to provide more water.  

 
Impact on cost = medium 
Impact on drought risk = low 
Impact on environment = negative (Permission for additional use of groundwater would be difficult to 
obtain)  

 

 Effluent reuse 
DP hover button text: At the moment wastewater is cleaned and then put into rivers and the sea.  
 

This wastewater could be cleaned more so that it can be re-used. It would still be put back into the rivers 
and then taken out further downstream to be treated again until it is fit for people to use. All water 
treated this way meets high safety standards.  
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Impact on cost = medium 
Impact on drought risk = medium 
Impact on environment = negative (Extra energy would be needed to make sure the water is fit for people 
to use, leading to higher carbon emissions. There could also be an impact on river wildlife as this water 
is used for abstraction rather than for river health. Permission for additional use of groundwater would 
be difficult to obtain)  

 

 Desalination 
DP hover button text: This is the process of removing salt from seawater. It could be possible to build new 

desalination plants where seawater is processed so it is fit for people to use. 
 

Impact on cost = high 
Impact on drought risk = very high 
Impact on environment = negative (Desalination would only be activated in the event of a drought, but 
when it is used it would have a negative impact on the environment. Extra energy would be needed to 
run the plant, leading to higher carbon emissions, although this will only be used during drought periods 
to keep costs and environmental impacts to a minimum. Permission for additional use of groundwater 
would be difficult to obtain.)  

 

 Water transfers 
DP hover button text: At the moment 8% of South East Water’s water comes from transfers from other 
companies. South East Water could lay new pipework to transfer water from outside the company. 
Moving water from other areas of the UK that have a surplus into our areas where it is most needed. 

Impact on cost = medium 
Impact on drought risk = medium 
Impact on environment = mixed (Extra energy would be needed to pump the water over long distances, 
leading to higher carbon emissions.) 

 Help customers become more water efficient 
DP hover button text: South East Water could offer water saving fitting and gadgets into everyone they 
supply with water. These devices could include water saving showers, shower timers and toilet flush 
savers. 

 
Impact on cost = low 
Impact on drought risk = low 
Impact on environment = positive (If people use less water, less would need to be taken from the rivers 
and groundwater which is good for wildlife.) 

 Leakage reduction 
DP hover button text: South East Water already does a great deal to fix leaks and to prevent them happening 

in future, by repairing and replacing ageing pipes. They could do even more to reduce the amount of 
water lost through leaks. 

 
Impact on cost = high 
Impact on drought risk = low 
Impact on environment = positive (If less water is lost to leakage, less would need to be taken from the 
rivers and groundwater which is good for wildlife.) 

 Improving water treatment works 
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DP hover button text: Some of South East Water’s treatment works have ageing equipment that limits 
the amount of water that can be treated. Some also operate in-efficiently so that they are losing water 
unnecessarily. South East Water could improve the condition and efficiency of our treatment works to 
provide more water.  

 
Impact on cost = medium 
Impact on drought risk = low 
Impact on environment = positive (More water gained from our treatment works means less would need 
to be taken from the rivers and groundwater which is good for wildlife.) 

 Catchment management 
DP hover button text: Traditionally, South East Water have built treatment plants to remove pollutants from 

water abstracted, but these are expensive to build and operate.  
 

Catchment management is a new approach South East Water is taking to remove pollution at the source 
before water is abstracted. Current South East Water catchment management schemes are focused on 
improving water quality, however, the approach can also be used to improve water resource resilience 
and contribute to more sustainable management of water resources. Catchment management involves 
working in partnership with landowners, farmers and NGOs.  

 
Impact on cost = low 
Impact on drought risk = medium 
Impact on environment = positive (These schemes will produce other environmental benefits such as 
improvements to ecology, biodiversity, river health, reduced flood risk, better soil quality and more 
sustainable agriculture.) 

 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Now turn to the next show card, J2. The second measure on this card is underground storage. 
Please take a moment to read through the information here.  

WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Now, please look at Showcard J3. This is about increasing groundwater use. Please take a 
moment to read through this. 

WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
 [NEXT SCREEN] 
 
CATI & CAPI: Next, turn to Showcard J4 which tells you about effluent reuse.  Please read through the 
information on this card. 
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
[NEXT SCREEN] 

 
CATI & CAPI: Now have a read through Showcard J5 which tells you about desalination.  
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
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 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Please now look at Showcard J6, which shows another potential measure – water transfers – 
and the associated impacts. 
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Now have a read through Showcard J7 which tells you about water efficiency.  
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Please now look at Showcard J8 which tells you about leakage reducton.  
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Please have a read through Showcard J9 which tells you about water treatment works.  
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
 
 [NEXT SCREEN] 

CATI & CAPI: Finally, please look at Showcard J10, which relates to catchment management. Please read the 
information on this show card. 
 
WAIT A MOMENT, THEN ASK: Would you like more time? IF YES, WAIT SOME MORE; IF NO, CONTINUE 
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Q26. CATI & CAPI: Take a look at Showcard H. ALL: Considering all the options, which, if any, would you 
most want to see South East Water put in place? If more than three, then please just say your top 
three. DO NOT READ OUT REVERSE ORDER FOR HALF DP ADD HOVER BUTTON TEXT FOR ONLINE 

 
Measure Top 3 

Surface water reservoirs  

Underground storage  

Increase groundwater use  

Effluent reuse  

Desalination   

Water transfers  

Water efficiency  

Leakage reduction  

Water treatment works  

Catchment management  

None of these DO NOT READ   

Don’t know DO NOT READ   

 

Q27. And which measures, if any, would you definitely not want to see South East Water implement? 
Again, if there are more than three, then please just say your worst three options. DO NOT READ 
OUT 
 

Measure Bottom 3 

Surface water reservoirs  

Underground storage  

Increase groundwater use  

Effluent reuse  

Desalination   

Water transfers  

Water efficiency  

Leakage reduction  

Water treatment works  

Catchment management  

None of these DO NOT READ   

Don’t know DO NOT READ   

 

Types of Measures 
 
The next eight questions will each ask you to choose between two options for your water service.  
 
In each case, the options will show: 
 

 the measures to be implemented by South East Water 

 the frequency of temporary use bans that you should expect 

 the frequency of rota cuts to supply and/or standpipes  

 the impact on your water bill overall.   
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The aim of this exercise is to encourage you to consider your preferences carefully and decide which option 
is best for you overall. You may not like all the parts of an option, but you still need to decide overall which 
one you would prefer. 
DP ADD HOVER BUTTONS FOR POINT 2 ABOVE: 
This means customers could not use hosepipe to water their garden, clean their car or fill a swimming pools 
(exceptions would be made for disabled Blue Badge holders and businesses)  
AND FOR POINT 3 ABOVE: 
This means restrictions would last for two months and homes would only have water for about three hours 
each day. The time of day affected would vary from day to day and from area to area. If this occurred, South 
East Water would provide an alternative source of water for drinking, such as bottled water or drinking water 
taps (also known as stand pipes) out in the street  
 
 
CATI & CAPI: Showcard H presents a summary of the impacts of each measure. Please refer to this if you 
need to remind yourself of the impacts of each option shown here.  The more of each symbol there are in 
each column, the greater the impact.  For environmental impacts, a plus sign indicates a positive, beneficial 
impact, and a minus sign indicates a negative, harmful impact. 
 
DP FOR ONLINE PLEASE ADD HOVER BUTTONS FOR EACH MEASURE SHOWING A SUMMARY OF THE 
IMPACTS SHOWN ON SHOWCARD 5. 
 
ONLINE: If you would like a reminder of the impacts of each measure, please click on the “I” button beside 
each measure.  
 
CATI & CAPI: Now please look at Choice Card A1. INTERVIEWER CHECK THAT RESPONDENT HAS CHOICE 
CARD A1 IN FRONT OF THEM 
  
PROGRAMMER INSTRUCTION – MAKE SURE CORRECT TEXT AND LEVELS ARE INSERTED IN THE FOLLOWING 
HIGHLIGHTED TEXT BASED ON THE EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN. 
 
ALL: If a measure in Option A or B has a tick, then this means it will be included in South East Water’s business 
plan; if it has a cross, it will not be included in the plan.  
 
The shading points out the measures which are the same for both Option A and Option B. 
 
ONLINE: GO TO NEXT SCREEN 
 
CATI & CAPI: On this card, in Option A, South East Water measures would include the following: 

 [insert measures] 
 

The outcome of this option would be that: 

 The frequency of temporary use bans would be [insert frequency]; 

 The frequency of rota cuts to supply and/or standpipes would be [insert frequency]; 

 Your water bill would show [insert bill impact]. 
 
ONLY READ OUT IF PARTICIPANT DOES NOT SOUND CONFIDENT AND REQUIRES ADDITIONAL GUIDANCE: 
In Option B, South East Water measures would include the following: 

 [insert measures] 
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The outcome of this option would be that: 

 The frequency of temporary use bans would be [insert frequency]; 

 The frequency of rota cuts to supply and/or standpipes would be [insert frequency]; 

 Your water bill would show [insert bill impact]. 
 
[NEXT SCREEN]  
 
When making your choices between the different options please bear in mind the following:  
 

 that your bill would also increase by the rate of inflation each year; 

 that any money you would pay for measures to improve water resources here will not be available for 
you to spend on other things; 

 that other bills may go up or down affecting the amount of money you have to spend in general; and 

 that the new bill level will also apply in all later years, i.e. your South East Water bill will not drop back 
to the level it was before. 

 
Please take a moment to review these options. 
 

Q28. CATI & CAPI: Looking at Choice Card A1, ALL: which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 

 

Q29. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A2. Please review these options carefully. ALL: Which option 
do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
 

Q30. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A3. ALL: Which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
 

Q31. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A4. ALL: Which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
 

Q32. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A5. ALL: Which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
 

Q33. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A6. ALL: Which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
 

Q34. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A7. ALL: Which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
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Q35. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Choice Card A8, the last choice. ALL: Which option do you prefer, A or B? 
 
A 
B 
 

Follow-up Questions (Choice Experiment A) 
 

We would now like to ask you a few questions about the choices you have just made.   
 

Q36. Did you generally feel able to make comparisons between the options presented to you? 
 
1.  Yes GO TO Q39 
2.  No 
 

Q37. Why weren’t you able to make the comparisons in the choices? RECORD VERBATIM 
 
 

Q38. Did you find any of the options or initiatives hard to understand? 
 
1. Yes  
2. No GO TO Q41 

 

Q39. Which options or initiatives did you feel were hard to understand? RECORD VERBATIM 
 

Q40. Did anything you were asked about seem unrealistic to you? 
 

1. Yes 
2. No GO TO South East Water’s Supply Area 

 

Q41. What did you feel were unrealistic? RECORD VERBATIM 
  

South East Water’s Supply Area 
 

South East Water supplies fresh drinking water to over 2.1 million customers in Kent, Sussex, Surrey, 
Hampshire and Berkshire). Their supply area is shown below and covers two geographical areas – one in the 
east covering Kent, Sussex and Surrey and another in the west covering Hampshire and Berkshire: 
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Q42a Currently customers across the entire supply area have the same chance of experiencing hosepipe 

bans, rota cuts to supply and standpipes despite different geological factors that mean supply issues 
may vary across the region. Which if the following would you prefer? 

 
Customers across the entire supply area have the same chance of experiencing hosepipe bans, rota cuts to supply and 
standpipes 
Customers have different chances of experiencing hosepipe bans, rota cuts and standpipes depending on where they 
live in the supply area. 

 
Q42b And customers across the supply area also have the same chance of experiencing an interruption to 

their water supply. Which of the following would you prefer? 
 
Customers across the entire supply area have the same chance of experiencing an interruption to their water supply 
Customers have different chances of experiencing an interruption to their water supply depending on where they live in 
the supply area. 
 

Some attitudinal questions 
ALL:   
Q43a Which one of the following statements most closely applies to your use of water?  

CATI: READ OUT  
 
I don’t know how much I use and I don’t think about it. 
I don’t know how much I use but I am conscious about it. 
I’m careful about how much I use to keep my bill down. 
I’m careful about how much I use because I don’t want to waste water. 

 

Q43b  How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following? 
RANDOMISE ORDER OF STATEMENTS 
DP – 5POINT SCALE 
 
I am conscious of the world around me and want to look after it for future generations 
I’m happy to pay a bit more for products and services that are environmentally friendly 
I consider the impact of my actions on the environment 
 
 

 Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Strongly Don’t 
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 disagree    agree know 
I am conscious of the world around me and want to  
look after it for future generations .......................................1................. 2 .............. 3 ............... 4 ............... 5 ............... 6 
I’m happy to pay a bit more for products and services  
that are environmentally friendly .........................................1................. 2 .............. 3 ............... 4 ............... 5 ............... 6 
I consider the impact of my actions on the environment .....1................. 2 .............. 3 ............... 4 ............... 5 ............... 6 
 

And finally 
ALL:We will now ask you a few questions about you and your household. These will only be used to ensure 
we have spoken to a wide range of customers. All responses you give will be kept strictly confidential. 
 

Q42. CATI & CAPI: First of all, could you please tell me what your employment status is? 

ONLINE: First of all, what is your employment status? 

 
1. Working full-time (30+ hours a week) 
2. Working part-time (8-29 hours a week) 
3. Not working – looking for work 
4. Not working – not looking for work 
5. Full-time student 
6. Part-time student 
7. Retired  
8. Retired unpaid voluntary work 
9. Looking after family/home 
10. Other SPECIFY 
11. Prefer not to say DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW TO ONLINE 
 

Q43. CATI & CAPI: Please look at Show Card 7. ALL: Which of these best describes the highest level of 
education that you have completed?  

1. No qualifications 
2. Level 1: 1-4 O Levels/CSE/GCSEs (any grades), Entry Level, Foundation Diploma, NVQ Level 1, Foundation GNVQ, 

Basic/Essential Skills; 
3. Level 2: 5+ O Level (Passes)/CSEs (Grade 1)/GCSEs (Grades A*-C), School Certificate, 1 A Level/ 2-3 AS Levels/VCEs, 

Intermediate/Higher Diploma, Welsh Baccalaureate Intermediate Diploma, NVQ level 2, Intermediate GNVQ, City 
and Guilds Craft, BTEC First/General Diploma, RSA Diploma; 

4. Apprenticeship 
5. Level 3: 2+ A Levels/VCEs, 4+ AS Levels, Higher School Certificate, Progression/Advanced Diploma, Welsh 

Baccalaureate Advanced Diploma, NVQ Level 3; Advanced GNVQ, City and Guilds Advanced Craft, ONC, OND, BTEC 
National, RSA Advanced Diploma; 

6. Level 4 and above: Degree (for example BA, BSc), Higher Degree (for example MA, PhD, PGCE), NVQ Level 4-5, HNC, 
HND, RSA Higher Diploma, BTEC Higher level, Foundation degree (NI), Professional qualifications (for example 
teaching, nursing, accountancy); 

7. Other qualifications: Vocational/Work-related Qualifications, Foreign Qualifications (not stated/level unknown) 
8. Prefer not to say DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW TO ONLINE 
 

Q44. To help us analyse your responses, which of the following bands best describes the total annual 
income of your household, before tax and other deductions? CATI & CAPI: Please interrupt me when 
I read out the most relevant option. READ OUT 

 
1. Up to £300 (Per Week) / Under £15,600 (Per Year)   
2. £301-£1000 (Per Week) / £15,601 - £52,000 (Per Year)   
3. £1001+ (Per Week) / £52,001+ (Per Year)   
4. Don’t know/Prefer not to say DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW TO ONLINE 
 

Q45. CATI & CAPI: Now turn to Show Card 8. Please look at the list of benefits on the left. Do you receive 
any of these? MULTICODE DO NOT READ OUT 
ONLINE: Do you receive any of the following benefits?  Please tick all that apply 
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1. Attendance Allowance 
2. Carer's Allowance 
3. Child Tax Credit 
4. Council Tax Benefit 
5. Disability Living Allowance 
6. Housing Benefit 
7. Income Support (or similar) 
8. Jobseeker's Allowance 
9. Pension Credit 
10. Universal Credit 
11. Working tax credit 
12. None of these NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 
13. Prefer not to say NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 
 

Q46. Which of the following best describes your ethnicity? CATI & CAPI: Please interrupt me when I read 
out the correct group. 

 
WHITE 
1. British 
2. Irish 
3. Any other White background 
 
MIXED  
4. White and Black Caribbean 
5. White and Black African 
6. White and Asian 
7. Any other Mixed background 
 
ASIAN OR ASIAN BRITISH 
8. Indian 
9. Pakistani 
10. Bangladeshi 
11. Any other Asian background 
 
BLACK OR BLACK BRITISH 
12. Caribbean 
13. African 
14. Any other Black background 
 
CHINESE OR OTHER ETHNIC GROUP 
15. Chinese 
16. Any other ethnic group 
 
17. Prefer not to say DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW TO ONLINE 

 

Q47. Thinking about all the people in your household, including yourself, how many people live here for 
each of these age groups: SINGLE CODE ONLINE: Please tick an answer in each category, select 0 if 
no one in your household falls into the age group. 

Up to 5 years  ..........................................................0................. 1 .............. 2 ............... 3 ............... 4 .............. 5+ 
6 to 15 years  ..........................................................0................. 1 .............. 2 ............... 3 ............... 4 .............. 5+ 
16 to 65 years   ..........................................................0................. 1 .............. 2 ............... 3 ............... 4 .............. 5+ 
Over 65 years  ..........................................................0................. 1 .............. 2 ............... 3 ............... 4 .............. 5+ 
 
Prefer not to say DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW TO ONLINE 
 

Q48. What type of property do you live in? SINGLE CODE 

1. Flat 
2. Terraced house 
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3. Semi-detached house 
4. Detached house 
5. Bungalow 
6. Prefer not to say DO NOT READ OUT ONLY SHOW TO ONLINE 

 
Q65a Does your property have: SINGLE CODE 

 

CATI & CAPI: INTERVIEWER: If they say yes to one of the first two, do not read out the last option. If 
have both of the first two, code as ‘a garden’. 
 
1. A garden 
2. An outdoor space but not a garden (eg decking, patio, gravel, block paving) 
3. No outdoor space NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 

 

Q49. CATI & CAPI: Now look at Showcard 8 again, and the list of organisations on the right hand side. Are 
you a member of any of these? MULTICODE DO NOT READ OUT 
ONLINE: Are you a member of any of the following organisations?  
 
1. Local community or volunteer group 
2. RSPB (Royal Society for Protection of Birds) 
3. Surfers Against Sewage 
4. Marine Protection Society 
5. Canoeing/boating/windsurfing club 
6. Angling club 
7. Ramblers Associations 
8. Friends of the Earth/Greenpeace 
9. National Trust 
10. Local Wildlife Trust or Environment Organisation 
11. Other national or international wildlife/environmental organisation SPECIFY 
12. None of these NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 
13. Prefer not to say NOT WITH ANY OTHER CODE 
 

Q50. Thank you for taking the time to answer these questions. How would you rate your enjoyment in 
completing this survey? Please use a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 means ‘low level of enjoyment’ and 10 
means ‘high level of enjoyment’.  

DP: ADD HORIZONTAL GRID LIKE BELOW 
 
Low level of enjoyment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  High level of enjoyment 

 
 

Q51. CATI We mentioned that there would be a £5 incentive for completing this survey. This can be sent 
as an Amazon, M&S or Boots voucher, or it can be donated to Water Aid.  Which would you prefer? 
 
Amazon voucher to EMAIL ADDRESS 
Amazon voucher to another email id SPECIFY EMAIL 
M&S voucher SPECIFY ADDRESS 
Boots voucher SPECIFY ADDRESS 

 
If you have any queries about your incentive please contact us on 0131 220 8770. But please note, 
we send all incentives at the end of the fieldwork so this will take a few weeks to get to you. 
 

Q52. CATI & CAPI: We really appreciate the time that you have given us today. Would you be willing to be 
contacted again for clarification purposes or be invited to take part in other research for South East 
Water? 

Yes, for both clarification and further research 



 

Accent/PJM Appendix 2B WRMP19 Customer research 190812 v3.0  Page 60 of 67 

Yes, for clarification only 
Yes, for further research only 
No 
 

Thank you. This research was conducted under the terms of the MRS code of conduct and is completely 
confidential. If you would like to confirm Accent’s credentials please call the MRS free on 0500 396999.  

 

CAPI: HAND OVER THE THANK YOU SLIP. 

Please can I take a note of your name and where we can contact you for quality control purposes? 

Participant name:  [CATI: DP, IMPORT FROM ID] 

Telephone: [CATI: DP, IMPORT FROM TELNUMBER] 

 
CAPI: HAND OVER THE INCENTIVE If you have any queries about your incentive please contact us on 020 8742 
2211. Thank you. 
 

Interviewer Confirmation 
I confirm that this interview was conducted under the terms of the MRS code of conduct and is completely 
confidential 

Yes  
No 

 

SYSTEM INFORMATION 
Time interview completed: 



 

Accent/PJM Appendix 2B WRMP19 Customer research 190812 v3.0  Page 61 of 67 



 

Accent/PJM Appendix 2B WRMP19 Customer research 190812 v3.0  Page 62 of 67 

APPENDIX B 

Analysis of WTP Variance 
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APPENDIX B ANALYSIS OF WTP VARIANCE 
 
An important test of the validity of the WTP results from an SP survey concerns the analysis of the extent to 
which WTP varies in line with expectation. For this purpose, we have performed an additional econometric 
analysis testing for the interaction between the tested measures with the variables described in Table 18.  
 
Table 18: Interaction variables for the analysis of the WTP variation 

Variable name Description(1) 

Want_reservoirs “New surface water reservoirs” cited as preferred measure  

Want_undergroundstorage “Underground storage” cited as preferred measure  
want_groundwater “Increase ground water use” cited as preferred measure  
want_recycling “More effluent reuse” cited as preferred measure  
Want_desalination “More desalination” cited as preferred measure  
want_transfers “New water transfers” cited as preferred measure  
Want_waterefficiency “Higher water efficiency” cited as preferred measure  
Want_leakage “Reduce leakage rate” cited as preferred measure  
want_treatment “More water gained from water treatment work” cited as preferred measure  
want_catchmgmt “Catchment management” cited as preferred measure  
notwant_reservoirs “New surface water reservoirs” cited as least preferred measure 

notwant_undergroundstorage “Underground storage” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_groundwater  “Increase ground water use” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_recycling  “More effluent reuse” cited as least preferred measure 
Notwant_desalination “More desalination” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_transfers  “More water transfers” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_waterefficiency “Higher water efficiency” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_leakage “Reduce leakage rate” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_treatment “More water gained from water treatment works” cited as least preferred measure 
notwant_catchmg “Catchment management” cited as least preferred measure 
fartoomuch Current bill being cited as “far too expensive” 

bigimpact TUB restrictions felt by participant to have a ‘Big impact’ on their household 

(1) All variables are dummies equal to one if the description is true for the participant and equal to zero otherwise. 
 
The first set of included interactions are between indicators from the “simple priority” questions and the 
corresponding supply-demand measures. For example, want_leakage is a dummy variable equal to one if 
the participant cited “Reduce leakage rate” as one of their top priorities for improvement, and equal to zero 
otherwise. Likewise, notwant_leakage is a dummy variable equal to one if the participant cited “Reduce 
leakage rate” as one of the measures they would most like not to see implemented, and equal to zero 
otherwise.  
 
These variables were created for all of the supply-demand measures and then interacted with the variables 
representing the corresponding measures before entering into the model. Accordingly, want_leakage was 
interacted with leakage to obtain the variable wantleakage x leakage. This variable would then be equal to 
one if the participant cited “Reduce leakage rage” as one of their top priorities for improvement and the 
measure was included within the choice option. It would otherwise take the value zero. Interactions 
corresponding to each of the “want” and “notwant” variables were created and entered into the model 
likewise. 
 
The purpose of including these interactions was to test that the responses given to the choice exercise were 
consistent with the responses to the earlier “simple priority” questions in the survey. To be consistent with 
expectation, the “want” interaction variables should take a positive sign for all supply-demand measures 
and the “notwant” interaction variables should take a negative sign for all supply-demand measures. Such a 
finding would indicate, for example, that participants choosing a measure as one of their priorities for 
inclusion in SEW’s plan should give that measure a higher decision weight when making their choices 
between options than other participants. 
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We also include an interaction between hose and a variable, bigimpact, which indicates that the participant 
said that TUB restrictions would have a ‘Big impact’ on their household.  We expect that these participants 
should be more sensitive than others, on average, to the frequency of TUBs, and therefore that the 
interaction variable bigimpact x hose should have a negative coefficient in the explanatory models. 
 
Finally, we also include an interaction between billpos and a variable, fartoomuch, which indicates that the 
participant said their current bill was “Far too expensive”. We expect that these participants would be more 
cost sensitive than other participants and we would therefore expect that the fartoomuch x billpos 
interaction variable would have a negative coefficient in the explanatory models. 
 
Due to the large number of variables to be tested for, we used a conditional logit for the analysis of the 
model rather than the mixed logit estimator used for the main analysis in section 13. The conditional logit 
models are estimated with robust (Huber-White) standard errors which allow for correlation within 
individuals’ responses. Our analysis includes two separate models; the unrestricted model includes all of the 
new interaction variables in addition to the original parameters. In contrast, the restricted model includes 
only interaction variables if they have proven statistically significant at the 10% level.  
 
Overall, the results for both models, presented in Table 19, are highly supportive of validity of the model and 
therewith of our original findings:  
 

 The unrestricted model shows 21 out 22 interaction variables with the correct prefix; the only exception 
“notwantreatment” is far from statistical significant. 

 Eight out of ten “want” interaction variables enter the restricted model with the expected (positive) sign 
and statistical significance of 10% of higher.  

 Four out of ten “notwant” interaction variables enter the restricted model with the expected (negative) 
sign reaching statistical significance at 10% level. ] 

 The coefficient on fartoomuch_billpos is negative, and statistically significant at the 1% level, indicating 
as expected that those who felt their current bill to be ‘Far too much’ were more sensitive to bill increases 
than others.   
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Table 19: Multivariate Model 

Variable 
Full model 

(Coef. Std. error) 
Restricted model 
(Coef. Std. error) 

reservoirs 0.147 (0.098) 0.172 (0.095)* 

undergroundstorage 0.370 (0.095)*** 0.375 (0.095)*** 

groundwater 0.229 (0.074)*** 0.198 (0.071)*** 

recycling 0.192 (0.093)** 0.190 (0.093)** 

desalination 0.040 (0.107) 0.044 (0.107) 

transfers 0.125 (0.083) 0.083 (0.076) 

waterefficiency 0.427 (0.084)*** 0.444 (0.062)*** 

leakage 0.557 (0.113)*** 0.539 (0.110)*** 

treatment 0.325 (0.08)*** 0.350 (0.072)*** 

catchmgmt 0.127 (0.075)* 0.120 (0.072)* 

wantreservoirs 0.460 (0.141)*** 0.439 (0.139)*** 

wantundergroundstorage 0.273 (0.15)* 0.273 (0.149)* 

wantgroundwater 0.439 (0.146)*** 0.463 (0.143)*** 

wantrecycling 0.416 (0.179)** 0.423 (0.178)** 

wantdesalination 0.822 (0.181)*** 0.820 (0.180)*** 

wanttransfers 0.517 (0.171)*** 0.551 (0.171)*** 

wantwaterefficiency 0.034 (0.117)   

wantleakage 0.250 (0.127)** 0.268 (0.125)** 

wanttreatment 0.042 (0.144)   

wantcatchmgmt 0.414 (0.156)*** 0.419 (0.154)*** 

notwantreservoirs 0.202 (0.219)   

notwantundergroundstorage -0.440 (0.22)** -0.421 (0.217)* 

notwantgroundwater -0.197 (0.19)   

notwantrecycling -0.418 (0.141)*** -0.412 (0.141)* 

notwantdesalination -0.311 (0.151)** -0.317 (0.150)** 

notwanttransfers -0.213 (0.148)   

notwantwaterefficiency -0.585 (0.269)** -0.625 (0.265)** 

notwantleakage -0.297 (0.281)   

notwanttreatment 0.159 (0.214)   

notwantcatchmgmt -0.064 (0.207)   

bigimpact_hose -2.001 (2.963)   

fartoomuch_billpos -5.280 (1.563)*** -5.262 (1.551)*** 

hose -1.344 (0.661)** -1.421 (0.654)** 

rota -11.661 (5.959)* -11.870 (5.945)** 

billpos -7.924 (0.856)*** -7.988 (0.854)*** 

No. observations 9,728 9,728 

No. participants 608 608 

LL -3146.315 -3150.245 

Pseudo R2 0.067 0.0656 

 

 



 

 

 

 




