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ICS
Summary

This presentation provides the final findings from the PR24 Willingness to Pay
research.

These final findings are based on the fieldwork data collected for the household and
non-household samples.

For households our final reporting is based on n=588 responses (487 online, 101 CAPI face
to face).

For non-households our reporting is based on n=202 responses (101 online and 101 CATI,
telephone recruited).

For households, the final data (n=588) is providing estimates of mean WTP that align
with expectations and have high statistical significance.

For non-households, the final data (n=202) is providing estimates of mean WTP that
align with expectations. However, some of the mean WTP estimates lack statistical
significance. This may reflect the smaller sample size, but there is also evidence that
the sampled businesses may have been less sensitive (compared to households) to
the proposed bill changes.

In addition to WTP, the survey provides evidence on levels of satisfaction with current
services, customer views on the importance of different service areas and general
views on priorities for improvement. This further evidence in presented in our
supplemental findings for both households and non-households.
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Introduction

Bristol Water have engaged ICS Consulting (& partners) to
undertake an initial stated preference / willingness to pay
customer research project for PR24.

The objective of the research is to provide a set of customer
valuations that will be used as inputs to the development of the
PR24 business plan.

The PR24 research programme is now being co-ordinated
across South West Water, Bristol Water and Bournemouth
Water (SBB)’. With this in mind the research for the Bristol
Water has been aligned in terms of water service measures to
studies already undertaken for the Bournemouth Water area.

The final designs for this initial PR24 research also take into
account the measures previously used for Bristol Water at
PR1g. The table overleaf provides a comparative overview.
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Overview of Measures for PR24 Research

Aspect of Service Bristol PR19 — Study 1 Bristol PR19 — Study 2 Bournemouth PR24 Proposed Bristol PR24

Supply Interruptions

Leakage

Helping customers use less
water / PCC

Severe Water Restrictions

Water Restrictions -
Hosepipe Bans

Discolouration

Taste / Smell

Low Water Pressure

Meter Penetration

Customer contacts

< <K& AKX

Protecting Environment
(Biodiversity)

Protecting Environment
(Drought Permits)

Traffic Disruption
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PR24 Research Design

* For the PR24 research design the 8 measures below were the measures included in the main
stated preference choice tasks. The WTP valuations for these measures are derived directly.
These measures have been grouped into two blocks of measures as follows:

é

Block 1: Water Service Reliability Block 2: Environment & Customers

Leakage Severe Water Restrictions (Rota Cuts)
Supply Interruptions Biodiversity

Discoloured Water Per Capita Consumption (PCC)

Low Pressure Customer Contacts

Water Bill Water Bill

* The remaining 5 measures — Hosepipe bans, Taste/Smell, Meter Penetration, Drought Permits
and Traffic Disruption were valued indirectly through an additional ranking / relative
importance question in the survey. Final findings for this exercise are presented below.

* This approach to the design will allow full alignment with the already completed Bournemouth
Water study, but also ensure continuity with the measures used at PR1g for Bristol Water.
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The research methodology is:

Survey-based stated preference (SP) approach

with representative sample of customers

Respondents presented with ‘simulated’ choices
designed to measure their preferences and
valuations for maintaining and improving Bristol

Water’s services.

Showcard materials providing service descriptions
and comparative information embedded into

survey.

Two main choice exercises covering 8 water and
environmental service areas (5 choices per

exercise, 10 in total)

Follow up choice tasks for a supplementary set of
service areas

Survey structure and format

Introduction and screening questions: for sampling quotas

Warm-up: background and questions introducing BW, the services it
provides, and view on current and comparative performance.

i

Option A Option B Option C
Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE
Percentage of water lost due to 13% 6% 17%
leakage each year .
(65 litres per property perday) | (3olitres per property perday) | (8 itres per property per day)
Supply Interruptions NO CHANGE WORSE NO CHANGE
Number of properties affected by 030 properties 6000 properties 030 properties
unexpected interruptions to water (73‘:1 3 ryp p o properties) | (108 litres pgpm':my per day) (73‘,:, 3 ,yp : 0 properties)
supply each year
NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
1400 contacts 1400 contacts 2000 contacts
(25 in every 10,000 properties) | (25in every 10,000 properties) (36 in every 10,000 properties)
NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
11 propertles 5 propertles o propertles
pressure
(0.2in every 20,000 properties) | (0.2 in every 10,000 properties) | (0.0 in every 10,000 properties)
Water Bill X
Change in annual bill from 2025 No change £5 increase £10 decrease
(43p more per month) (83p less per month)
Which option do you prefer? O O O

Choice task: different options for 8 water service levels, traded-off against
changes in bill. Inclusion of “no change” Option A.

Follow-ups: reasons for the responses and validity testing questions

Respondent profile: socio-economic and demographic characteristics



As part of the design and testing phase, ten cognitive interviews were conducted in September
2022 with recruited customers. The purpose of these interviews was to test customer
understanding, the clarity of instructions, and the layout and visual materials, as well as how
customers made their choices. This enabled researchers to ensure the survey is fit for purpose prior
to fieldwork.

The interviews were conducted online, using Zoom. Questionnaire wording and visual materials,
including showcards, were assessed, to check how well they were understood by participants. The
ten customers participating in the cognitive interviews covered a broad variety of demographics
and were all responsible for paying their water bills.

Overall, the cognitive interviews demonstrated that customers clearly understood the potential
areas of service for improvement and the range of investment packages that were presented to
them. They found the choice experiments relatively easy and straightforward to complete.

The most substantive change following this testing was to amend the measure used for the
Biodiversity measure. This was changed to a “Improvement points per 10,000 population” metric
as some of the feedback was that the original Index metric was less easy to comprehend. Some
minor changes to the text descriptions and choice card formats were also identified, to improve
the survey and materials prior to fieldwork. The final survey attributes and levels are presented in
Annex 1
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Final Household Results

Based on final household sample of n=588



Who are the respondents?

Total sample size n=588 (online n=487, CAPI n=101)

39.6% 60.2%

0.2% other/no response
O 0 o
29% report a disability
in the home

7

56% households metered &
10% receive help with their bill
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50.0%
£40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

Socio-economic grouping (SEG)
46.6%
41.0%

36.7% 39.0%

AB CiC2

Sample % © Quota %

(n=588)

.y 20.0%
16.7%

DE

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Age Profile

35.3%

27.0% 25.9% 26.0%

14.1% 14.0%

18-29 30-44 45-59

Actual Quota

(n=588)

33.0%

24.7%

60+
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WTP results - Block 1(Water Service €S
Reliability)

* The final estimates are based on re-weighted Leakage
sample data. This is to align to the household
population quotas for age/gender/SEG.

5.83

Supply Interruptions

o
N
&

e All mean households WTP estimates for the
Block 1 attributes (Water Service Reliability) are
positive with high statistical significance.

Household WTP (£/hh/yr/unit
( / /y / ) PERCENTAGE OF WATER LOST DUE TO LEAKAGE EACHYEAR

0.21

o
N
)

2.68

£ per household per year per unit
o

o
o
5

0.07

£ per household per year per unit
°
5

Mean St. Error Units n=588
NR OF PROPERTIES AFFECTED BY UNEXPECTED
Discoloured Water INTERRUPTIONS TO WATER SUPPLY EACH YEAR (PER 10,000
Leakage £4.25%** £0.80 1% change PROPERTIES)
0.30
2 o n=588
Suppl 5 oxs >
I £0.14%%* £0.04 1% change :
Interruptions c,
1] 0.19 Low Pressure
_§. 0.15 0.06
Discolouration £0.19*** £0.04 1% change s
& =
g 0.10 Qa3 g 0:05 0.05
2 g
o -
Low Pressure £0.03*** £0.01 1% change oo g o
0.00 é‘ 0.03 0.03
* %k k Pr>|z|<0.001 *k Pr>|z|<0.01 * Pr>|z|<0.05 NUMBER OF CUSTOMER CONTACTS ABOUT APPEARANCE OF ;°
! ’ TAP WATER (PER 10,000 PROPERTIES) ]
N=588 g 0.02
=
g
n=588 W’ oo

o
°
<)

PROPERTIES AT RISK OF RECEIVING LOW PRESSURE (PER
10,000 PROPERTIES)

n=588
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Block 1- Attribute importance

After seeing the choice cards that
generate the data for calculating the
WTPs, respondents are asked to rate
which attribute influenced their choices LOW PRESSURE
from most important to least important.

Attribute Importance Relative to Bill

The chart across shows the relative
importance weights for the service
attributes compared to the bill change
attribute. Positive values mean more
important than bill changes and negative
values mean less important than bill
changes.

DISCOLOURATION

INTERRUPTIONS

LEAKAGE
For Block 1 we see discolouration,

interruptions and leakage all rated higher
than bills with leakage rated the highest.

-0.40 -0.20 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00
n=588

Low pressure was rated the least

important attribute.
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WTP results - Block 2 (Environment €S

and Customers)

* The final estimates are based on re-weighted
sample data. This is to align to the household
population quotas for age/gender/SEG.

Severe Water Restrictions

o
<3
°

13.54

5 K
9 o
S 3

)
)
3

©

N

a

I
°
<)

Biodiversity / Habitats

o
Q
o

on

[}
[}

* All mean WTP estimates for the Block 2
attributes (Customers & Environment) are

£ per household per year per unit
IS
8

* o.70 0.70
c
. - . . - . - - - .00 =]
positive with high statistical significance. g oo
HOW OFTEN WATER IS CUT OFF TO HOUSEHOLDS AND 51;;_ 0.50
BUSINESSES ON A ROTA BASIS o
[=9
% 0.40 [] 0.38
. n=588
Household WTP (£/hh/yr/unit) 5 g ow
o
< 0.20
Mean St. Error Units R
W 0.1
S W Customer water use e ol05
evere Water o 0.00
Restrictions £9.75*** £1.93 Nnr per 100 years © NUMBER OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENTS PER 10,000
0.54 POPULATION
‘T 0.50
. o . Score per 10,000 = =
Biodiversity £0.38* £0.17 perio, g osn n=588
population § o4
>
Sox i Customer Complaints
Customer Water Use £0.41*** £0.07 Litres/person/day 2 0.80
2 §2 O 0.68
nr per 10,000 g % o6
1 0.10 @ 0.60
Customer Complaints £0.48%** £0.11 ! & e
properties £ oso ous
**% pr>|z[<0.001, ** Pr>|z|<0.01, * Pr>|z|<0.05 . LITRES OF WATER CONSUMPTION PER PERSON PER DAY _qé 0.40
N=588 2
n=588 g ox —
‘g 0.20
2
W o0.10

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS DISSATIFIED WITH CUSTOMER
SERVICE EACHYEAR PER 10,000 PROPERTIES
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Block 2- Attribute importance

The chart across shows the attribute
importance for the choices observed in
Block 2.

The chart shows the relative importance
weights for the service attributes
compared to the bill change attribute.
Positive values mean more important
than bill changes and negative values
mean less important than bill changes.

For Block 2 customer water use was
rated the most important, while
biodiversity and severe water restrictions
were also rated more highly than
changes in bills.

Customer complaints was rated the least
important attribute to household
respondents’ choices.

© All Rights 2022

Attribute Importance Relative to Bill

CUSTOMER COMPLAINTS

CUSTOMER WATER USE

BIODIVERSITY

SEVERE WATER RESTRICTIONS

-0.60 -0.40 -0.20 0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80

n=588
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Secondary attributes

A set of secondary service attributes/improvements
were also included in the survey. These attributes —
see across — were presented alongside supply
interruptions, one of the main service attributes
(from block 1). Respondents were asked to rank the
importance to them of the 6 service
areas/improvements.

In the analysis supply interruptions is treated as the
base attribute, so that importance weights relative to
supply interruptions for the other 5 attributes can be
calculated. These relative weights can then be
combined with the WTP for supply interruptions to
infer an estimated WTP for these other 5 attributes.

Importance weights > o imply that the attribute was
ranked more highly than supply interruptions, whilst
weights < o imply the opposite.

From the final results we see that household
respondents ranked taste and smell improvements as
more important than supply interruptions. All other
secondary attributes were |ess important than supply
interruptions.

Reducing hosepipe ban and drought permit
frequency were seen as least important.

© All Rights 2022

Attribute Name

Target

Hosepipe Bans

Improve current service of Once every 15 years to Once
every 20 years

Taste and Smell of Tap
Water

Improving current service of 350 customer contacts per
year to 260 customer contacts per year

Metering

Increasing household metering from the current 62% of
all households to 78% of all households

Drought Permits

Improve current service of Once every 33 years to Once
every 50 years

Traffic Disruption

Improve current service of 250 complaints per year to 190
complaints per year

Supply Interruptions

Improve current service of 4000 properties affected each
year to 3000 properties affected each year

Importance Relative to Improving Supply

TRAFFIC DISRUPTION

DROUGHT PERMITS

TASTE AND SMELL OF TAP WATER

HOSEPIPE BANS

n=588

METERING

Interruptions

-0.7 -0.6 -0.5 -0.4 -0.3 -0.2 -01 0.0 01 02 0.3 04
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Package Exercise - Choice Behaviour

Household respondents were also presented
with a final package choice exercise.

This was designed as aYes/No contingent
valuation question. Respondents were
presented with a randomised annual bill
increase from the values (£5, £10, £15, £20,
£35, £50) in exchange for a maximum service
improvement across all 8 main attributes.

The purpose of this exercise is to establish the
overall WTP of customers for the full package
of service improvements. This provides useful
information about the limits to overall WTP.

The choice data generated by this exercise is
consistent with the expected demand
behaviour.

That is, at higher price/bill increases the % of
Yes respondents decreases. Demand for the
full package of improvement falls for a higher
annual bill increase.

© All Rights 2022

60%

50%

~
o
X

30%

20%

% of Yes Responses

10%

0%

n=588

10 15 20 25 35 50

Bill Increase £ per year
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Package Exercise - Estimated

Maximum WTP

The charts across present the estimates
for the overall household WTP (£/year).

Two estimation approaches were
implemented: 1) parametric (logit)
models and 2) Non-parametric (Turnbull)
estimator.

The non-parametric estimates were
better determined and hence would be
more reliable. The main WTP for a
maximum improvement was £14.22 per
household per year.

We also tested for differences across
groups. We found that for both
estimation approaches the WTP of the
AB socio-economic group was higher
compared to other groups (consistent
with other studies that WTP increases
with income).

© All Rights 2022

21.00
18.00
15.00
12.00
9.00
6.00
3.00
0.00
-3.00

-6.00

£ per household per year

-9.00
-12.00
-15.00
-18.00

-21.00

n=588

Package CV Estimates - Full Sample

[E 14.22

PARAMETRIC - ALL NON-PARAMETRIC - ALL

Package CV Estimates - SEG = AB

35.00

30.00

N
G
o
<]

N
o
o
o

[f 13.66

£ per household per year
&
o
o

PARAMETRIC - SEG AB

NON-PARAMETRIC - SEG AB
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Validity testing - main findings

Respondent feedback shows positive interactions with the survey and there is good evidence
of respondents trading across the alternative options.

Consistent feedback on how respondents made their choices and weighed up trade-offs between
service levels and bill amounts (slide 19)

Most customers did not report having difficulties answering the choice questions (71%) (slide 19)

High levels of trade-off behaviour: Only around half of respondents opted for “no change” in the two
blocks of choice exercises, with slightly more trade-offs made in Block 2 (slide 20)

Some protest type responses driving “no change” choices —around 15% of respondents stated a
reason related to water company profits, privatisation, or that others should pay. The level of these
responses, though, is within reason for a survey of this nature (slide 20)

Cost of living and pressures on household budgets

Around a quarter of respondents reported difficulty in paying monthly bills (either *sometimes” or
“always”) (25%). Added to this around half (50%) stated their household financial position had
worsened in last 12 months, and a higher proportion (55%) expected it to get worse in next 12
months (slide 22)

Comparative information

A majority of customers (58%) said the performance of other companies had little influence on their
choices (slide 21)
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Validity testing

How respondents chose between different packages (= Survey difficulty

-588) (n=588)

| chose the options which offered most
. . 24%

improvement relative to cost
Very easy 14%
I chose the options with the least cost to my
15%

household

I chose the options that affect or are most

0,
likely to affect my household directly eI

Fairly easy 34%

| chose options with improvements | thought y
were necessary 137

Neither easy nor difficult %
| chose options that reduced my current bill 10% Y o

I chose options that avoided deteriorations in Y
service i
Fairly difficult 25%
| was interested in improvements irrespective
8%
of cost

| chose options that | thought would benefit Y .
people | know or other customers >0 Very difficult EV0

| chose options with lower service levels

)
because these were still acceptable to me =

Don’t know

Other 2%

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

ICS)

Reasons for choosing "no change"

Frequency of "no change" vs trade-off choices in DCE (n=588)

(n=136)
(Block 1)
60% 55%
I think the current services are already good 7
% 0%
enough 5
| object to paying higher water bills 40%
I would like the improvements, but | cannot o
afford to pay 30% 26%
I would like the improvements, but the bill 5 19%
increase was more than | would pay 20%
Water companies make enough profits as it
i 10%
I do not want the improvements but Idon't
want services to deteriorate either 0%
The government or council should pay for o No change Option B Option C
this
| object to th t ies bei . .
object to epwriavaetrisc:dmpanles eing % Frequency of "no change“ vs trade-off choices in DCE (n=588)
I do not believe these improvements would Dot (Block 2)
actually happen : 50% 46%
The water company should pay for this 27
The information provided was not clear o4 40% .
enough for me to make a choice 31%
)
The water company is inefficient [/ 30% 22%
| object to the proposed changes in services [} 20%
The improvements of these services are not
important to me 10%
Other A%
0%
o% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% No change Option B Option C
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Validity testing

Reasons for choosing to pay for improvements Influence of other company performance on choices

(n=232) (n=588)

The combination of improvements are worth the

. L 1%
increase in bill 4

Not at all 12%
To prevent damage to the environment or
wildlife generally

17%
To prevent possible inconvenience to my

0,
household o

Not much 46%

To prevent inconvenience to future generations 9%

To prevent possible inconvenience to my
household and others in the area

9% Quite a lot 33%

Itisagood cause © &)

To prevent damage to rivers and/or coastal
waters

% Alot A%

Other

Don't know A%

To prevent inconvenience to businesses in the
area

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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Pressures on household

budgets

I do not have any problems in paying my water

I rarely find it difficult to pay my water bill

I sometimes find it difficult to pay my water bill

I always find it difficult paying my water bill

Affordability of water bill (n=588)

49%

bill

24%

19%

6%

Prefer not to say

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

Household financial position

Much worse

Somewhat worse

About the same

10%
Somewhat improved
13%
. 4%
Much improved
5%
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

m How do you expect the financial position of your household to change over the next 12
months?

m How has the financial situation of your household changed over the last 12 months?

(n=588)

4,0%

© All Rights 2022

Slide 22




ICS
Experience of problems within sample

Experience of problems in the last 5yrs (n=588 Experience of problems in detail (h=123)

Unexpected interruption to water
supply due to a water mains problem
Occasional low pressure from taps in

your home
Interruption to water supply due to
water company work that is notified in...

Yes —issues with water supply (e.g. tap water, Concern about the taste or smell of tap
water pressure, leaks) water

No

A water leak from a pipe in your street

Yes — problems with the customer services or Concern about the colour of tap water

billing

Concern about the hardness of tap
water

Problem with your water bill

Don’t know L
Low water pressure all of the time in

your home

Dissatisfaction with customer services
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% provided by Bristol Water (e.g....

Received a letter or card stating that tap
water must be boiled before using it

e About1in g5 customers reported
experiencing a service issue in the last ot
ﬂve yea Is. Dissatisfaction with the way Bristol

Water repair work has been carried out
Inconvenience from Bristol Water
roadworks in your street

None of the above

0% 20%  40% 60% 80% 100%

© All Rights 2022 Slide 23




ICS)

Final Non-Household Results

Based on full sample of n=202



Sample profile

Total sample size n=202 (online n=101, CATI n=101)

ICS

Non-household retailer Water bill (n=202)
(n=202)
Less than £500 per year 14%
Water2Business 50%
£500 to £999 per year %
WaterPlus 8% .
£1,000 tO £4,999 per... 25%

Everflow [4%

SES Business Water 3%
Veolia Water 3%

Clear Business 3%
Wave Utilities 2%
Smarta 3%

Castle Water 2%

Source for Business 1%

£5,000 t0 £9,999 per... 8%
£10,000 t0 £24,999... IZY%
£25,000 to £49,999... 3%
£50,000 t0 £99,999... 2%

£100,000 to... 200
£250,000 to... [3%

More than £500,000...[2%

Conserv Aqua 1%
Self-supply (billing services by..1% Number of employees (n=202)
- 6%
The Water Retail Company 1% o4 S
5-9 11%
Not connected to mains water 0% 10-19 11%
Yu Water 0% 20- 49 9%
Business Stream 0% 50-99 8%
100 - 2 %
ADSM 0% 49 o
250-499 g%
ADSM o% 500-999 g%
None of the above 0% 1,000 + 10%
Don't know/prefer.o%
Slide 25
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Sample profile continued

Organisation type and water useage

(n=202)

Industrial - Water is used
eitherin product (e.g.,
brewery, food processing)
orin process (e.g., for
paintin a car plant).

Public - Publicly owned
organisation. Water is
used primarily for
domestic purposes (e.g.,
hospitals, MOD, local
authorities).

24%

Commercial — Water is
used primarily for

Attitudes to water use and services

Water services do not
receive much
management attention
and we do not have a

strong focus on...

Water services do not
receive much
management attention,
but we are keenly

interested in...

Water services receive a
fairamount of
management attention

(n=202)

22%

57%

21%

domestic purposes (e.g., o Number of sites (n=202)
retail, banking). 1site NG I——
2sites  Ng%!
Small or medium
enterpriseSME — Water is 3-5sites WAR%N
used primarily for
domestic purposes. A 6—10sites 4%
Mainly commercial
organisations (e.g., More than 10 sites 4%
smaller office...
Don't know 3%
Slide 26
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WTP results - Block 1 (Water Service €S
Reliability)

The non-household WTP estimates are presented as % change in
bill values (to reflect the variation in size of non-household bills). Leakage
The non-household mean WTP estimates for the Block 1

attributes (Water Service Reliability) are all positive (in line with
expectation).

1.63

Supply Interruptions

B
&
3

o
o
]

. . . . 5 1.00 ‘é 0.08 0.08
A contrast with the household results is the lack of statistical . 5 o
significance. Only Supply Interruptions show significance closeto 3 [Hon 2 e
the 95% confidence level (p=0.06). This means we cannot reject g o "

T . . < 2 5.0, 0.0
the possibility of zero WTP for the other service attributes. 7 e 3., )
This lack of significance is attributable to a weakly determined bill 5o 2
coefficient in the estimated models. This suggests a greater PERCENTAGE OF WATER LOST DUETO LEAKAGE EACHYEAR “ 000
variability in the sensitivity of non-households to bill changes in n=202 R OF PROPERTIES AFFECTED BY UNEXPECTED
this block. INTERRUPTIONS TO WATER SUPPLY EACH YEAR (PER 10,000

PROPERTIES)
Non-Household WTP (% Change in Bill/nhh/yr/unit) Discoloured Water n=202
0.09
Mean St. Error Units L oo 0.08 Low Pressure
S 0.07 0.02
g_ 0.06
Leakage 0.71 0.47 1% change 5 oo £ oo
2 =
g 0.04 g 0.01
Supply o % 0.03 [] 0.03 E
. 0.04* 0.021 1% change S oo &
Interruptions 3 2 oo Mo
£ oo = -005
5 =
Discolouration 0.035 0.023 1% change 2 000
. NUMBER OF CUSTOMER CONTACTS ABOUT APPEARANCE OF TAP e'-
WATER (PER 10,000 PROPERTIES) SO
LOW Pressure 0‘005 0'004 1% Change n=202 ' PROPERTIES AT RISK OF RECEIVING LOW PRESSURE (PER
10,000 PROPERTIES)
*** Pr>|z|<0.01, ** Pr>|z|<0.05, * Pr>|z|<0.10 n=202
N=202
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Block 1- Attribute importance

Attribute Importance Relative to Bill

Like households, non-household
respondents were asked to rate which
attributes influenced their choices from
most important to least important.

The chart across shows the relative
importance weights for the final non-
household data and show strong
consistency with the findings for
households.

Of further note, analysis of the choice
data for non-households confirms less
importance attached to the change in bill
attribute compared to households.

This provides further context for the lack
of statistical significance for the WTP
estimates for block 1. The estimated
utilities for all the service attributes
(except low pressure) were all highly
significant, while the change in bill was

not.
© All Rights 2022
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WTP results - Block 2 (Environment

and Customers)

The mean WTP estimates for the Block 2

attributes (Customers & Environment) are
positively signed (in line with expectation).

All the mean WTP estimates in this block are
statistically significant at the 9g5% level except
for the biodiversity attribute, meaning we

£ per household per year per unit

cannot reject zero WTP values for this attribute

for non-households.

This improvement in statistical precision

n=202

confirms the benefit of the additional CATI

Non-Household WTP (% change in bill/nhh/yr/unit) o

sample.

Mean
ey
Biodiversity 0..09
Customer Water Use 0.07**
Customer Complaints 0.11**

N=*** Pr>|z|<0.01, ** Pr>|z|<0.05, * Pr>|z|<0.10

202
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St. Error

1.09

0.06

0.03

0.05

Units
nr per 100 years

Score per 10,000
population

£ per household per year per unit

Litres/person/day 000

nr per 10,000
properties

n=202

Severe Water Restrictions

[ 23

0.18

HOW OFTEN WATER IS CUT OFF TO HOUSEHOLDS AND
BUSINESSES ON A ROTA BASIS

Customer water use

0.13

[[] 007

0.01

LITRES OF WATER CONSUMPTION PER PERSON PER DAY

£ per household per year per unit

n=202

° ° o o °
2 & % i
& 5 & 8 &

£ per household per year per unit

o
o
<)

ICS

Biodiversity / Habitats

0.21

(1] 0.09

-0.03

NUMBER OF HABITAT IMPROVEMENTS PER 10,000
POPULATION

Customer Complaints

0.21

[1] 0.2z

|/~ 0.00

n=202

NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS DISSATIFIED WITH CUSTOMER
SERVICE EACHYEAR PER 10,000 PROPERTIES

Slide 29



ICS
Block 2- Attribute importance

The chart across shows the attribute Attribute Importance Relative to Bill
importance for the choices observed in
Block 2.

For Block 2 customer water use and
severe water restrictions are rated as

CUSTOMER COMPLAINTS

being most important compared to LSO R L
changes in bills.
The influence of customer complaints BIODIVERSITY

were rated as less important than

changes in bill.
SEVERE WATER RESTRICTIONS

Overall, in this block there was evidence
of more sensitivity to the bill cost
attribute (which explains the stronger
significance for the estimated WTPs).
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Secondary attributes

A set of secondary service attributes/improvements
were also included in the non-household survey.

Household metering is excluded, and non-essential
use bans were presented instead of hosepipe bans.

Again, in the analysis supply interruptions is treated
as the base attribute, so that importance weights
relative to supply interruptions for the other 4
attributes can be calculated.

Importance weights > o imply that the attribute was
ranked more highly than supply interruptions, whilst
weights < o imply the opposite.

From the final results we see that only taste and
smell of tap water was rated more highly than
supply interruptions.
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Attribute Name

Target

Non Essential Use Bans

Improve current service of Once every 33 years to Once
every 45 years

Taste and Smell of Tap
Water

Improving current service of 350 customer contacts per
year to 260 customer contacts per year

Drought Permits

Improve current service of Once every 33 years to Once
every 50 years

Traffic Disruption

Improve current service of 250 complaints per year to 190
complaints per year

Supply Interruptions

Improve current service of 4000 properties affected each
year to 3000 properties affected each year

Importance Relative to Improving Supply

TRAFFIC DISRUPTION

DROUGHT PERMITS

TASTE AND SMELL OF TAP WATER

NON ESSENTIAL USE BANS

Interruptions

-0.60 -0.50 -0.40 -0.30 -0.20 -0.10 0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30
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Package Exercise - Choice Behaviour

Non-household respondents were also
presented with a final package choice
exercise.

Respondents were presented with a
randomised % annual bill increase from the
values (0.4%, 0.8%, 1.2%, 1.6%,2%, 3%, 4%) in
exchange for a maximum service
improvement across all 8 main attributes.

The purpose of this exercise is to establish the
overall WTP of customers for the full package
of service improvements. This provides useful
information about the limits to overall WTP.

The choice data generated by this exercise is
less consistent with the expected demand
behaviour compared to households.

That is, at higher price/bill increases the % of
Yes respondents decreases, but less so
compared to households. This is again
indicative of a lower sensitivity from business
customers to water price changes.

© All Rights 2022

70%

60%

50%

~
Q
S

30%

% of Yes Responses

20%

10%

0%

ICS

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

% Bill Increase per year

2

Slide 32



Package Exercise - Estimated

Maximum WTP

The charts across present the estimates
for the overall non-household WTP (%
increase [year).

Two estimation approaches were
implemented: 1) parametric (logit)
models and 2) Non-parametric (Turnbull)
estimator.

Like households, the non-parametric
estimates were better determined and
hence would be more reliable. The main
WTP for a maximum improvement was
1.55% per NON-household per year.

We also tested for differences across
groups and found the strongest
differences were by business size. The
WTP for micro/small businesses was
higher compared to medium and large
businesses.
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o ] ICS
Validity testing

For non-households we observe similar findings to households, except on protest responses
and comparative information:

Consistent feedback on how respondents made their choices and weighed up trade-offs between
service levels and bill amounts (slide 35)

Many more respondents reported the survey was easy 51% (either “very easy” or “fairly easy”) than
those who reported the survey was difficult 24% (either “very difficult” or “fairly difficult” (slide 35)

High levels of trade-off behaviour: No more than half of respondents opted for “no change” in the
two blocks of choice exercises, with slightly more trade-offs made in Block 2(slide 36)

More NHH protest type responses driving “no change” choice than HHs — around 15% of
respondents stated a reason related to water company profits, inefficiency, or that others should pay
(slide 36). This may be a factor behind the lack of WTP significance in the DCE choice blocks.

Comparative information

More so than households, non-household customers (45%) were influenced “a lot” or
“quite a lot” by information provided on the performance of other companies when
making decisions (slide 37)
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Validity testing

How respondents chose between different packages Survey difficulty

(n=202) (n=202)

| chose options with improvements | thought were
necessary

22%
Very easy 16%
| chose the options which offered most improvement

0,
relative to cost Eat

| chose the options with the least cost to my

0, i )
organisation 12% Fairly easy 35%
| chose options that reduced the current bill 11%
Neither easy nor
0,
difficult Eie

I chose options that avoided deteriorations in service 10%

I chose the options that affect or are most likely to

0,
affect my organisation directly i)

Fairly difficult 20%

| was interested in improvements irrespective of cost 8%

I chose options with lower service levels because these -
P . - 5% Very difficult | A%
were still acceptable to my organisation
I chose options that | thought would benefit other
organisations

3%

Don’t know 2%
Other
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Validity testing

ICS)

Reasons for mostly choosing "no change"

Frequency of "no change" vs trade-off choices in ("=202)
q y g

n=
(n=33) DCE (Block 1)
60%
0,
I would like the improvements, but | cannot afford... 27% 50% 50%
| object to paying higher water bills 18% 40%
I think the current services are already good enough 30% 27%
22%
I would like the improvements, but the bill increase...
20%
| do not want the improvements but | don't want...
10%
The water company should pay for this
0%
The improvements of these services are not... No change Option B Option C
I do not believe these improvements would actually... . .
P / Frequency of "no change" vs trade-off choices in (n=20
The government or council should pay for this B[/ DCE (Block 2) 2)
50% %
| object to the water companies being privatised 4470
)
Water companies make enough profits as it is % 40% 31%
The information provided was not clear enough for... 30% 25%
The water company is inefficient 20%
| object to the proposed changes in services 10%
Other [E)
0%
No change Option B Option C
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Validity testing

ICS)

Reasons for choosing to pay for improvements (n=110) Influence of other company performance on choices (n=202)
The combination of improvements are worth the
increase in bill - -
Not at all 11%
To prevent inconvenience to future generations
To prevent damage to the environment or wildlife
0
To prevent inconvenience to households and
0
businesses in the area
To prevent possible inconvenience to my ) . ®
organisation Quite a lot 35%
To prevent possible inconvenience to my S
organisation and others in the area
Alot 10%
It is a good cause
To prevent damage to rivers and/or coastal g
waters
Don’t know .
Other
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ICS
Experience of problems within sample

Experience of problems in the last 5yrs (n=202) Experience of problems in detail (h=50)

Unexpected interruption to water supply
due to a water mains problem
Occasional low pressure from taps in your
premise

No

. : A water leak from a pipe in your street
Yes —issues with water

supply (e.g. tap water, Concern about the hardness of tap water
water pressure, leaks)

Concern about the colour of tap water

Yes — problems with the Interruption to water supply due to water
customer services or company work that is notified in advance
billing Concern about the taste or smell of tap

water
Low water pressure all of the time in your

Don’t know premise

Problem with your water bill

Received a letter or card stating that tap
water must be boiled before using it

Inconvenience from Bristol Water roadworks
in your street

hd Morethan 2 |n 5 CUStomerS had Dissatisfaction with customer services
. . . rovided b r retailer (e.qg. telephone...
experienced a problem in the last five Dissatisfaction with the way Bristol Water

repair work has been carried out

years, double the rate reported by
household customers.

None of the above

Other
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Supplemental Household results

e Satisfaction with services

* Importance of service areas

e Rating of current performance
e Priorities for improvement



Satisfaction with service areas -

Household

* Customers are most satisfied with the
number of supply interruptions and
the quality of drinking water.

* There is more uncertainty of
satisfaction around the time taken to
fix leaks, care about the environment
and financial support for those
struggling to pay.

» Dissatisfaction is generally low, with
the highest share relating to the
taste, smell and appearance of tap
water (8%).
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ICS

Satisfaction with aspects of service

The quality and safety of drinking water 35% 46%

The number of interruptions to your water supply 46% 37%

The taste, smell and appearance of tap water 31% 46%

The frequency of hosepipe bans 29% 36%

The time taken to fix leaks to reduce the amount

0 0 60
of water lost il Slod &

Care about the environment  JEVAZ 32% 5%

The help provided to customers that struggle to

10% 21% 5%
pay

W Very satisfied W Satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied ® Dissatisfied

W Very dissatisfied Don't know

(n=588)
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Importance of service areas - ICS
Household

* Around 80-90% of customers found Importance of service areas
all the service areas "Very important”

" it " Leakege [T
or "Quite important”. E

(n=588)

* Leakage was most important (93%),
closely followed by the taste, smell
and appearance of tap water (92%)
and supply interruptions (89%) Properties with low water pressure [ IR

27%

Risk of severe water restrictions in a drought &%) 45%

* Properties with low water pressure
was the least important service area

(75%0)

Improving natural habitats %) 43%

Helping customers use less water 9%

40%

Customer contacts 9% 30%

m Notatall ®Notveryimportant Quite important M Very important Don't know
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ICS
Rating performance - Household

» Customer satisfaction with Bristol Water Rating Performance .
. n=s5
performance for the 8 attributes tested
ranged from 49-62%. Leakage
* Customers were most likely to find Bristol Supply interruptions
Water “Satisfactory” or "Somewhat om
. Tap water appearance 18% 6%
satisfactory” for Leakage (62%). . : .
] L Properties with low water pressure 28% 31%
* Risk of severe water restrictions had the
loweSt SatiSfaCtion (49%) Risk of severe water restrictions in a drought 24% 25%
Improving natural habitats 20% 37% 5%9
Helping customers use less water 17% 36%
Customer contacts 8%29
W Satisfactory m Somewhat Satisfactory
Neither satisfactory nor unsatisfactory B Somewhat unsatisfactory
W Unsatisfactory Don't know
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Priorities for improvement - [

Household

* |n most areas customers want Bristol
Water to maintain current

performance when asked (without bill Leakage 6"

Im
pacts)
* Forleakage, helping customers to use Tap water appearance [ .
less water and improving natural .
- - Properties with low water pressure |G S 3%
habitats customers wanted improved e : -
performance |eVE|S Risk of severe water restrictions in a drought
e There were no areas where Improving natural habitats
customers wanted lower levels of Helping customers use less water

performance
Customer contacts

Priorities for improvement
(n=588)

W Improve Performance
B Maintain Current Performance
Performance could be lower (as long as legal standards are met)

H Don't know

© All Rights 2022 Slide 43



Satisfaction with service overall - €S

Household

e Household customers were asked Overall satisfaction with services (n=588)
how satisfied they are overall with
services at the start and end of the :
ey
«  77% were “fairly satisfied” or Fairly satsfied =
“satisfied” at the outset.
Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied
» Satisfaction at the conclusion fell to
67% Fairly unsatisfied
Very unsatisfied I
Don't know I
0% 10% 20% 30% 4,0% 50% 60%
® Uninformed satisfaction Informed satisfaction
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ICS
Value for money - Household

Value for money (n=588)

* 45% of households felt their water bill
was value for money (selecting either
“Very good” or "Good" value.

Very good value for money

* 44% were neutral on this measure.

Good value for money

* Only 10% felt their water bill was
“poor” or “very poor” value. Neither good nor poor value for money

Poor value for money
Very poor value for money

Don't know

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%
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Views on delivery- Household

33% of customers feel it was “quite
likely” or “very likely” improvements
would be delivered.

This almost mirrors the 31% of
customers who feel it was “quite
unlikely” or “very unlikely”

improvements would be delivered.

36% were neutral on this measure.
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ICS

Views on likelihood improvements will be delivered

Very unlikely

Quite unlikely

Neutral

Quite likely

Very likely

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

(n=

588)

4,0%
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ICS)

Supplemental Non-household
results

Satisfaction with services
Importance of service areas
Rating of current performance
Priorities for improvement



Satisfaction with service areas - Non- '©®

household

Satisfaction with aspects of service
(n=202)

* Most customers are satisfied with all

aspects of service, particularly the The qualty and sfety of crinking water )

quality of drinking water and
interruptions.

The number of interruptions to your water supply 42% 42% H

» Satisfaction with the taste, smell and

appearance Oftap Water Wwas a|SO The taste, smell and appearance of tap wate 33% 47% %

high.
The frequency of non-essential use bans g
 Dissatisfaction is generally low, with

the highest share relating to the time | Thetmetekentolileats toreduce the amount
taken to fix leaks (6%).

Care about the environment 22% 38% %

W Very satisfied W Satisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied m Dissatisfied

W Very dissatisfied Don’t know
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Importance of service areas - Non- €S
household

« Customers felt all areas of service Importance of service areas (n=202)
were “Very important” or "Quite
| / Leskoge [
Important”.
Supply interruptions |
i 0
* Leakage was most important (92%), et appearsnce |7
closely followed by customer
ContaCtS (91%) and the taSte, Sme” Properties with low water pressure I
and appearance Of tap water (91%) Risk of severe water restrictions in a drought  [JEECZl
: : Improving natural habitats |52l
* Properties with low water pressure i o -
was the least important service area Helping customers use less water
0
(80 A)) Customer contacts
m Notatall m Notvery important Quite important M Very important Don’t know
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ICS

Rating performance - Non-household

Customer satisfaction with Bristol Water
performance for the 8 attributes tested
ranged from 48-60%.

Customers were most likely to find
Bristol Water “Satisfactory” or
"Somewhat satisfactory” for leakage
(60%),properties with low pressure (57%)
and customer contacts (58%).

Helping customers use less water (48%),
tap water appearance (50%) and the risk
of severe restrictions (48%) had the
lowest satisfaction with current service.

© All Rights 2022

Rating Performance

(n=202

Leakage 0% %

Supply interruptions

Tap water appearance

Properties with low water pressure
Risk of severe water restrictions in a drought 15% 9%
Improving natural habitats

Helping customers use less water

Customer contacts 20% 38%

W Satisfactory ® Somewhat Satisfactory
Neither satisfactory nor unsatisfactory B Somewhat unsatisfactory

W Unsatisfactory Don't know
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Priorities for improvement - Non-

household

In most areas customers want Bristol
Water to maintain current
performance when asked (without bill
impacts)

The clearest areas for improvement
for business customers were leakage
(59%) and helping customers to use
less water (56%).

Properties receiving low pressure
(10%) was the the clearest area where
customers would accept lower levels
of performance.
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ICS

Priorities forimprovement

(n=202)
Leakage 59% 34% A a
Supply interruptions 40% 53% @
Tap water appearance 38% 53% ﬂ
Properties with low water pressure 35% 52% E
Risk of severe water restrictions in a drought 43% 47% ﬂ
Improving natural habitats 51% EYAL)
Helping customers use less water 56% 34% ﬂ
Customer contacts g
B Improve Performance
® Maintain Current Performance
Performance could be lower (as long as legal standards are met)
m Don't know
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Satisfaction with service overall -

Non-household

* Overall satisfaction with services for
NHH customers was 70% (selecting
either “Very satisfied” or “satisfied".

* 24% were neutral on this measure.
*  Only 4% felt were “dissatisfied” or

“very dissatisfied” with overall
service.
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ICS

Very satisfied

Satisfied

Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied

Dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Don't know

Overall satisfaction

(n=202)
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ICS
Value for money - Non-household

* 49% of businesses felt their water bill Value for money (n=202
was value for money (selecting either
“Very good” or "Good" value.

Very good value for money 13%
* 39% were neutral on this measure.
Good value for money 36%
* Only 9% felt their water bill was
n " n " Neither good nor poor 0
pOOI’ or Vel’y pOOF Value value for money 39%

Poor value for money 8%

Very poor value for money 1%

Don‘t know 2%
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Views on delivery- Non-household

* 27% of businesses feel it was “quite
likely” or “very likely” improvements
would be delivered.

* This compares favourably to 37% of
businesses who feel it was “quite
unlikely” or “very unlikely”

improvements would be delivered.

* 36% were neutral on this measure.
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ICS

Views on likelihood improvements will be delivered

Very likely

Quite likely

Neutral

Quite unlikely

Very unlikely

(n=202
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ICS)

Annex 1: DCE task attributes and
levels



DCE Task - Attributes and Levels -
Block 1

© All Rights 2022

Attribute Name ROLLOVER text Measure Level coding
Display in lists Display as rollover Display on choice cards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
Leaks are caused by cracks in ageing pipes, freezing weather, or the
LKG Leakage weight of traffic on a road above. 20% 17% 13% 9% 6%
Percentage of water lost due to )
leakage each year (100 litres per property | (85 litres per property (65 litres per property (45 litres per property (30 litres per property
per day) per day) per day) per day) per day)
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
‘Water supply may be lost without any warning due to burst pipes, or
Sl Supply interruptions |equipment or power supply failures. Number of properties affected by 6000 properties 5000 properties 4,030 properties 2000 properties 1000 properties
unexpected interruptions to - -
walerpsupply each sear (108 in every 10,000 (90 in every 10,000 (73 in every 10,000 (36 in every 10,000 (18 in every 10,000
The average length of expected interruptions is about 6 hrs properties) properties) properties) properties) properties)
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
Tap water Discoloured tap water can be caused by deposits accumulating in pipes or
DIS a pearance due to tiny air bubbles, which make tap water cloudy, because of changes 2500 properties 2000 properties 1400 contacts 650 contacts 125 contacts
PP to pumping of water. This accounts for about 70% of all customer contacts |Number of customer contacts R R
about appearance of tap water (45 in every 10,000 (36 in every 10,000 (25 in every 10,000 (12 in every 10,000 (2in every 10,000
properties) properties) properties) properties) properties)
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
Low pressure reduces the force that water comes out of the tap. This can 60 properties 30 properties 11 properties 5 properties 0 properties
LwpP Low water pressure |be due to a property’s location (e.g. on a hill) or a reduction in mains
pressure (e.q. due to a burst pipe). Properties at risk of receiving . .
low pressure (1.1 in every 10,000 (0.5 in every 10,000 (0.2 in every 10,000 (0.1in every 10,000 (0.0in every 10,000
properties) properties) properties) properties) properties)
BIL Water bill gg;gge in annual water bl from £15 decrease £5 decrease No change £5increase £10 increase £15 increase £25 increase
ACTUAL SERVICE LEVEL -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 4
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DCE Task - Attributes and Levels -
Block 2

Attribute |Attribute Name ROLLOVER text Measure Level coding
Display in lists Display as rollover Display on choice cards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
In severe droughts, water is cut off to households and businesses on a
RC :zt or:[severe water restrictions in a rota basis for up to 17 hours a day including peak times. For example, How often water is cut Once every 50 years | Once every 100 years | Once every 200 years | Once every 300 years | Once every 500 years
o water could be restricted from 2pm to 7am. off to households and . .
businesses on a rota
basis
NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
Improving the environment on Bristol Water's land helps to balance the
NAT Natural Habitats impact of its activities on the quality of natural habitats and the diversity of Number of habitat nla nl/a 143 points 151 points 160 points
plants and wildiife they support. imy
" . . . - . |improvements per -
Smc_e 2014 Bristol Wat.er has been meafu_r!ng '_he |mpn'.>vements itis 10,000 population (6% improvement to (12% improvement to
making to natural habitats through activities like planting of new
N N N natural habitats) natural habitats)
woodlands and the control of invasive species. These
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER
On average, each person currently uses about 155 litres of water per day 175 li " - " o
y itres per person | 165 litres per person | 155 litres per person 135 litres per person 110 litres per peson
PCC Per capita consumption in the Bristol water region. This is above the industry average of 145 litres |, 4-oq of water per day per day per day per day per day
per day. . consumption per person - -
This can be achieved by offering free or incentivised water-saving per day
devices, educating customers and encouraging metering. Also, working Y (13% increase) (6% increase) (15% reduction) (30% reduction)
with developers to build more water efficient new homes.
WORSE WORSE NO CHANGE BETTER BETTER - -
Bristol Water receives contacts from customers each year about | Number of customers 2,500 2,000 1600 1000 500
cC Customer complaints problems with the water supply (e.g. no water, tap water quality, leaks). dissatified with customer
service each year
(48 in every 10,000 (38 in every 10,000 (31 in every 10,000 (19 in every 10,000 (10 in every 10,000
properties) properties) properties) properties) properties)
BIL ‘Water bill Ei\yl‘?rlj)?i \zrgggnual water £15 decrease £5 decrease No change £5 increase £10 increase £15 increase £25 increase
ACTUAL SERVICE LEVH -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 4
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Package Exercise - Attributes and

Levels

Format for Package CV question

Attribute Measure Levels
atibeteians Display on choice card OPtI?n U N Option 2
(current
Leaks are caused by cracks in ageing pipes, freezing weather, or the weight of traffic on a road above.
About 36,000,000 litres of water (13% of total water put into supply) is lost per day in the Bristol Water region. This is equivalent to
ATTL LKG Leakage the daily water usage of 230,000 people. 13% 6%
Bristol Water currently has the lowest leakage in the water industry on a litres per property per day basis and is currently beating
targets set in 2020 to reduce leakage
Water supply may be lost without any warning due to burst pipes, or equipment or power supply failures.
ATT2 sl Supply interruptions Around 4,000 properties are currently affected each year across the Bristol Water region and performance in this area is currently 4,030 properties 1000 properties
improving.
Discoloured tap water can be caused by deposits accumulating in pipes or due to tiny air bubbles, which make tap water cloudy,
because of changes to pumping of water. This accounts for about 70% of all customer contacts related to the appearance of tap
ter.
ATT3 DIS Tap water appearance water. 1400 contacts 125 contacts
Bristol Water currently receive around 1400 customer contacts about appearance of tap water. Current performance in this area is
below target.
Low pressure reduces the force that water comes out of the tap. This can be due to a property’s location (e.g. on a hill) or a
reduction in mains pressure (e.g. due to a burst pipe).
ATT4 Lwp Low water pressure 11 properties 0 properties
Around 11 properties are currently at risk of receiving low water pressure each year across the Bristol Water region and
performance in this area of service has been improving
In severe droughts, water is cut off to households and businesses on a rota basis for up to 17 hours a day including peak times.
For example, water could be restricted from 2pm to 7am.
ATT6 RC Rlsk»of.severe water These severe restrictions might typically last 1 month. This would affect local businesses, but not hospitals. Many schools and Once every 200 years Once every 500
restrictions in a drought . " / . years
businesses would likely close during the severe drought period.
Improving the environment on Bristol Water's land helps to balance the impact of its activities on the quality of natural habitats and
ATT7 NAT Natural Habitats the diversity of plants and wildlife they support. 143 points 160 points
Bristol Water's objective is to provide a net gain to natural habitats.
On average, each person currently uses about 155 litres of water per day in the Bristol water region. This is above the industry
average of 145 litres per day.
ATT8 PCC Per capita consumption Bristol Water can help customers to use less water, to save customers money and adapt to the challenges like hotter weather as 155 litres per person per | 110itres per peson
day per day
aresult of climate change. Using less water helps to reduce the need to develop new supplies in the future and also allows less
water to be taken out of the environment.
Bristol Water receives contacts from customers each year about problems with the water supply (e.g. no water, tap water quality,
leaks).
ATT9 cc Customer complaints 1600 complaints 500 complaints
Around 1,600 customers each year are with the customer service provided by Bristol Water (this is equal to about 30
customers for every 10,000). Performance in this area of service has been improving
. RANDOM FROM
Ch | water bill fi 2025
ATT10 BIL Water bill ange in annual water bill from No change LEVELS 2- 8 BELOW
Option all attributes at Level 3
Option 2 = all attributes at Level 5 except bill (random)
Random bill amount
2 [ 3 [ 4 [ 5 [ 6 7 8
| No change | £5 increase | £10 increase | £15 increase | £20 increase | £25 increase £35 increase \ £50 increase
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Bill attribute levels for non- ICS

household survey

DCE Block 1 and 2

Attribute Attribute Name Measure Level coding
Displayin lists Display on choice cards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Household BILL Water bill Changein yearly water bill ) ) ) )

from 2025 £15 decrease £5 decrease No change £5 increase £10 increase £15 increase £25 increase

Percentage Change in
Non-household BILL Water bill yearly water bill from

2025 1.2% decrease 0.4% decrease No change 0.4% increase 0.8% increase |1.2% increase |2% increase
Package Exercise

Measure Levels
Attribute Attribute name Option 1

Display on choice card Option 2

(current situation)

RANDOM FROM

i Percen hange in rly water bill from 202!
ATT10 BILL Water bill ercentage change in yearly water bill from 2025 No change LEVELS 2 - 8 BELOW

Random bill amount

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
|Hou5eho|d No change £5increase £10 increase £15increase £20 increase £25increase £35increase £50 increase
|Non-househo|d No change 0.4% increase 0.8% increase 1.2% increase 1.6% increase 2% increase 3% increase 4% increase
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Annex 2: Survey showcards and
instructions

e |Information showcards for DCE attributes
 Choice card instructions



ICS

HOW WE COMPARE SHOWCARDS



ICS

FIRST SERVICE BLOCK MEASURES
Water Service Reliability



Leakage

How do we compare?

Litres of water leaked (per property per day)

160 2019-20
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
o)
LXK $ & < <
< S <& S (& e 2 z
X X5 XS \, X5 XS XX XS
A7 +\$’° 0 ° Q\& S S & y £« 0& &
S & &@ F € E TP ‘&\@“ o ;&“& S s
Q)i\e &6‘ o> N & N 6& & &
(’) (ooeoé' (,)Q7\ %0

BEST WORST
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BRISTOL
WATER

What is this?

Leaks are caused by cracks in ageing pipes,
freezing water, or the weight of traffic on the
road above.

This results in more water being taken from
rivers (which might affect wildlife) and treated
to supply customers.

Bristol Water currently has the lowest leakage
in the water industry on a litres per property
per day basis and is currently beating targets
set in 2020 to reduce leakage.

How can this be improved?

Replace old pipes with modern plastic ones
and reduce pressure in the network.
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ICS

BRISTOL

Supply interruptions

How do we compare? What is this?

Water supply may be lost without warning due
to burst pipes, or equipment or power supply
failures. This can happen any time day or
night.

Average minutes of supply interruption
per property per year 2019-20
35.0
30.0

250 Around 4,000 properties (equal to about 73

20.0 | | properties for every 10,000 properties) are
15.0
& &

currently affected each year across the Bristol
100 Water region and performance in this area is
» TERR
s i 1
& & & & &

currently improving.

0.0
& & @ & & @& & - .
S T E S How can this be improved?
$ N K
L O L LA X F TS DSOS
& TP F T N IO @ TS S E Repl Id pi ft th
S F TGS T OC S eplace old pipes more often across the
¢)0° & A 7 P 1% t k
X ) network.
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Tap water appearance

How do we compare?

Customer contacts about tap water
25 appearance (per 10,000 people supplied) 2019

20

15
10
& & $ & S &SSO

S & c)‘é" ,\\‘C\ &%{\ & L& F > @(\“‘ é,e:“ <@° D S \se"? 5}(\
S NS O <€ & & 8
(@6\ < ¥ & ¥ (,)o°+8' $ & N 0(\\\3:5\ S
QO (900 o Q} 2 05‘9 e
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BRISTOL
WATER

What is this?

Discoloured tap water is caused by deposits
accumulating in pipes which makes water
look brow, or by tiny air bubbles which make
tap water look cloudy or milky. This accounts
for about 70% of all customer contacts
related to the appearance of tap water.

Plumbing issues in a customer’s home, such
as corrosion of pipes, can also cause
problems.

How can this be improved?

Clean water supply pipes more often and
replace old pipes.
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Properties with low water ot
pressure

How do we compare? What is this?

Water pressure is the flow of water as it
Number of properties with low water pressure  comes out of the tap when turned on fully.

(for every 10,000 properties) Low pressure can be caused by burst pipes
8 or can be due to a property’s location.
g Low pressure means it takes 2-5 times
5 longer to fill a bowl of water, showers are
4 less powerful, and washing machines take
2 longer to run.
. .
: - mnunnlll I I I This is measured as the n.umber of
N properties below the national low water
3 & F o F S F o FFEE S level -
SIS IS IS SIS RS pressure level per 10,000 connections.
’é,{\" @& ‘i\\@ Q/'bé‘ @& ?>‘;<\ '\\'b(\ L o {\’b(\$®a’& (,,66‘. \(\?}(\ 0\)’& C)‘é” 9
&") N o&% A «0& S ‘?S\q\)& & 06;0 &N S S ""\& H th. b ] d’
o % o & & P& N OwW Can tnis pe Improvea:
X

Upgrade pumps, pipes on the water supply

network and increase pressure monitoring
with loggers.
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SECOND SERVICE BLOCK MEASURES
Environment and Customers



Risk of severe water

restrictions in a drought

How do we compare?

On average, this situation could occur once
every 200 years in the Bristol Water

area. Some parts of England are increasingly
coming under serious water stress due to
things like rising populations and the impact of
climate change. This is leading to a higher risk
of severe drought situations. The Bristol
Water area is currently in a less serious water
stress situation compared to other parts like
the South East of England.

No bath No shower

No flush No taps

© All Rights 2022

What is this?

In severe droughts, water is cut off to
households and businesses on a rota basis for
up to 17 hours a day including peak times. For
example, water could be restricted from 2pm
to 7am.

These severe restrictions might typically last 1
month. This would affect local businesses, but
not hospitals. Many schools and businesses
would likely close during the severe drought
period.

How can this be improved?

Investing in new resources such as storing
more water in reservoirs, sharing more water
across regions and helping customers use less
water.

b

BRISTOL
WATER
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Improving natural habitats

What is this?

Improving the environment on Bristol
Water's land helps to balance the
impact of its activities on the quality of
natural habitats and the diversity of
plants and wildlife they

support. Bristol Water’s objective is to
improve natural habitats and increase
biodiversity.

How can this be improved?

Continually monitoring and
maintaining the natural environment
through schemes such as removing
invasive species and planting new
trees.

Working with partner organisations like
Natural England to improve plant and
wildlife diversity and ensuring projects
like the Chew Valley Recreational Trail
provide a net gain to natural habitats.

© All Rights 2022

b

BRISTOL
WATER

How is this measured?

To help track
improvements to
natural habitats,
Bristol Water measures
the quantity (hectares
of land), quality (good,
moderate or low) and
uniqueness (very high
to very low) of habitats
on its land.

\ \ / ) V J “m‘é'ﬁ'l yeavies
L \\ / & .

These measures of quantity, quality and uniqueness are
combined into a performance score that is audited externally
each year. The current score is 143 points per 10,000
population. If Bristol Water makes a net 5% improvement to
natural habitats, this score increases to 150 points per 10,000
population.
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Helping customers to use less hyrf
water

How do we compare? What is this?

Bristol Water can help customers to use less
Daily water use per person (litres) in 2020/21  Wwater, to save customers money and adapt to
165 the challenges of hotter weather as a result of

160 climate change.
155
150 g out of every 10 Bristol Water customers who
i[*f) switch to a water meter have lowered their
e bills.
130 . "
e I I I I How can this be improved?
120

¢ &

Offering free or incentivised water-saving

X X X X Q X X X X X X X X . .
O A N N . SRS ARG R
FELELES @Sz S §@$&$ S@S@S 55 devices, e_ducatlng Fustomers and
c)@é & S §° S FC R EF S S «S encouraging metering.
&P S W TR S SR
S 9o & Y c)0° ® Q)"\ & Qoé
2 ~° Also, working with developers to build more

BEST WORST water efficient new homes.
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Customer contacts R

How do we compare? What is this?

Bristol Water receives contacts from customers each
year about problems with the water supply (e.g., no
Customer contacts - number of complaints water, tap water quality, leaks).

per 10,000 connections in 2019-20
Around 1,600 customers each year are dissatisfied

60
with the customer service provided by Bristol Water
50 (this is equal to about 30 customers for every 10,000
40 properties).
30 —_ : : :
Performance in this area of service has been improving
20
11 I I I I I I I I I I How can this be improved?
0 < Improve response times and provide better customer
X X X X X X S A L9 X X X X X X 0 0 . .
&7;”@&’5”0&&@@’5&&&@*3& @i@i’&@i@i@@e@”‘5&\@1‘&&1@@ experiences through investing in staff development,
osz“&s@;@&\‘i&%& & &°\\§\& B DS §%°’&é°0<<o°@<\° & new technologies and responding to customer
& ) O & N
TS ST IS S T T feedback.
° s> eoé
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CHOICE TASK

INSTRUCTION
SHOWCARDS



ICS

CHOICE TASK INSTRUCTIONS

When making your choices please consider:
A. Whether the changes in the services are important to you, and

B. Your overall household income and expenses, remembering that.

* The bill changes shown in these choices are in relation to your current
bill amount.

* Any money you pay for improvements will not be available for you to
spend elsewhere.

* Other household bills may go up or down.

* All household bills will be affected by the rate of inflation each year.
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EFFECTS OF INFLATION ON WATER BILLS

Your annual water bill will
increase with inflation every year.

Impact of Inflation on current average water bills for Bristol Water

Although bill changes you will see are 300
presented in "today's prices", in reality,

g 263 268 %73
future bills will increase with inflation - M=
every year. This is before any other 4 222
factors like changes in investment. U
180
The current average bill for e
Bristol Water is £202 per year. -

2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

280

Based on the latest figures from the
Bank of England, projected annual
inflation over the next few years could
see bills rise to £273 per year by 2030.
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You will be asked to pick the option that you prefer -
OPTION A or OPTION B or OPTION C

Option A Option B Option C

Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE

Percentage of water lost due to 13% 6% 17%

I YRR TS (65 litres per property per day) | (30 litres per property per day) (85 litres per property per day)

Supply Interruptions NO CHANGE WORSE NO CHANGE

NIl o6l O PRelp eSS Eifiesier (2 4030 properties 6000 properties 4030 properties
unexpected interruptions to water (73in every 10,000 properties) | (208 litres per property perday) | (73 in every 10,000 properties)
supply each year 73 Yy 10,000 prop per property p Y 73 Y 10,000 prop
Tap Water Appearance

NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water 1400 contacts 1400 contacts 2000 contacts
each year (25 in every 10,000 properties) (25 in every 10,000 properties) (36 in every 10,000 properties)
Low Water Pressure NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
Propertles at rlSk Of recelVlng IOW 11 properties 5 properties o properties

pressure . . : . : .
(0.2 in every 10,000 properties) | (o.1in every 10,000 properties) § (0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

Water Bill
Changei | bill f £5 increase £10 decrease
R e Change (41p5more per month) (83p less per month)

Which option do you prefer? O O O
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OPTION A is always the level at which each service is
currently provided or the no-change option

Option A Option B Option C
Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE
Percentage of water lost due to 13% 6% 17%

leakage each year

Supply Interruptions
Number of properties affected by
unexpected interruptions to water
supply each year

Tap Water Appearance

Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water
each year

Low Water Pressure

Properties at risk of receiving low
pressure

Water Bill

Change in annual bill from 2025

Which option do you prefer?

© All Rights 2022

(65 litres per property per day)

(30 litres per property per day)

(85 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

WORSE

6000 properties
(208 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE

1400 contacts
(25 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
2000 contacts

(36 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
11 properties
(0.2 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
5 properties

(0.1 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER

o properties
(0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

No change

O

£5 increase

(41p more per month)

O

£10 decrease
(83p less per month)

O
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OPTION B and OPTION C show alternative levels of service
that could be provided. These will change for each choice.

Option A Option B Option C
|
Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE

:’erkcentage rc])f water lost due to 13% 6% 17%
€akage each year (65 litres per property per day) W (30 litres per property per day) M (85 litres per property per day)

Supply Interruptions NO CHANGE WORSE NO CHANGE

NIl o6l O PRelp eSS Eifiesier (2 4030 properties 6000 properties 4030 properties

unexpected interruptions to water . . . . .
supply each year (73 in every 10,000 properties) [l (208 litres per property per day) i (73 in every 10,000 properties)

Tap Water Appearance
NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
Number of customer contacts

about appearance of tap water 1400 contacts 1400 contacts 2000 contacts
each year (25 in every 10,000 properties) (25 in every 10,000 properties) (36 in every 10,000 properties)

Low Water Pressure NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER

Propel’ties at I’iSk Of I’eceiving IOW 11 properties 5 properties o properties
pressure (0.2 in every 10,000 properties) |l (0.1in every 10,000 properties) l (0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

Water Bill :
Change in annual bill from 2025 No change £5 INCrease £10 decrease
(41p more per month) (83p less per month)

O
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OPTION B and OPTION C show alternative levels of service
that could be provided. These will change for each choice.

Option A Option B Option C
Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE
Percentage of water lost due to 13% 6% 17%

leakage each year

Supply Interruptions
Number of properties affected by
unexpected interruptions to water
supply each year

Tap Water Appearance

Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water
each year

Low Water Pressure

Properties at risk of receiving low
pressure

Water Bill

Change in annual bill from 2025

Which option do you prefer?

© All Rights 2022

(65 litres per property per day)

(30 litres per property per day)

(85 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

WORSE

6000 properties
(208 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER

2000 contacts
(36 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
11 properties
(0.2 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
5 properties

(0.1 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
o properties
(0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

No change

O

£5 increase

(41p more per month)

O

£10 decrease
(83p less per month)

O
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OPTION B and OPTION C show alternative levels of service
that could be provided. These will change for each choice.

Leakage

Percentage of water lost due to
leakage each year

Supply Interruptions
Number of properties affected by
unexpected interruptions to water
supoplv each vear

Tap Water Appearance
Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water
each year

Low Water Pressure
Properties at risk of receiving low
pressure

Water Bill

Change in annual bill from 2025

Which option do you prefer?

© All Rights 2022

Option A

Option B

NO CHANGE
13%
(65 litres per property per day)

BETTER
6%

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

WORSE
6000 properties

NO CHANGE
1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE

1400 contacts
(25 in every 10,000 properties)

(30 litres per property per day)

(108 litres per property per day)

Option C

WORSE
17%
(85 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER

2000 contacts
(36 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
11 properties

(0.2 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
5 properties

(0.1 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
o properties
(0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

£5 increase

Non channa

£10 decrease

Tip: For each level of service we will tell you if it is
'better’, 'worse' or 'no change' from the current level.
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OPTION B and OPTION C show alternative levels of service
that could be provided. These will change for each choice.

Leakage

Percentage of water lost due to
leakage each year

Supply Interruptions
Number of properties affect
unexpected interruptions to
suoplv each vear

Tap Water Appearance
Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water
each year

Low Water Pressure
Properties at risk of receiving low
pressure

Water Bill

Change in annual bill from 2025

Which option do you prefer?

© All Rights 2022

Option A

NO CHANGE
13%
(65 litres per property per day)

Option B

BETTER
6%
(30 litres per property per day)

Water supply may be lost without any warning due to burst pipes, or
equipment or power supply failures. Around 4,000 properties are
currently affected each year across the Bristol Water region and

Option C

WORSE
17%
(85 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
D30 properties
every 10,000 properties)

performance in this area is currently improving. The average length of
expected interruptions is about 6 hrs.

1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
2000 contacts

(36 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
11 properties
(0.2 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
5 properties

(0.1 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
o properties
(0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

Non channa

£5 increase

£10 decrease

Tip: Scroll over the text in the first column for a
reminder of the service descriptions.
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The final row for each option shows the change in your water bill.
Some options will have an increase, some a decrease, and others no change.

Leakage
Percentage of water lost due to
leakage each year

Option A

NO CHANGE
13%
(65 litres per property per day)

Option B

BETTER
6%
(30 litres per property per day)

Option C

WORSE
17%
(85 litres per property per day)

Supply Interruptions
Number of properties affected by
unexpected interruptions to water
supply each year

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

WORSE
6000 properties

(208 litres per property per day)

NO CHANGE
4030 properties

(73 in every 10,000 properties)

Tap Water Appearance
Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water
each year

NO CHANGE
1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

NO CHANGE
1400 contacts

(25 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
2000 contacts

(36 in every 10,000 properties)

Low Water Pressure

Properties at risk of receiving low
pressure

Water Bill

Change in annual bill from 2025

Which option do you prefer?

© All Rights 2022

NO CHANGE
11 properties
(0.2 in every 10,000 properties)

No change

O

NO CHANGE
5 properties

£5 increase
(41p more per month)

(0.1 in every 10,000 properties)

BETTER
o properties
(0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

£10 decrease
(83p less per month)

O
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You will be asked to make 5 choices in total, each time choosing
between OPTION A (NO CHANGE), OPTION B or OPTION C.

Option A Option B Option C

Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE

Percentage of water lost due to 13% 6% 17%

I YRR TS (65 litres per property per day) | (30 litres per property per day) (85 litres per property per day)

Supply Interruptions NO CHANGE WORSE NO CHANGE

NIl o6l O PRelp eSS Eifiesier (2 4030 properties 6000 properties 4030 properties
unexpected interruptions to water (73in every 10,000 properties) | (208 litres per property perday) | (73 in every 10,000 properties)
supply each year 73 Yy 10,000 prop per property p Y 73 Y 10,000 prop
Tap Water Appearance

NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water 1400 contacts 1400 contacts 2000 contacts
each year (25 in every 10,000 properties) (25 in every 10,000 properties) (36 in every 10,000 properties)
Low Water Pressure NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
Propertles at rlSk Of recelVlng IOW 11 properties 5 properties o properties

pressure . . : . : .
(0.2 in every 10,000 properties) | (o.1in every 10,000 properties) § (0.0 in every 10,000 properties)

Water Bill
Changei | bill f £5 increase £10 decrease
R e Change (41p5more per month) (83p less per month)

Which option do you prefer? O O O
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Please just choose the option that you think has the best combination of
service levels and change in bill for you. There is no right or wrong answer.

Option A Option B Option C

Leakage NO CHANGE BETTER WORSE

IPerkcentage ;)f water lost due to 13% 6% 17%
cakage each year (65 litres per property per day) | (30 litres per property per day) (85 litres per property per day)

Supply Interruptions NO CHANGE WORSE NO CHANGE
Nl @ [T es eliEeize) Loy 4,030 properties 6000 properties 4030 properties

e L p e el (73 in every 10,000 properties) | (208 litres per property perday) | (73 in every 10,000 properties)

supply each year
Tap Water Appearance
NO CHANGE NO CHANGE BETTER
Number of customer contacts
about appearance of tap water 1400 CO ntacts 1400 contacts 2000 contacts
each year (25 in every 10,000 properties) (25 in every 10,000 properties) (36 in every 10,000 properties)

Low Water Press : , : :
Properties at risk of receiv Tip: Click one of the circles to make your choice. The

pressure chosen option and the circle underneath is highlighted.

Water Bill
Change i | bill f £5 increase £10 decrease
ST e Change (41p5more per month) (83p less per month)

O
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Annex 3: Econometric outputs

* Household
* Non-household



ICS

Household - DCE Block 1

MXL model

Number of obs: 8,820

Loglikelihood: -2746.8

LR chiz(5) 326.35

Prob > chiz 0.0000

Model Pseudo R2 0.150

Model estimation Coeff. Robust Std. Ermr. z P>|z| 95% Cl

sQ 1.086 0.07 15.27 0.00 0.95 1.23

Leakage -0.109 0.01 -10.75 0.00 -0.13 -0.09

Interruptions -0.004 0.00 -3.25 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Discolouration -0.005 0.00 -7.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Low Pressure -0.001 0.00 -3.57 0.00 0.00 0.00

Change in Bill -0.026 0.00 -5.96 0.00 -0.03 -0.02

s.d Leakage 0.11 0.02 7.42 0.00 0.08 0.14

s.d Interruptions 0.00 0.00 -0.71 0.48 -0.01 0.01

s.d Discolouration 0.01 0.00 4.04 0.00 0.00 0.01

s.d Low PressureLeakage 0.00 0.00 8.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

s.d Change in Bill 0.04 0.01 5.31 0.00 0.03 0.06

Marginal WTP estimates Coeff. Robust Std. Em. z P>|z| 95% Cl Units
Leakage 4.25 0.80 5.29 0.00 2.68 5.83 1% change
Interruptions 0.14 0.04 3.80 0.00 0.07 0.21 1% change
Discolouration 0.19 0.04 4.58 0.00 0.11 0.27 1% change
Low Pressure 0.03 0.01 2.99 0.00 0.01 0.05 1% change
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Household - DCE Block 2

ICS

MXL model

Number of obs: 8,820

Loglikelihood: -2865.6

LR chi2(6) 189.36

Prob > chi2 0.0000

Model Pseudo R2 0.113

Model estimation Coeff.  Robust Std. Err. z P>|z| 95% Cl

SQ 0.81 0.08 9.54 0.00 0.64

Severe Water Restrictions -0.41 0.08 -5.06 0.00 -0.56

Biodiversity 0.02 0.01 2.17 0.03 0.00

Customer Water Use -0.02 0.00 -8.78 0.00 -0.02

Customer Complaints -0.02 0.00 -5.81 0.00 -0.03

Change in Bill -0.04 0.00 -8.56 0.00 -0.05

s.d Severe Water Restrictions 0.71 0.13 5.34 0.00 0.45

s.d Biodiversity 0.11 0.01 11.57 0.00 0.09

s.d Customer Water Use 0.02 0.00 4.57 0.00 0.01

s.d Customer Complaints 0.00 0.02 -0.13 0.90 -0.04

s.d Change in Bill 0.06 0.01 8.14 0.00 0.04

Marginal WTP estimates Coeff. Robust Std. Err. z P>|z| 95% Cl

Severe Water Restrictions 9.75 1.93 5.04 0.000 5.96 nr per 100 years
Biodiversity 0.38 0.17 2.28 0.023 0.05 0.70 Score per 10,000 population
Customer Water Use 0.41 0.06 6.45 0.000 0.29

Customer Complaints 0.48 0.10 4.87 0.000 0.29 nr per 10,000 properties
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Household - Package Exercise cs

Parametric Models Non-Parametric Models
Overall Package WTP Overall Package WTP
Logistic regression Number of obs = 588 o ] ) . ) Turnbull Estimates i
Wald chi2(1) - 7.30 Bid | Nj Tj Fj Nj* Tjx Fjx fix Elb V(Elb) Eub
o Prob > chi2 = 0.0069 0| 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.536
Log pseudolikelihood = -393.59107 Pseudo R2 = 0.0103 5 | 35.000 69.000 0.507 35.000 69.000 0.507 0.507 0.178 0.091 0.356
10 | 38.000 70.000 0.543 38.000 70.000 0.543 0.036 0.399 0.089 0.598
15p | 42.000 69.000  ©0.609 81.000 139.000  ©0.583  0.040  0.045  0.044  0.075
Robust 20p | 39.000 70.000  0.557
o obus 25 | 41.000 70.000 0.586 41.000 70.000  0.586  ©0.003  2.264  0.347  3.169
choice | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Intervall 35p | 48.000 70.000  ©.686 94.000 139.000  0.676 2.091 11.331 0.158  48.561
' 50p | 46.000 69.000  0.667
bill | -.0171481 .0063484 -2.70 0.007 -.0295907 -.0047055 150 | 1.000 l.000  0.324
_cons | .0102185 164027 0.06 0.950 3112685 13317055 Total | 289.000 487.000 289.000 487.000 14.216  0.727  55.295
Note: (p) pooled category. Last bid value was arbitrarily chosen. Pval(Elb) = 0.00000.
packwtplg: - (_b[_consl/_b[bill])
choice | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Intervall
packwtplg | .5958983  9.379216 0.06 ©.949  -17.78703  18.97882
With segmentation by SEG SEG=AB
Logistic regression Number qf obs = 588 | Turnbull Estimates
Wald chi2(3) = 13.95 Bid | Nj Tj Fj Nj Tix Fi* % Elb V(Elb)  Eub
Prob > chi2 = 0.0030
Log pseudolikelihood = -390.24627 Pseudo R2 = 0.0187 0 | 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.750
5p | 20.000 36.000 0.556 44.000 80.000 0.550 0.550 0.033 0.077 0.098
10p | 24.000 44.000  0.545
| Robus] 15p | 23.000 39.000  ©.590 64.000 115.000  ©6.557  0.007  ©.196  0.215  0.458
20 22.000 39.000  ©0.564
choice | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Intervall 253 I 19.000 37.000  ©.514
+ 35p | 25.000 39.000 ©.641 45.000 79.000  ©0.57@  0.013 15.063 1.241  64.557
bill | -.0177178 .0063412 -2.79 0.005 -.0301464 -.0052892 50p | 20.000 40.000 0.500
segAB | .5883632 .2535487 2.32 0.020 .0914169 1.085309 150 | 1.000 1.000 0.430
segC1C2 | .2979353 .2621533 1.14 0.256 —.2158757 .8117462 Total | 153.000 274.000 153.000 274.000 15.292 1.533 67.863
_cons | -.3434862  .2574796 -1.33  e.182 -+8481369 +1611645 Note: (p) pooled category. Last bid value was arbitrarily chosen. Pval(Elb) = 0.00012.
packwtpseg: - ((_bl[_consl+_bIlsegABl)/_blbilll)
choice | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Intervall

packwtpseg | 13.65758  7.891951 1.73 ©0.084  -1.810362 29.12552 Slide 87
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Non-Household - DCE Block 1

MXL model

Number of obs: 3,030

Loglikelihood: -995.0

LR chiz(s) 31.06

Prob > chi2 0.0000

Model Pseudo R2 0.103

Model estimation Coeff.  Robust Std. Err. z P>|z| 95% Cl

sQ 0.91 0.09 10.44 0.00 0.74 1.08

Leakage -0.09 0.01 -6.32 0.00 -0.12 -0.06

Interruptions -0.01 0.00 -2.81 0.01 -0.01 0.00

Discolouration 0.00 0.00 -4.35 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Low Pressure 0.00 0.00 -1.60 0.11 0.00 0.00

Change in Bill -0.13 0.08 -1.57 0.12 -0.28 0.03

s.d Leakage 0.09 0.02 3.92 0.00 0.04 0.13

s.d Interruptions -0.01 0.00 -2.75 0.01 -0.01 0.00

s.d Discolouration 0.00 0.00 2.22 0.03 0.00 0.01

s.d Low PressureLeakage 0.00 0.00 -5.24 0.00 0.00 0.00

s.d Change in Bill -0.32 0.14 -2.21 0.03 -0.60 -0.04

Marginal WTP estimates (% change in bill) Coeff. Robust Std. Erm. z P>|z| 95% Cl Units
Leakage 0.707 0.4710 1.5000 0.134 -0.2165 1.6296 1% change
Interruptions 0.040 0.0210 1.93 0.054 -0.0007 0.0815 1% change
Discolouration 0.035 0.023 1.53 0.127 -0.0099 0.0797 1% change
Low Pressure 0.005 0.0042 1.10 0.271 -0.0036 0.0128 1% change
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Non-Household - DCE Block 2

MXL model

Number of obs: 3,030

Loglikelihood: -1029.5

LR chiz(s) 67.93

Prob > chi2 0.0000

Model Pseudo R2 0.072

Model estimation Coeff. Robust Std. Err. z P>|z| 95% Cl

SQ 0.66 0.11 6.15 0.00 0.45 0.88

Severe Water Restrictions -0.45 0.13 -3.39 0.00 -0.71 -0.19

Biodiversity 0.02 0.01 1.49 0.14 -0.01 0.04

Customer Water Use -0.01 0.00 -4.87 0.00 -0.02 -0.01

Customer Complaints -0.02 0.01 -3.96 0.00 -0.03 -0.01

Change in Bill -0.20 0.08 -2.47 0.01 -0.35 -0.04

s.d Severe Water Restrictions 0.81 0.22 3.66 0.00 0.38 1.25

s.d Biodiversity 0.08 0.01 6.37 0.00 0.06 0.11

s.d Customer Water Use 0.01 0.01 1.16 0.24 -0.01 0.03

s.d Customer Complaints -0.02 0.01 -1.35 0.18 -0.04 0.01

s.d Change in Bill 0.65 0.11 5.69 0.00 0.43 0.87

Marginal WTP estimates Coeff.  Robust Std. Err. z P>|z| 95% Cl Units
Severe Water Restrictions 2.32 1.09 2.13 0.033 0.184 4447 nr per 100 years
Biodiversity 0.09 0.06 1.52 0.129 -0.027 0.211 Score per 10,000 population
Customer Water Use 0.07 0.03 2.21 0.027 0.008 0.133 I/p/d
Customer Complaints 0.11 0.05 2.03 0.043 0.004 0.208 nr per 10,000 properties
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Non-Household - Package Exercise

Parametric Models
Overall Package WTP

Non-Parametric Models
Overall Package WTP

ICS

Logistic regression Number of obs = 202 | Turnbull Estimat
: - urnbu stimates
lﬁio;hizéﬂz - e,gégg Bid | Nj T Fj Nj* Tix Fi* Fix Elb V(Elb)  Eub
Log likelihood = -138.7943 Pseudo R2 = 0.0030 0| 0.000 2.008 0.008 1.689
4p | 12.000 29.000 0.414 35.000 87.000 0.402 9.402 9.356 0.044 1.423
" 8p | 12.0@00 29.000 0.414
choice | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Intervall 12p | 11.e00 29.000 0.379
t 16p | 15.000 28.000 0.536 28.000 57.000 0.491 9.089 9.140 9.631 0.263
bill | -.1097686 .12081306 -0.91 0.361 -.3452202 .125683 20p | 13.000 29.000 0.448
cons | .3833267 2654431 1.44 9.149 -.1369323 .9035856 30p | 15.000 29.000 0.517 29.000 58.000 0.500 0.009 15.000 0.845 60.000
- 40p | 14.000 29.000 0.483
.o 5 120 | 1.000 1.000 0.500
packwtplg: (_b[_cons]/_bIbilll) Total | 92.000 202.000 92.600 202.000 15.496  1.520  63.295
. Note: (p) pooled category. Last bid value was arbitrarily chosen. Pval(Elb) = ©0.00012.
choice | Coef. Std. Err. z P>|z]| [95% Conf. Intervall
* Note: because non-parametric estimation requires integer values for the bill attribute, the bill levels in the
packwtplg |  3.492135  2.195117 1.59 0.112  -.8102146  7.794484 package exercise were scaled by *10. This means the above % change WTP estimates are the above values /10.
For example, the E(Ib) = 15.496 is interpreted as 1.5496
Segmentation by business size
1. Micro/Small 3. Large
o ) ‘ ) .. Turnbull Estimates | Turnbull Estimates
Bid | Nj Tj Fj Nj* Tj* Fjx fi* Elb V(Elb)  Eub Bid | Nj Tj Fj Nj* Tj* Fj* fi* Elb  V(Elb) Eub
o | 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.733 :
0 | 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500
4 10.000 19.000  ©.526 26.000 60.00@  ©.433  0.433  0.010  ©0.065  0.041
gg } 8.000 21.000 0.381 4 | 1.000 8.000 0.125 1.000 8.000 0.125 0.125 0.833 0.219 1.667
12p | 8.000 20.000 0.400 8p | 2.000 5.000 0.400 3.000 9.000 0.333 0.208 1.333 09.395 2.667
16p | 7.0 16.000  ©.438 17.000 39.00@  0.436  0.003  0.605  ©.908  1.134 12p | 1.000 4.000 0.250
ggp } 13333 igggg g:;i 18.000  33.000 0.474 0.038  15.789 1286 63.158 16p | 3.000 5.000 ©0.600 10.000 20.000 0.500 ©0.167 8.000 0.800 60.000
a0p | 9.008 10,000 0.474 20p | 2.000 4.000 0.500
120 | 1.000 1.000 9.526 30p | 4.000 7.000 0.571
Total | 61.000 137.800 61.000 137.000 16.404  2.259  66.066 40p | 1.000 4.000 0.250
120 | 1. 000 1.000 0.500
Note: (p) pooled category. Last bid value was arbitrarily chosen. Pval(Elb) = 0.00020. Total | 14.000 37.000 14.000 37.000 10.167 1.414 64.833
2. Medium Note: (p) pooled category. Last bid value was arbitrarily chosen. Pval(Elb) = 0.00051.
| Turnbull Estimates
Bid | Ny T Fi Nj* Tix Fix fix Elp  V(END) Eup Note: because non-parametric estimation requires integer values for the bill attribute, the bill levels in the
o | 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.000 package exercise were scaled by *10. This means the above % change WTP estimates are the above values
gg I %'ggg %'ggg g'ggg 5.000 10.000 ©0.500 0.500 0.667 0.400  2.667 /10. For example, the E(lb) = 10.167 is interpreted as 1.0167
12p | 2.000 5.000 0.400
16p | 5.000 7.000 ©.714 12.000 18.000 ©.667 0.167 5.333 1.778 40.000
20p | 1.000 2.000 0.500
30p | 2.000 3.000 ©.667
40p | 4.000 6.000 0,667 )
120 | 1.000 1.000 ©0.333
Total | 17.000 28.000 17.000 28.000 6.000 2.178 44.667 Slide 90
Note: (p) pooled category. Last bid value was arbitrarily chosen. Pval(Elb) = 0.01342.
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