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In its role as the Water Services Regulation Aritit, Ofwat uses a number of key performance
measuresto monitor the performance of water/sewerage companiesihe current measures
predominantly monitor quantitative aspects of customer service, such as the speed of response to
written complaints and biiing enquiries.

While these aspects are still seen as important, it was recognised that they were not the only drivers
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develop and pilot a survey to asss the quality of consumer experience that consumers have when
coming into direct contact with their water company.

In February 2009 FDS International was commissioned by Ofwat to undertake asthgee
programme of quantitative research among custosidraving contact with their water/sewerage
companies to test thedasibility of Ofwat introducing@ consumer experience survey as part of its
regulatory performance measures.

The core objectives of the feasibility study were to:

e develop a questionnairesample design and methodology that might form the basis of a
regular consumer experience survey

e explore the feasibility of conducting such a regular survey in light of issues such as quality of
sample provision and the practicality of comparing the cohtaandling of water only and
water and sewerage companies.

The feasibility sidy was also expected to produdenchmarkresults which could be tracked if the
surveyisrolled out.

Following an initial pilot study to test and fitene the questbnnaire, there were three stages of
telephone interviewing. For each stage, samples of customersedrmuiryhad been resolved the
week or monthprior to fieldwork taking place were provided to FDS by the 21 water and sewerage
companies.



In calculatig overall satisfaction, results were weightexb that for all companies, billing contacts
represented 50% of the weighted sample.

While the vast majority otompany enquiriesre billing relatedto ensure that results of water,
waste and billingenquirieswere represented andould be looked at separatelthe sample for each
company was stratified to ensure that the following split of interviews was achieved for different
companies at each wave.

Water Waste Billing
% % %
Water and sewerage company 33 33 34
Water only company 50 - 50

The target was 100 interviews per company per wave and with a few exceptions among the smaller
water only companies these figures meachieved

In each of three waves of research aggregated results acrossnglacies wee remarkably similar
with around 60%very satisfied and a further 22 fairly satisfied with the handling of their recent
enquiry.

The consistency of theoverall results across waves disguises considerable variation in the
performance of individal companies. The highest rated company achiev&d 8atisfaction over
three waves, the lowest ratl company just 6.

The highest rated companies achieved consistently good ratings in response to all queStluns
lower rated companies were criticidefor issues such as poor communication, delays in issue
resolution, repeated contacts being required or poor handling of visits tdtied G 2 hor8es B Q

In general, Water Only companies achieved better ratings than Water and Sewerage companies. But
crudally, there did not appear to be any intrinsic survejated reason for this to be the case. The
range of scores was very similar for Water Only and Water and Sewerage companies so the best
Water Only company achievedsimilar score to the best Watemd Sewerage company and the
same was true of the worgtated companies in each group.

Results were generally better for billing than for waste or water enquiries but with bélmiries
accounting for just 50% difie weighted sampldor Water Only andVater and Sewerage companies
this was not a source of bias.

In general, satisfaction levels were higher where issues were resolved in a single call. However,
satisfaction with visits made to premises were quite high.

All companies had sizeable numbeyb customers saying their issue was still unresolved. The
average figure across companies was 29%.



In aggregate water companies were rated slightly better for their handling of recent events than
other organisations such as:

¢ local councils

e energy ompanies

¢ mobile or fixedline telecoms suppliersand
e broadband suppliers.

The study also highlighted the importance ltdw companies handle interactions with customers
Ratings for how their watesind sewerage company handled the recevtentcorrelated closely with
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e the questionnaire was fairly easy to understand and was shown to work well and to provide
appropriate measures ofggformance

e sample provision was less straightforward but companies were generally able to provide
sample
T inthe format required
T with appropriate numbers
T totimescales required.

It appeared that ompanieswere not deliberately excluding certain costers or categorés of
customer,althougha small numbewere having difficulty in providing a fully compliant sample.

A significanproportion of customers say theigsueis unresolvediespite the company considering it

to be resolved.Howeverthis does notappear to invalidate thesurveyas a compaative exercise
acrosscompanied YR @+ f dzt 6t S FSSRol Ol é6Fa& FddFAYySR FNRBY
were resolved as well as those where there were outstanding issues.

If the survey is rolled out andused to determinefinancial incentivesthe issue of companies
providing fully compliantsamples will need to continue to be closely monitored but we do not
envisage that there will be anynsuperable problemsOfwat will continue to work with those
compares that hadnot been able to rectify all of their sample issues to ensure they have adequate
solutions in place by April 2010.

The feasibility study suggests that obtaining a regular measurethef endto-end experience of
customers making cdact with different water and sewerage companiés worthwhile and
necessary.

Thestudyalso indicates that achieving this measure vatjuire an ongoingcommitmentbut that it
will be achievable, without imposing an intolerable burden on companieleair tustomers.



As theWater Services Regulation Authority, Ofwadées a number of keperformancemeasures to
monitor the performance of water companieslhe current measures predominantly monitor
guantitative aspets of customer service, such as the speed of response to written complaints and
billing enquiries.

While these aspects are still seen as important, it was recognised that they were not the only drivers o
consumer satisfaction in relation to a water¥aJ- y & Qa O digesi DW& I naw3asling to
develop and pilot a survey to assess the quality of consumer experience that consumers have whe
coming into direct contact with their water company.

A working group comprising Ofwat, the Consumer CddaciWater (CCWater) and representatives of
some water companies therefore proposed developing consumer research on an industry wide basi
with the aim being to provide comprehensive insight into the service received by consumers having
contact with theirwater company and also allow comparisons between companies.

With 21 water, and water and sewerage companies covering England and Wales it was essential to te
how such a survey should be conducted and the practicalities involved with undertaking such &
research programme.

In February 2009 FDS International was commissioned by Ofwat to test the feasibility of introducing
consumer experience survey as part of its regulatory performance measures. This study was designe
to determine the most suitableasnpling procedures and sample parameters as well as to identify the
most appropriate methodology for engaging with customers and establishing the questionnaire style
and content which will elicit meaningful results.

The primary objective otie research was to test the feasibility of undertaking a consumer experience
survey and best practice for doing so. The core objectives for the feasibility research were to:

e develop the questionnaire

e test the quality of available sample data

e formulatethe most appropriate sample frame design

e evaluate survey methodology

e recommend improvements to the questionnaire, sample design and methodology should the
feasibility study conclude that Ofwat could introduce an annual consumer experience survey.

As ailve pilot the survey also produced results which could be used as a baseline measure of consume
perceptions which can be tracked if the survey is rolled out. The research therefore also identifies:
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¢ how they initially contacted the water company (telephone, email, letter etc.);

¢ the reason for them making contact with the water company;

¢ the length of time and the stages to obtaining resolution from initial contact;

e satisfaction with the outcome/resolution; and

e recommendations for improving the process.
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Telephone Centres.

Interviewing took place over three wavestlwc100 interviews with each of the 21 water and sewerage
companies. For the first two wavegeldwork was carried out on a rolling basis over the course of five
weeks. For the final wave of fieldwqgikterviewing for all companies took place at once.

Wave 1 interviewing 15th April¢ 20th May 2009 (rolling basis)
Wave 2 interviewing 24th Juneg 22nd July 2009 (rolling basis)
Wave 3 interviewing 14th ¢ 29th August 2009

The purpose of the Consumer Exigeice Survey is to capte usesCend to end experience with their
water company, from initial contact to final resolution.

Companieswere therefore expected to providd=DS with all those contacts that hadenresolved in

the week prior to fieldwork taking plac® Ww S im@ahsAlsaR4dl necessary actions have been
completed, for example when issues/jobs have been completed and removed from work/job systems.
For many contacts, such as requesting a leaflet or changing account details, this will be the same
when the final, abstantive reply is sent by the company. However, this will not be the case for all
contacts, such as when investigation or a capital scheme is required.

Companies were also required to provide all contacts received from, and resolved by all gahises
includescontacts maddy telephone, in writing and bgmail and contacts which resulted in visits to
0§KS Odza i 2 Y Shdddedephbid Botdcts, $his includes all calls to all lines, 24 hours a day, 7
days a week, regardless of whether the lina @@incipal advertised contact point. It also includes calls
to automated systems.

For the first wave of the survegompanies were required to provide all resolved contacts for the week
prior to the fieldwork. For the second and third waves of the surwater only companies were
required to provide billingontacts for the week prior tfieldwork and water operational contacts for
the month prior to fieldwork (his is because some water only companies did not resolve enough
operational contacts in a ongeek period to provide suffient sample for interviewing.)

All companies were provided with a sample specification in advance of each wave of the survey clearl
outlining what was required in order for FDS to carry out the research successfully. Afdbpyfull
sample specification is included in the appendices.



For each wave of interviewing sample was provided to FDS by the 21 water and sewerage compani
(details of issues we had with companies sample provision afedadR SR Ay GKS wO2Y
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FDS then cleaned the sample (e.g. removing contacts with no telephone number or contacts related t
deceased customers) and sampkedelection of consumers approach for interview

The sample for each water company was stratified to ensure that we achieved an even split of

interviews with customers contacting for water, waste and billing enquiries. The sample was stratified
as outlined below:

WATER WASE BILLING

% % %
Water and sewerage compan 33 33 34
Water only company 50 - 50

9+ OK O 2 yample/wa® delected on an 8:1 basis eight contacts were selected for every
interview we needed to achieve. We ensured that we included in the final sathglecorrect
proportions of customers by mode of contact and whether the customer was commercial/domestic
APSd® AF om:r 2F | O2YLIyeQa 2NRIAYLE &lFYLES ¢
ensured that 30% of our final cleaned sample were@ustrs contacting by this method.
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records.

Quotas were set for each company on reason for contact (water/waste/billing) in the same proportions
as outlinedin the table above; so for water and sewerage companies 33 interviews were carried out
with those with a water enquiry, 33 with waste enquiries and 34 with billing enquiries each wave. For
water only companies 50 interviews were carried out with customgts billing enquiries and 50 with
water operational contacts.

Again, therewere instances (but certainly not at a level that would cause concern) obmests giving
a different reason for contact than that loggeg the company.

Quotas were also set owhether the customer was commercial or domestic. This quota differed by
company and was based on the fite of commercial and domestic customers in the original sample.



The draft questionnaire was gelopedby Ofwatand the workinggroupand further developedby FDS
in consultation with the Ofwat project team.

The questionnaire was designed to allow respondents to map their journey of contact with their water
company from start to finish including each individual contact and tlaiitudes towards the
experience An appraisal ofhe questionnaire is included later in this report.

The interviews lasted for around 15 minutes, and a copy of the questionnaire is included in the
appendices.

In orderto enable more direct comparisons to be made between water only and water and sewerage
companiesfor the key satisfaction score (Q6@,SA IKGiAy3I KI & 06SSy [|dathJ A S
Data wereweighted so thatwater/waste operational contacts make up 50%a0 2 Y LJI ofeéral) &
score and billing 509 he table below illustrates the effect of the weighting on Q60.

UNWEIGHTEL WEIGHTED

% %
Water and sewerage company
Water contacts 33 25
Waste contacts 33 25
Billing contacts 34 50
Water only companies
Water contacts 50 50
Billing contacts 50 50

As well as this overall weighting at Q60, some minor weighting was also required on the Bristol Wate
YR 28aaSE 21 GSNJ oAffAy3a NIBa&dzZ handed by2he Kamé pint LI
venture, which does not distinguish between enquiries from Bristol or Wessex, Bristol Wessex Billing
ServicesTherefore the experience is identical for both sets of consum@éfs therefore carried out ¢75
interviews with Bristol Wessex Billing Services per wavesatitl these between Wessex Water and
Bristol Water

Computer tables have been provided to Ofwat with each question analysadthye of enquiry within
company. Aggregated analysis across companies has also been carried out to look at how results diff
by variables such as method of original contact and by whether customers regard the issue as resolvec



It should be remembered that a sample, and notraliking contact with theiwater company have
taken part. This means that aélsults are subject to sampling tolerances, that is, we cannot be certain
that the figures obtained are exactly those we would haveallf eligible customers had been
interviewed

For example, with an overall sample size @152 the sampling tolerances +1% using a 95%
confidence interval. So, 8> 3IA GBS | LI NI AOdz  NJ FyagSNE (GKS O
(which would have been obtained &l eligible customershad been interviewed) will fall within the
range of plus or minusne percentage points from the sample result.

2 KSNB LISNOSydGlFr3asSa R2 y2id adzy 2 wmnnx GKA& YI @
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than half apercent but greater than zero.



Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry
Key Findingg National Level Results

4. Key findings

4.1 National Level Results

Overall Satisfaction

The key measure for judging the performance of companies in handling contacts/enquiries is overall
satisfaction. Across the three waves, 82% of those internaewdeclared themselves to be satisfied
having taken everything into accountjth the way theircasewas handled including 60% where

very satisfied, and 22% fairly satisfied.cbntrast, 14% were dissatisfied.

At a national level, results for eacH the three waves were almost identical suggesting that seasonal
factors do not necessarily have a big impact on satisfaction nationally.

Chart 1:Overall Satisfaction
Q. Taking everything into account how satisfied were you with the wagy thandled this
enquiry/contact?

Total Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
(6,152) (2,063) (2,046) (2,043)
% %
B Very satisfied
O Fairly satisfied
62
O Neither satisfied nor
dissatisfied
M Fairly dissatisfied
OVery dissatisfied
5
9 8

The main aspects that customededt could have been better were:

e more/better/clearer communication (mentioned spontaneously by 13% of interviewees)
e quickerresponse (8%)

e better/more efficient/satisfactory service (5%)

e resolve issu¢4%)

© FDS 2009 9



Howe\er, some customers wereery pleased with communication and speed of response. When
asked, what if anything the company did w8R% identified particularly good points including:

¢ goodefficient service(mentioned by 34% of interviewees)
e prompt response (15%)

e good/quick communications/information (15%)

o staff polite/friendly (9%)

o staff helpful/supportive (7%)

o dtaff efficient/knowledgeable (6%)

e easy/quick to contact (6%)

Satisfaction with enquiry handling showed differences by a numbeagébles including:

e method of contact

e company

e subject matter of contact.
Most contacted their companyybtelephone. found 82% of them were satisfied with how their
contact was handled. Among those initially contacting their provider by email theefigas a little
lower at 76% and among lettevriters, satisfaction was only 68%.

Satisfaction with handling of enquiry/contact revealed significant differences by company.

The company with the best performance achieved 94% satisfactia@r the three vaves the
company with the worst just 68%.

Lowest -rated Highest-rated
company company
(309) (441)

% %

B Very satisfied (5)
O Fairly satisfied (4)

O Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3)

74
B Fairly dissatisfied (2)

O Very dissatisfied (1)

27
7
=]
16




By assigning scores of51to the individual responses we can calculate mean satisfaction scores for
each company.

The prgortion satisfied is a very easyg understand andan easily communicable measure but in
comparing the ratings of each company the mean score is preferable as it takes into account the
strength of feeling rather than simply determining whether people are satisfied are not.

A mean score of 4.0@aresponds to around 78% satisfied.

Billing Water Waste
(2717) (2464) (971)
% % %

B Very satisfied (5)
@ Fairly satisfied (4)
B Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3)
55 m Rather dissatisfied (2)

OVery dissatisfied (1)

23
8
15

Mean Score 4.35 4.06 3.87
Ratings were higher for billing contacts than for water or waste contacts.

In terms of the mean scores achieved for billing enquiries/contacts the range afi swaes was
3.75 to 4.65 overall and this was also the range among the ten companies that provide sewerage
services. Among water only companies the range of mean scores was virtually identical: 3.75 to 4.64.

So thehighest andiowest scoring water onlycompany scored about the same as the highesd
lowest scoringvater and sewerage company

The average mean score for water only companies was 4.40, higher than the average mean for water
and sewerage companies at 4.26 but the fact that the range ofescarns almost identical suggests
there is no inherent reason why water only companies should outperform water and sewerage
companies for billing matters and this is a fair {fke-like comparison

The range of scores for watenquirieswas 3.53 to 4.48or water and sewerage companies. The
range for water only companies was similar but narrowaei3.65 to 4.41Again the average mean
score was higher for water only companies (4.20) than for water and sewerage companies (3.90).



The point again is that ater only companies tend to deliver a higher rated service in relation to
contacts than do water and sewerage companies but there is no intrinsic reason why this should be
the case.

Ratings among water and sewerage companies for waste issues ranged.2®mo 3.63. The mean
score of 3.85 is very similar to the mean score for water issues (3.90) achieved by water and
sewerage companies. Of the ten water and sewerage compasileflad a higher mean score for
waste issues, four had a higher sctoewater issues.

This suggests:

e Dbilling issuesare generally handled better than waste/water issues or more plausibly, it is
easier for companies to handle billing issues well than potentially more complex waste/water
issue

e given that ratings for water and vgte contacts are very similar among temand sewerage
companies it is reasonable to compare ratings of water only companies versus water and
sewerage companies.

Commercial Domestic
(481) (5671)
% %
B Very satisfied (5)
B Fairly satisfied (4)
O Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3)
B Rather dissatisfied (2)
OVery dissatisfied (1)
24
22
o |
16
8
Mean Score 3.85 4.24

Around 8% of thosenterviewed were commercial customer€verall heir satisfaction levels tended

to be slightly lower than domestic customers. One company had a higher than average proportion of
commercial customers with waste issues but this did not depress its owatadfaction scores as
satisfaction was high among these customers.

Among domestic customers results did not show great variations by demdgsaphch as age or
social grade(In waves 12, 84% of those in social grade E were satisfied againstf@2efomestic
customers overall.)



About two in five customers had contacted their water/sewerage company in the two years prior to
this latest contact. Most of these customers regarded their latest experience as similar to previous
experience but encouragingl 19% felt their latest experience was better than before, and only 10%
felt their latest experience was worse.

Interestingly, customers who had previous contact with their water/sewerage companies gave lower
scores for overall satisfaction with the coany than those who had no previous contact.

Ratings for the latest contact with their water/sewerage company were also more positive than for
AYRAGARIZ £ Qa fFdSad O2ydGlOG 6AGK O2¥ LI NFoftS 2NI

%

Water/sewerage company (6,152) | | 82
Mobile telephone supplier (898) | | 75
Local council (1,587) | | 70
Energy company (1,844) | | 69
Landline telephone supplier (1,421) | | 64
Broadband supplier (359) | | 64



Advocacy measures for water/sewerage companies were also positive. For this question we asked
those in recent contact with organisations to think about all their expessn not just their recent

event In the case of four of the other five typekorganisations on which people were questioned

they had a choice of supplier. Even so, the advocacy (willingness of customers to speak favourably
about) scores for water/sewage companis were higher than foother organisations, with almost

half saying they would speak highly.

Landline

Water/sew.erage Mobile Local telephone Broadband Energy
companies  telephone council supplier supplier company
(6,152) (898) (1,587) (1,421) (353) (1,844)
% % % % %

() %
33 31 31 30 B Highly
43

O Neither highly nor
critically

B Critically

23 23

Customers variedjreatly in their responses when asked to give-801score for their satisfaction

with their water/sewerage company based on all their experiencBat the mean score of 7.35 was
neither impressivenor alarming but broadly in line with the kind of scorashieved by other
organisations in other studies conducted by FDS; lower than the scores achieved by organisations
such as supermarkets which tend to score highly but in line with or slightly higher than other @ilities
scores.




The vas majority of those interviewed (94%) said their first contact with the company in relation to
their recent enquiry or event was by telephone. Others made initial contact via email, @nlme
letter.

For most customers (63%) a single telephone conteat sufficient but 37% contacted their
company at least twice including 5% who made contact by phone atdedshes.

Frequency of contact correlated strongly with overall satisfaction with the handling of their
enquiry/event with customergxperiencng multiple contacts much less happy with their experience.

The vast majority of callers spoke to a live operator (rather than simply responding to a recorded
message). Mre than nine in ten of thse were satisfied with how easy it was to get through to
someone who could handle their call.

Nine out of ten were also satisfied with the helpfulness and attitudiethe people they spoke to
over the phone and ratings of staff for knowledgred professionalism were nearly as good.

For billing issues this phencall was usually the only contact the customer had with their water
company but water or waste issues often required further contact, such as a visit.

Around one in five of those initially attempting to contact their companyettet or email said the
have received no response to this initial communication dod every company at least one
customerclaimednot to have been contacted.

Company policies did vary in terms of how emails/letters were responded to. Across all ¢éempan
about three quarters of responses to emails/letters were made in writing/by email, about a quarter
by telephone.

Ratings for response to letter/email contact were reasonable but showed scope for improvement.
So for example, 79% agreed that the writdra written response had adequately addressed their
issues or concerns but 21% disagreed.

Generally satisfaction with written enquiries was a little lower than for telephame this was partly
because some customers claimed to have no response tatthiir initial written enquiry.



More than one in six of those interviewed required a visit from their water/sewerage company.
Among those with water or waste contact the proportion was around 25% but just 6% for those with
billing contact. Irmost instances the water/sewerage company representatives needed to go on to
0KS Odzad2YSNRa LINRPLISNIE& odzi Ay 2dzad 20SNI I GKA
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required but in 12% of instances four or more visits were necessary.

Appointments were made in 62% of property visits. These were almost invariably at times
convenient to the customer and companies kept to the agreed appointments.

Ratings for staff visiting the property were generally high but 9% were dissatisfied with the
knowledge or professionalism of staff, 8% with their workmanship, 8% with their failure to clean up
properly and 6% with thir attitude.

Levels of satisfaction it visits were in line with satisfaction with contact generally. 83% were
satisfied and 11% dissatisfied overall with the visit they received.

One company performed poorer than all others achieving only 64% satisfaction compared with the
next lowest figire of 74%. Several companies achieved over 90% satisfaction.

Satisfaction with enquiry handling was highest when commitments were made and met in full.
Satisfaction was lowest when commitments were made but not met.

Half those contating their company by telephone said the person they spoke to made a
commitment to them. Of these69% said the commitment was met in full and a further 13%
partially. But 13% said the commitment had not been met at all while 5% were unsure whether
commitment had been met.

Responses to opeanded questions suggested more customers are happy timhappy with the

way their company communicatedith them in relaton to their enquiry or contactNevertheless,

some companies received numerousiticisms related to poor communication or lack of it,
suggesting quality and consistency of communication is an issue for come water and sewerage
companies.

This was confirmed when those with more than one contact were asked how satisfied they were
with the way their water/sewerage company kept them informed of what was happening and what
would happen in relation to their enquiry or issue.

Most (65%) were satisfied but 24% were dissatisfied. This was one of the questions which
highlighted why some comp#es performed better than other overall. The highest rated company
overall had 85% satisfied and just 9% dissatisfied on this question.

In contrast, one of theowest ranked companiesverall hadmore customers dissatisfiethan
satisfied with its commuications.



The sample provided was supposed to be resolvedases But for every company, sizeable
proportions (at least 20%) of those surveyed regarded dmeas unresolved.Overall 29% of issues
were consideredunresolvedand for waste (4%) and water contacts (33%) theoportions were
higher still. 54% of contacts regarded by the customer as complaintsewmansidered to be
unresolved.Furthermore, in most of these cases, the customer expected further contact.

B [ssues fully resolved and no
further contact expected

B Customer advised thatissue
resolved but awaiting
confirmation

Blssue notresolved butno
further contact expected

Olssues notresolved and further
contactexpected

This is not inconsistent with results from other secto@®n other enquirer satisfaction studies
conducted by FDS for utilities we find sizeable proportions of customers believing the issue to be
unresolved so this phemmenon isnot unusual. Furthermore it applies to all companies and the
degree of intercompany variation on this question is much lower than on a number of other
guestions that influence overall satisfaction.

Where respondents wanted companies to contaleem, with their permission, FDS passed their
details back to the companies concerned.

Where waste or billing enquiries were resolved, in around half the césesssue was resolved the
same day it was raised.

Water contacts tendedo take a little longer. Around 16% of resolved billing and water contacts and
11% of waste contacts had taken over two weeks to be resolved.

But most customers (87%) with resolved issues were satisfied with speed of resolution. Only 9% were
dissatisfied



As part of this studyDfwat and companies need to be satisfied that the data set from which each
company's sample is drawn is representataral comparable.

In order to ensure that the sample received from all companies was provided to the same
specification, a detailed document was sent to each company outlining what was required for each
wave of the survey (a copy of the sample specificat®included in the appendix).

All companies were expectdd provide FDS withall those contacts that lthbeenresolved in the

week (or month for water only compani€®perational contacts) prior to fieldwork taking place;

45 a 2 f riEe&nirdghat all necessary actions hadeen completedon an enquiry Companies were

also required to provide all contacts received from, and resolved by, all sogrites includes by
telephone, in writing and by visit. For telephone contacts, this includes all callditzeall24 hours a

day, 7 days a week, regardless of whether the line is a principal advertised contact point. It also
includes calls to automated systems.

Companiesvere asked toexclude from the data provided:

e contacts made to advise thatcustomer § deceased.

e non-consumer contactsof example calls from suppliers

e contacts between water companies

e those that the companygan showto have been from a consumer who has andiectory
number.

For the majority of companies this was the first tirtieat they had been requested to provide a
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survey was very mixedsome companies supplied samples which appeared to be fully compliant,
whereas others hadome way to gaon providing the sample to the requirements set out in thBS

specification.
Some of the general issues with the first wave of sample provision are outlined below:

e sampleprovided late

e companies not providing accompanying notes with gample

e contacts related to deceased customers included in some samples

e ex directory numbers not removed

e some of the smaller water only companies hansufficientcontacts in a week to complete
the 50 interviews

o for some companiesll contacts sent to &1 were initiaed and resolved on the same day.
Companies neestl to provide all resolved contacts, includirany contacts which took
longer than a day to resolve

¢ not flaggingwvhether a contact wasommercial/domestic

¢ not flaggingwhether operational contast wererelated to water or waste

¢ inclusion ofinternally raised contacts

¢ mode of contacnot flagged

e some samples did not cover the full week as requested



Because some of the smaller water only companies did not resolve enough contacts in a week to
provide us with enough sample to complete 50 interviews, It was decided that all water only
companies should provide water operations contacts resolved in the month prior to fieldwork for the
subsequent waves.

In order tofurther improvesample provision forhte second wave of theurvey,all companies were
given a list of specific issuesethneeded to address in order for their sample to be fully compliant
for the next wave. Companies were also asked to complete a Data Provision Status Rijsort.
documentwasdeveloped to assist companies to provide a comprehensive, structured explanation of
issues associated with their data provisidtach companyas asked teet out clearly any ways in
which it dd not consider that the data set providembmplieswith the required definitionand their
proposed corrective actionEach company completed a Data Provision Status Report and returned it
to us with their second wave of sample provision.

For the secondvave of the surveythere was abig improvementin sampleprovision withnearly all
companies provishg FDSwith all of the detailsneeded to carry out the surveyWhere companies
had any issues with sample provisiongaps in the datalid exist in most cases the companies
acknowledged this in the Data ProvisiStatus Repost

In advance of the third wave of data provision Ofwat followedamy outstandingissues with the
relevant companiesmost of which were resolved in time for the final wagédata provision with a
small number thatshould be resolved @ April 2010. Ofwat will continue to work with those
companies that hadot been able to rectify all of their issues by the third wave, to ensure they have
adequate solutions in place by April 2010.

Some of these outstanding issues are not essentighéarvbustness and reliability of the survey, but

will assist the research contractor in carrying out the survey efficiently and to timetable. Below is a
summary of issues which would aid the smooth running of the survey. If the survey is to be rolled out
fully, all companies should ensure that they:

e exclude from their sample
¢ contacts made to advise that customer is deceased.
¢ norn-consumer contactspf example calls from suppliers
¢ contacts between water companies
¢ those that the compangan showto have be@ from a consumer who has an-dicectory
number
e provide their sample on the specified date
e provide the sample in the specified format under the correct headings
e ensure that all contacts related to metering are included in the billing sample
e clearly and agurately label whether customers are commercial or domestic
e provide telephone numbers for as many contacts as possible



As well as those listed above there aremall number obther issues which companies will need to
resolve by April 201th order toensure that all compani&iélata are completeand comparablelt is
important that the companies can give an assurance that they are able to fully meet the sample
specification when the survay rolled out fully:

e a small number oftompaniesonly proviced contacts from calls to advertised lines. All
companies should provideample whichincludes all calls to all lines, 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week, regardless of whether the line is a principal advertised contact point

e all companies need to ensure thaidy provide contacts which fully meet the definition of
WNB a2t SR Canypany ideintdied dhat hhgyShad been unableable to report
contacts when they were resolved, but rather only when a substantive response had been
issued Another company onlguppliescontacts where an activity has been registered on the
account¢ not when it is resolvedOthersare working towards improving their system so that
they are confident all contactgrovidedare fully resolved Customers whose issues were
unresolval tended to be less satisfied than average so companies who provide contacts
whose issues are unresolved may, as a result, penalise themselves with lower satisfaction
ratings

e two companieddid not record customers making a payment on their automated d¢realid
line whereas othersid, although one has nowonfirmedthey will be able to from next year
The sample should incluaells to automated systems

e some companies have stated that they cannot run a samphdl @iutomated contacts until
Tuesday duea current reporting systems so are unable to include them in the sample.
Allowing companies longer to put together their samphould alleviate this problem

e the amount of sample provided bsome companies varied from wave to wave. While this
was largelydue to companies refining their systems throughout the pilot fluctuations in
the number of contacts resolvedie would expect a more stédamount for the full roll out

e one companycurrently has to collect much of the data manually. This means thay tmust
be warned in advance of the survey so that they can start to collect the required data. If
Ofwat wishesto get to the stage where they can approach a company unannounced and ask
for sample to be provided for the previous week this company willaustently be able to
comply.

For a number of the key compliance issues we are reliant on the companies declaring this to us and
the majority of the problems identified above came to light through the companies informing us in
their Data Provision Statuseports. However, a well as these checks we understand tiathe

event of a full roll out of the surveyDfwat will be using independent reporters to audit the data
provision and ensure complianceith the reporting requirements This will help ensure th
robustness of the data.

It is important to note that the outstanding sample issues relate to a small number of companies and
we are confident that the vast majority of companies are providing a fully compliant sample. The
water and sewerage companiesfv@t and FDS have worked hard throughout this study to improve
sample provision and get to the stage we are at n&w.previously mentioned, f@at will continue
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they have adequate solutions in place by April 2010.



A good response rate is important for ensuring trepresentativenessand reliability of results
achievedand the overall response rate for this survey was in line with whatweld expect for a
survey of this nature. At least three in ten pieces of cleaned sample converted into an interview for
each of the three waves and as the chart below illustrates, the response rate was relatively
consistent across the three waves.

It isnot unusual in research surveys for more contacts to refuse an interview than to agree to one.
The refusalrates in this study were notinusuallyhigh, nor were the numbers terminating an
interview part way through.

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

% % %
Achieved interview 33 30 31
Respondent refusal 25 28 30
No response 1 0 1
Interview terminated 3 2 3
Screened out
Incorrect telephone number 20 20 15
Not available during fieldwor 3 1 2
Other ineligible 15 17 17

Across all three waves there was a similar pattern in response rates by the type of enquiry, with a
higher response rate for water and waste enquiries than for billing enquiries. This was mainly down
to the high number of billig contacts with an incorrect telephone number suppli€kople appear a

little more keen to take part in interviews on water/waste issues which may be perceived to be
bigger issuethan billing issues.



Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry
Key Findingg Appraisal of Sample Frame and Methodology

Table 9 Wave three response rates by type of enqui




Response rates did maby company from 22% to 478verall Response rates varied by wave but
companieswith a high responseate in one wave tended to have a high response in others too.

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL

% % %
Severn Trent Water 47 44 33
South West Water 45 33 45
Veolia Water Southeast 43 31 30
Dee Valley Water 41 39 35
Welsh Water 41 29 25
Thames Water 38 35 29
Cambridge Water 37 25 32
Soutern Water 36 39 36
United Utilities 36 33 35
Veolia Water East 33 27 31
Northumbrian Water 32 36 42
Wessex Water 32 31 33
South East Water 32 27 27
Yorkshire Water 30 33 33
Anglian Water 30 32 33
Portsmouth Water 29 26 31
Fie o : 2
Bristol Water 27 26 31
South Staffordshire Water 27 25 29
Sutton & East Surrey Wate| 25 22 24
Veolia Water Three Valleys 24 29 31

Response rates willeed to be monitored should the studgontinue on an ongoing basis. In
particular reducing the numbers of incorrect telapfe numbers or customers denyirgpntact
would be desirable.

However, current levels do not jeopardise the feasibility or creditilitthe study. Levels of refusals
are in line with other comparable studies conducted by FDS.



1) Process of Agreeing Questionnaire
The questionnaire used in this study was developed as folows:

e the original Ofwat brief fghlighted areas they wanted to be covered and $hewere
discussed further in initial briefing meetings attended by the working group and FDS
researchers

e FDS drafted a questionnaire for initial testing, and the working group fed back comments
which were, vinerever practical, incorporated

e the first phase of piloting comprise8 interviews. The FDS researchdistened in to
interviews and conducted followp interviews to explore what people thought about the
interview

e after further changes were incorporatethe revised questionnaire was piloted again, and
minor adjustments made befonmain-stage interviewing started

e a small number of minor, largely cosmetic changes were made following analysis of Wave
One of interviewing

Ofwat and the steering group weteept informed throughout and all but the most minor cosmetic
changeswere passed by this team before changes were made.

There are a number of criteria by which a questionnaire may be assessed and these are discussed
relation to this surveyelow.

Q)Does it provide an appropriate measure of performance? A) Yes
hyS 2F h¥glGQa YIFAYy O2yOSNya Aa G2 KIFI@S | asi
the performance of the water/sewerage companies in handling enquiries/contracts.
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recent experience has been captured.

The reason the question is asked towards the end is that we are keen to ensure those customers who
have multiple contacts in relatioto an event (such as an initial telephone call followed by one or
more visits to their property) take on board all these contacts when assessing their satisfaction. The
guestion is worded as follows:

Gelr1Ay3a SOSNRBGKAY3I Ayd2 you Oin2 they/ way thdéy2handled [thisA & F A
SYlidANEkO2y il OGKE

Respondents answer using a 5 point semantic scale:

e very satisfied (5)

o fairly satisfied (4)

¢ neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3)
o fairly dissatisfied (2)

e very dissatisfied (1)



This gives the percén 3S &l GA&ATFASR ¢ 02 wsonklyas ghabling @gs3dN@Iculate Y R
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score gives a better method of comparing results across companiesasies account of the degree

of satisfaction or dissatisfaction as well as the proportion satisfied. And the advocacy question
(whether people would speak highly or critically of their provider) shows customers are far more
likely to speak highly of thecompany fivery satisfied with their recergxperiencerather than only

fairly satisfied.

The overall satisfaction measure correlates well with several other questions measuring criteria
which might influence satisfaction. The question is easily undedsby respondents. The full scale

is used by participants i.e. although most are very satisfied, each of the other four responses is
4S5t SOGSR o0& aAail SIotS ydzYoSNAR 2F LIS2LX So ¢tKS R
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reality.

Q) Does it provide an appropriate set of supporting questions? A) Yes

Apart from the overall satisfaction questions, the questionnaire includes other qumsstd track the
customer journey and to throw light on the reasons for satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

Questions include:

e 4dz02S0O0 2F O2yidl Ot oFNRY GKS Odzaid2YSNRa GAS

¢ method of initial contact

e for those contacting by telephone, more detailed gtiens about ease of getting through,
whether spoke to live operator and views of operator

e for those contacting by letter or email, whether acknowledgment provided in advance of full
response and views of initial response

¢ whether commitments made, and ibsvhether met fully, partially or not met

e for those requiring visit, number of visits and satisfaction with elements of these visits

e OKSGKSNI A&dadzS NBaz2t SR FTNRY Odzad2YSNRa @ASs

e GAYS GF1Sy G2 RSIt 6A0GK AaadzsS FyR 0dzd2YSND

e reasons for ovall satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

There are NO major issues emerging in response to -@peled questions that are NOT covered in
specific questions. This indicates the coverage of questions is reasonably comprehensive.

Many measures correlate strorygwith overall satisfaction suggesting they have a major influence on
satisfaction It is clear from the analysis of supporting questamhy certain companies achieve
higher ratings than others this again suggests the questionnaire is covering the kegsa



That said, if a water/sewerage company was conducting its own customer satisfaction study it might
choose to include more detailed questions to highlight more precisely any shortcomings in its
service. But this study is more concerned with delivgra broad overview of performance and
highlighting the main factors determining customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction.

Q) Does the study provide appropriate benchmarking measures enabling Ofwat to compare
water/sewerage companies against other orgasations? A) Yes

There was some support withithe steering group fotr a1 Ay 3 I WbSG t NRY2 (3G SN
people were asked about their willingness to recommend a provider ofil@ €cale. This scale is
commonly used by organisations in survey reskar help predict future market share. But we
decided against using it mainly because it is not well suited to acoompetitive market where
individuals cannot change providers.

For a number of reasons, it is difficult to compare results across surgdiisssstudy was designed to
include some comparisons of results WITHIN the survey vehicle.

The people interviewed on this study do not comprise a general representative sample of a
O2YLI yeQa Odzald2YSNBR odzi (K2asS KI @ kagedcompB@S y i
Therefore if comparisons are to be made against the performance of other organisations on a like
for-like basis those questioned should have had recent contact with that organisation.

So ratings of recentontact(and overall satisfactigrwith organisations and advocacy (i.e. whether
would speak highly or criticallgre obtained only from those having contact with the organisation of
which they are a customer, in the last three months.

This ensures that, as far as is possible;flikdike comparisons can be made.
The organisations selected to provide comparisons-are:

e energy provider

e broadband supplier (from Wave three)
e telecoms supplier

¢ Jlocal council

These seem to be similar types of organisation in that they provide servicesamgaing basis but
customers will only need to contact them periodically. These appear to be more appropriate than
alternatives such as:

e mortgage provider

e current account provider
e savings account provider
e carinsurance provider

The questionnaire shouldontinue to include questions on other organisations, bptiens for the
future include-

¢ vanjingthe comparatororganisations questioned about waem-wave
¢ droppingthis comparisorirom some or all wavess it takes up space on the questionnaire
e retainingthe comparison of the question related to recent event but to drop the advocacy.



Q) Are other appropriate measures included to give an assessment of the company A) Yes

Customers are asked to give a score on-&0l1scale for their overall satisfactiowith their
water/sewerage provider and to give a rating for advocacy or whether would speak highly/critically.
Unlike Net Promoter score questions, the advocacy question makes sense for comparisons in non
competitive markets.

Overall satisfaction and adewacy measures are useful, though not essential, supplementary
indicators that assess overall views of the organisation. In aggregate it is also of interest to see the
extent to which, for different events, satisfaction with the handling of a specifictes@mnelates with

overall satisfaction/advocacy.

In fact, for biling and waste enquiries, regardless of whether customers have had other recent
contact with their provider, there is a very strong correlation with satisfaction of the handling of this
recent event and overall satisfaction/advocacy scores.

Q) Are appropriate classification questions included? A) Yes

Ofwat has to have regard to the needs of different consuméng questionnair¢herefore includes
a number of demographic classification gtiess including:

e age
¢ whether have a disability
e ethnicity

These questions are useful:

e in checking whether those interviewed/those in contact with their water/sewerage company
are broadly representative of the customer base (which in general, they are)

e in enabling us to analyse satisfaction by demographics to identify consistent and significant
differences in satisfaction by different demographic groups.

Overall,94%o0f those who provided us with details of their ethnic background were whitavever,

if we assume that half the 6% who refused to disclose ethnicity werewtote, the proportion of
white respondents would decline to 91%his is in line with the most recent census statistics which
show that 91% of the population in England and Wales argewRurthermore, for companies such
as Thames Water which have relatively high proportions ofwbite customers, this is reflected in
the sample profile.

In customersatisfaction research generally, older adulghite adultsand those from lower soal
grades tend to give higher scores than young/migated adults and those from higher social grades
and nonwhite adults There is a slight tendency for this to happen on the Ofwat study but not to a
marked or unusual degree. Generally companies a&ehieery similar ratings across different
demographic groups.

This study gives us no reason for concern regarding:

¢ whether nonwhite customers or different age groups were included in appropriate numbers
in the sample provided

o their likelihood of partigpating in the survey

o their satisfaction levels relative to white interviewees



In the first two waveswe included social grade to check how representative respondents were of
the customer base and whether there were marked differences in satisfactioncisl goade.

This established:

o the social grade profile of interviewees WAS broadly representative of the customer base
e satisfaction levels were very similar across different social grades.

Having established thisve recommend that social grade shouNDT be asked each wave. The
problem with social grade that, to establish it properly marequire a series of questiomabout the

chief wage earner sometimes taking over 30 seconds. In the worst cases, a widow in receipt of her
f 0SS Kdziol yaRs$agheli8siadivay an ¥ngineer. The interviewer may then ask about
his title, qualifications and number of staff he was responsible for. As well as taking up time, the
disadvantage of asking such questions is that (even with interviewer explanaties® questions

seem pointless$o the respondent.

They have answered relevant questions about how a simple billing enquiry was handled. Why are
they now being asked about their qualifications, or worse still that of their partner, or even worse,
their late partner.

Up to this point the interview may have been a positive experience for the interviewee but it may
become negative at this point.

While in the majority of casesodal grade is established easily; a significant minority ofasesit
may caise awkwardnesdVe recommendhat we only check social grade in alternate yeaesd do
so in only two out of four waves that year.

Q) Is the questionnaire manageable/relevant for respondent? A) Yes

The average interview length (without social gradegilittle under 15 minutes. We need to try to
keep it to thislength to reduce the risk of refusal before or during an interview.

But the questionnaire appears relevant to people, is reasonably easy to answer and covers
appropriate ground. Those whodk part in follow up telephone depths in the original pilot said
they felt the questionnaire was sensible and allowed thertpresgheir views.



There are major differences in satisfaction between the 21 camgs in this survey. (See Appendix
for distribution of scores). When we examine responses to more detailed questions it is apparent as
to why certain companies achieved bel@awerage ratings.

For example, one company achieved poor ratings wheigime visits were required. Another was
criticised for failing to keep customers adequately informed over a series of contacts.

The overall satisfaction measure DOES reflect the detail behind it.

In calculating overall satisfaction scordse data were weigted so for water only companies, water
enquiriesaccounted for 50% afontacts in the weighted sample atdling for 50%. For water and
sewerage companies:

¢ Dilling accounted for 50%
e water for 25%
e waste for 25%

In terms of fairness this DOES appeab&a fair means of comparing water only and water and
sewerage companies as ratings for water contacts and waste contacts were very similar among
customers of water and sewerage companieshereis no reason to think that this method of
weighting data disriminates in favour or against any one company.

The vast majority of contacts/enquiries received by water only and water and sewerage companies
are billingrelated.

This is not currently reflected in the weighting profiles. The reampfar this is otlined below.

Firstly, if sampling was undertaken in proportion to event type we might have too few water or
waste enquiries to analyse separately how this type of enquiry was handteid. importantthat
companies handle water/waste enquiries well eviéthe proportion of such enquiries is relatively
modest. Therefore it makes sense to set separate targets for water/waste and billing enquiries.

If results were then weighted by the proportion of billing, waste and water enquiries recgetvisd
would give a good measure of the satisfaction of customers in total with enquiry handling. However,
many billing enquiries are short and simple to resolve. In contrast, water and waste enquiries are
more likely to result in several contacts possibly including or more home visits.

Such contacts are arguably:

e more difficult for companies to get right
e more significant events from the point of view of the customer than a simple billing enquiry
resolved in a single phone call

To take a parallel, a supermatkéhat sells sandwiches at lunchtime might deliberately ever
represent those doing a full grocery shop relative to sandwich only buyers in a customer satisfaction
survey.



If we are to make comparisons across companies and over time on a fair and cdnséstenthis
argues for:

e overrepresenting those with more complex dealings/series of contacts relative to those
making a single call
e ensuring the weighting/profiling is consistent for different companies and across time

On this basis it could be arguekat a split of say 900, in favour of billing enquiries would not
adequately reflect the importance of the water/waste enquiries.

The initial research used a 50:50 billing/Abifling split on grounds of:

e simplicity
e ensuring an adequate sample of opdonal cases
e the fact that intuitively this feels about right

Support for this kind of split was provided by:

e satisfaction ratings for billing issues being markedly higher than for waste
e contacts relating to water/waste issues being more likely tager several phases including
in some cases, an-mome Vvisit.

However, analysis of overall satisfaction with provider and advocacy with satisfaction with enquiry
handling shows that correlation to be just as high where the contact concerned billingsés ora
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just as much as dissatisfaction with water/waste issues.



Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry
Key Findingg Appraisal of Sample Frame and Methodology

Ratings for overall satisfaction with water/sewerage company and advocacy corstiatgly with
satisfaction with recent event.

This is true regardless of whether the recent event concerned water, waste or billing. In the chart we
see that among those very satisfied with the handling of their billing enquiry the mean score for
overal satisfaction is 8.75. In contrast, those dissatisfied with the handling of their enquiry score
only 323 for overall satisfaction. Aimilar pattern is evident among those whose enquiries
concerned waste or water issue.

This suggests that each of tleethree types of event may therefore have a strong impact on overall
satisfaction.

Chart 11 Mean scores for overall satisfaction
Al %
Very satisfied with hanlding of enquiry (3,612) 8.69
Fairly satisfied (1,370) 6.72
Neutral (261) 5.64
Dissatisfied (909) 3.47

Billing
Very satisfied 8.75

Water

Waste
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Fairly satisfied
Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neutral

Dissatisfied

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neutral

Dissatisfied

6.83
5.86

3.23

6.37
5.33

3.33

6.75
5.61

3.69
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Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry
Key Findingg Appraisal of Sample Frame and Methodology

The pattern of experience in terms of willingness to recommend was almost identical regardless of
whether the enquiry cocerned billing, water or waste. Essentially most are willing to recommend
their supplier if very satisfied. If less than very satisfied on this occasion, they are unlikely to be
willing to recommend.

This shows that all contacts are important.

Chart 22: Proportions that would recommend their water/sewerage supplier
All %

Very satisfied with handling of enquiry (3,612)
Fairly satisfied (1,370)
Neutral (261)
Dissatisfied (909)

Billing
Very satisfied with handling of enquiry (1,765)
Fairly satisfied (585)
Neutral (87)
Dissatisfied (280)

Water
Very satisfied with handling of enquiry (1,362)
Fairly satisfied (558)
Neutral (124)
Dissatisfied (420)

Waste
Very satisfied with handling of enquiry (485)
Fairly satisfied (227)
Neutral (50)

Dissatisfied (209)
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If Ofwat were to use survey data to apply financial incentives it will need to take account of the
accuracy of the data, and this wikk governed in part by numbers of interviews achieved.

Sample sizes per company need to be large enough to provide a fair assessment of how well
companies handle the three categories of enquiry.

We outline below some of the factors influencing our reconma&tions for sample size.

Sample sizes of 400 per company should be enough to split companies into three categories of say,
aboveaverage, average or beleaverage performers.

But larger sample sizes will be needed to achieve greater sensitivity thanahdl to provide
comparisons of billingvaste and water performance.

We suggest target sample sizes of around @D per company, per year, conducted over four
equal waves with 1500 interviews per wave would be large enough to meet the following
objectives:

1. Demonstrate which companies were performing relatively well or poorly and (fanyexample
in performance league tables)

2. Track performance over time to see who was getting better or worse and why
3. Comparecompanies by billing, waste and water
4. Ove several yearsprovide data on sufficiently large sample sizes to justify areimg or

penalising companies based on their performance

So over a period of say, three years annual sample size of 800 would translate into 2,400 interviews.
For the study tdbe used for financial incentives the confidence limits on survey percentages would
ideally need to be within £2% and this would require aggregated sample sizes of 2,000 or more.

In the case of a few water only companies we might struggle to achieve thesbers. We suggest
allowing a 34 week contact period in each wave for these companies and making repeated attempts
to contact respondents to maximise sample sizes. We might still fall short of target samples in a few
areas but this should not be used an argument for not having robust samples in areas where we
can achieve this.

1.  Variability of results

¢KS Y2NB QI NARIFoftS | O2YLI yeQa NBadzZ Ga 20SNJ RAT-
stronger the argument for a large sample eaclayelf results are stable over time and do not vary
by event smaller sample sizes might be practical.

We have seen significant waes-wave differences in individual company ratings but having data
collection over four periods per yedas currently baig considered by Ofwawill go a long way
towards ensuring results are not distorted by a short time period being atypical in performance.
Furthermore from the 2009 research appears that results in aggregate across all companies are
similar for diffeent time periods.



2. Need to break results by event

If results by company are to be broken down in any more detail than Billing v Water v Waste then
substantial samples would be requirdait Ofwat currently plans to limit the breakdowns to this
relativelysimple 23 way division.

However the benchmarking study suggeskat specific types of event (eg floiog), complaint about

prices) maybealways likely to be associated with lower satisfaction whereas others (like home move)
appear to be associated withigher levels.pr:’> 2 F Odzali2YSNA 6SNB &l GA&H
handling of a home move. But only 56% were satisfied when they reported a flood. A company with
lots of home moves in its sample will be likely to perform better than one with more teven
associated with lower satisfaction.

Sample sizes need to be large enough to compare the event profiles of different companies and to
ensure that companies are being compared on afddike basis. If that is not the case then some
kind of weightingmay need to be consideredhat goes beyond the simple billing v nbilling split
currently proposed.

In practice we think thabver time and with robust samples, the profiles of timdividual events
experienced by different companies will be suffitlg comparablefor us to feel a fair likdor-like
comparison is being achieved, so weighting by precise event shotilte necessary.

3. Confidence limits tables

The measure used to determine performance could be a mean score or it could be a simple
peraentage satisfied.

We recommendthe mean score approach because it takes into account strength of feeling as well as
proportions satisfied and recognises that a very satisfied customer is different from one who is fairly
satisfied. However, for showingdhimpact on confidence limits of different sample sizes it is easier
to illustrate this using percentages satisfied.

Sample size (x) Confidence limits

70% 80% 90%

400 +4.5% +4.0% +2.%%
800 +3.2% +2.8% +2.1%
1,000 +2.8% +2.5% +1.9%
1,200 +2.6% +2.3% +1.7%
1,600 +2.2% +2.0% +1.5%
2,000 +2.0% +1.8% +1.3%
2,400 +1.8% +1.6% +1.2%
2,800 +1.7% +1.5% +1.1%
3,200 +1.6% +1.4% +1.0%
3,600 +1.5% +1.3% +1.0%
4,000 +1.4% +1.2% +0.9%

Note ¢ A total sample of 2,400 per company would aive 800 ratingedah of billing, water and
waste for a water and sewerage company.

We suggest accuracy of +4% is appropriate for simple tables of comparisons but +2% should be the
target if results are linked with financial incentives.



Irrespective of sample size, there are possible issues concerning linking satisfaction results to
financial incentives. For example, if there were a substantial financial incentive for companies to
influence their results by not providing details of et®where they know their service to be poor,

this could be difficult to police. However, these concerns are greatly allayed by the prospect of
results being aggregated over several years.

In this section we consider a list possible objections to rolling out the survey or key questions
water companies may raise.

Q) The study is supposed to be resolved contacts but 29% of contacts are regarded by the
customer asunresolved. Does this invalidatbe research?

A) No, but t doesexpose issues for companies

In comparable surveys we have conducted for telecoms organisatipdenergy companies we
have foundsimilarlevels of unrsolved enquiries.

This is an issue common to evevgter company providing sample. It is fiaularly true of some of
those companies achieving poorer results overall but the correlation between satisfaction and
whether issue resolved is not as close as the correlation betwserallsatisfaction and satisfaction
with communication for example.

So it appears that poorer performing companies have m@sies which consumers consider
unresolved; it does not appear that some companies are rated poorer than osivardy because
their sample listings included a higher proportion of unresolved issues

So this does not invalidate the research as a means of comparing company performance. But
companieswill need tounderstand whyhigh proportions of consumers consider their cases to be
unresolved.

Q) Is it fair that Water Only Companies and Water ar8kwerage Companies are compared
against each other?

A) Absolutely, yes

One of the highest rated compani@gs a water and sewerage compangne of the lowestated
companiesawater only company

The weighting regime currently ensure that for each migation,50% of enquirieselate to billing.
Water and sewerage companiashievesimilar results onwater andwaste enquiries so the inclusion
of Waste enquiries in their ratings should not depress their overall scores.

The weighting affects the ovetacores but does NOT influence the rankings of companies relative to
each other. Had we chosen a different set of weights so, for exarhptk 67% of the weighted
enquiries corresponded to billinghe rank order of the companies in terms of overall siittion
would have remained unchanged.



It is true thatwater and sewerage companiésnd to score lower thanvater only companies But
there is no evidence of an inbuilt bias in the survey that causes this, and pleaewdehcethat the
survey is faito both types of provider.

Q) But within billing, waste and water enquiries some types of event tend to be highated
GKIFy 20KSNARA® /Fy FFEANI O2YLI NRazya oS YIRS
customers experiencing specific events are unequal?
A) W SaQ> odzi ¢S Attt ySSR (2 OKSO]l al YLX S LINE
This has been a particular concern of ours. Some straightforward events tend to be handled

consistently well. So for example 92% weadéistied with how their companyandled a change in
their account details.

In contrast only 56% were satisfied when they reported a flood.

The split between billing and ndsilling enquiies will be guaranteed but within each group of
enquiries there is no guarantee of the precise composition of enquires.

Ove a long fieldwork period of four years any imbalangsesanple profiles should iron themselves

out, and we simply do not expect this to be an issue. Ofwat and its contractor will need to check the
accumulated sample profiles to make sure there are ngomanbalances that have a significant
impactin results but our expectatiois that this will not be a problem.

Q) Can we be sure that all companies are providing a fully compliant sample?
A) I ljdzZ f AFASR W, S&aQ

Companieshould be accountable fatelivering consistently good sampléiowever, the contractor
can make checks on results to highlight and investigate:

e Unusual sample profiles

e Sudden changes in performance

e Comparison of this experience against previous experienadgere it is unusuallpositve
for the latest experience

Such incidences will hint at problemgsand as a longestablished agency specialising in suingy
customers of organisation§DS has been very good at identifying where sample provision has been
inconsistent.

These measurswill bereinforced by other checks Ofwat can makech as the use of independent
reporters The importance of this issue will be magnified if survey results are linkdihaocial
incentives



Developing a study wbih could measurdédow companies resolve customer casescbysistent, fair

and comparable means was not an easy or straightforward task. There was potential for a lot of
problems to occur, particularly with sample provision. It has taken a lot of work @éwat, the
companies and FDS to reach this point.

As a result of this work the feasibility study offered considerable encouragement for the viability of
an ongoing tracking study.

The overall assessment is thathilst there is an obvious need to ensudly compliant sample
provision, Ofwat has in place the foundations for a tracking study that will effectively measure
handling of aseson a consistent basis.

The questionnaire as it stood in Wave Three:

e was straightforward to administer

e addressed key issues

e took the customer on a journey through their contacts
e provided a key overall measure of satisfaction

e provided a number of supporting measures.

Crucially the questionnaire discriminated effectively between the strongest and weakiarpéang
O2YLI yASa Ay (GSN¥a 2F KFIYyRfAy3a O2yadzySNARAQ A aadz

We would NOT anticipate many changes to the questionnaire moving forward. Changes we think
could be considered include revisiting tla¢her sectorsused for comparison measuresither to
achievea broader set of comparisong to drop or reduce the scale of these comparisons with a
view to streamlining the questionnaire. Again, with a view to streamlining the questionnaire we
recommend that customer SEG should only be asked in a minority of waves

As was hoped and expected, sample provision improved greatly over the course of three waves.
After Wave 3, compani€sample was generally:

e in the format required
e with appropriate numbers
e deliveredto timescales required.

There are still a fewoutstanding issues with sample provision, but it is important to note that these
issues relate to a small number of companies and we are confident that the vast majority of
companies are providing a fully compliant samplso, there may be ways that tleample provision
could be made easier for companies without affecting the integrity of the data such allowing
companies longer to put together their sample.

The water and sewerage companies, Ofwat and FDS have worked hard throughout this study to
improve sample provision andet to the stage we are at now andv@at will continue to work with
iK2asS O2YLIyAaSa GKId KFRyQd oSSy lotS G2 NBOI
adequate solutions in place by April 2010.



Overall, the feasibilitytady suggests that obtaining a regular measure of the-endnd experience
of customers making contact with different water and sewerage companies is worthwhile and

necessary.

The study also indicates that achieving this measure will require agpmgcommitment but that it
will be achievable, without imposing an intolerable burden on companies or their customers.
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behalf of Ofwat, the regulator for the water industry, about the way water and sewerage companies
deal with their customers. | understand that someone on this number has been in contact with (named
water company). | wonder if | could ask you saquestions? Ishould take about 1.5 minutes. All

the answers you give will be kept completely confidential unless you ask us to pass your comments to
your water/sewerage companyEXPLAIN IF NECESSARY THAT THEY WERE SELECTED AT RAN
FROM CUSTOMERS CONTACTING WAHIER COMPANY)

Q1. Firstly, can | confirm that you were the person who was in contact with the company?
INTERVIEWER: PROMPT RBSFENT WITH DETAILS OF CONIFAHCESSARY

Yes 1
No 2

GO TO Q3
GO TO Q2

Q2. Can | speak to the person who was in cohtaith the water/sewerage comparnglease?

Yes 1

No, they are unavailable 2

No one has contacted the company 3
Refused 4

REPEAT INTRO
MAKE APPT
CLOSE

CLOSE



Q3a. What did you contact the company about?
PROBE FULLY

Q3b Can I check, didoy regard this contact as a complaint?

Yes 1
No 2

REQUIRED QUESTION IF CANNOT DEFINE CUSTOMER TYPE OF WATER & SEWERAGE COMPAN

ASK IF WATER AND SEWERAGE COMPANY. OTHERS GO TO Q4.
Q3c And does<named water company provide both water and seweraggervices to your
property/business or only sewerage services?

Sewerage services only 1
Both water and sewerage 2
52y Qi (y3¢

ASK ALL
Q4a. Could you confirm how you FIRST had contact with ¢company in relation to thisecent
enquiry or event?

e | telephoned them 1 Q4b__
| emailed them/contacted them
e il_________.Online_ 2 Q8a_
| wrote them a letter 3 Q11
""" Other means of contactingthem
(SPECIFY) 4 RECORD AND CLOSE

Q4b. How many times in total did you telephone them in relationhéstparticular enquiry or event?

Once 1 Qb5a
"""""""""""""" Twice 2
3-5times 3
6-10 times 4 Q4c

(3]

More than 10 times
['FyQl NBYSY0OSNI 6dzie Y2NB (KIy 2y O0OS

Q4c. Why did you need to contact them more than ond@ROBE FULLY



ASK ALL WITH TELEPHONET@GON
Q5a ! YR ¢6KSy &82dz N} y3 (KS
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Speak to someone 1 Q6a
~ Simply leave a spoken message
when prompted to do so by a
recorded message 2 Q5b
or did you simply press various buttons

when instructed to do so 3

CHECK WHETHER GIHIROUGH TO SOMEONHER PRESSING BUTTOBNSD CHANGE ANSWER.

ASK IF CODEEBAT Q5a
Q5b Had you expected to simply interact with a recorded message or had you hoped to speak to a
live operator?

Expected to respond to
recorded message 1
Had wanted to speak to live operator 2 Q5¢c

Q5¢c  So were you happy to complete the call by responding to a recorded message?

Yes 1 Q7a
No 2 Q5d

ASK IF CODED 2 AT Q5c
Q5d. Why do you say that?GO TO Q7a

ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q5a. OTHERS GO TO Q7a
Q6a. How satisfied were you with the ease of contacting them and getting tjindo someone who
could handleyour callZ/READ OUT

Very satisfied 1
Fairly satisfied 2 Q6¢c
___ Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 ____________
Fairly dissatisfied 4 Q6b
Very dissasfied 5



ASK IF CODEELAT Qba
Q6b. Why were you dissatisfied?

Difficulty finding which numbeto ring
No reply initially/Long time
for call to be answered
Kept on hold a long time
Number engaged when first rang
Had to press buttog/go through
IVR for preferred option
Cdl centre had limited openingours
Other answers

ASK ALL CODED 1 AT Q5a

Q6c.
to over the phone READ OUT

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Q6d.

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satiskd nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Q6be.
your issue?

Yes 1
No 2

ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q6e

Q6f. And has the water compaly S i G K S
In full 1
Partially 2

Or not at all 3

o U1 A OWDN
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And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism?

a s wnN Pk

Qo6f
Q7a

O2YYAUYBFADDUTY I RS

How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or people yspoke

Did the person/people you spoke to make any mpises or commitments to you irelation to

02

e 2 dzx



ASK IF CODED 2 or 3 AT Q6f
Q6g. What promise/commitment was made which has not been met?

ASK ALL WITH TELEPHONE CONTACT
Q7a. So apart from phone calls did you hawvetlier contact with them in relation to this issue?

Yes 1 Q7b
No 2 Q56

Q7b. By what other means did you have contact with your water company in relation to this issue?
PROMPT IF NECESSARY

They telephoned you 1
You wrote to them 2
They wrote b you 3

They made a visit 4
Other (SPECIFY) 5

ASK Q8a IF SENT EMAIL AT Q4A. GO TO Q11 IF SENT LETTER AT Q4A.

Q8a. How many times in total did you contact the company online or by email?

R ©) 1+ - 1 __..Q8b
Twice 2

3-5 times 3 Q8al
6-10 times 4
More than 10 times 5

/' FyQlid NBYSYOSN) odzii 6Y2NB (KIFy 2y O0S

ASK IF CODEBSAT Q8a
Q8al. Why did you have to contact them more than once?

ASK ALL WITH EMAIL CONTACT

Q8b. Some companies respond to emails with anoatated acknowledgement beforeending their
actual response. Did you initially receive an automated oesp that simply acknowledged
receipt of your email without addressing the content oty email?

Yes 1
No 2



Q8c. (And apart from the acknowledgemgrDid you receive a response to your (first)
email/any of your emails@F MORE THAN ONE ANSWER CODE FIRST RESPONSE TO FIRST

EMAIL)
By email 1
By letter 2 Q9
Ceieo.___..Bytelephone ____: S S
No response 4

IF NO RESPONSE HMAIL ACKNOWLEDGED GO BACK TONIBBHECK ANSWERS

ASK IF CODELx B AT Q8c
Q9. How soon after you sent an email did you receive this (first) response?

Within two hours 1

After more than 2 up to 4 hours 2

After more than 4 hours but same day 3
Next day 4

2-3 days late 5

4-6 days later 6

7 days later 7

8-14 days later 8

More than 2 weeks later 9

I FyQli NBYSIwTo SN

Q10. And how satisfied were you with the speed of their response?

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

ASK Q11 IF SENT LETTER. OTHERSIES®IROCTION BEFORE Q12a
Q1lla. How many times in total did yosend letters to the company(n relation to this issues)

2
3-5times 3

6-10 times 4 Qlilal
More than 10 times 5
/I yefnémber but more than one 6

Q11al Why did you have to write to them more than once?



Q11b. Some companies send acknowledgments of letters before sending a full respoids¢he
company initially sendan acknowledgemnt simply confirming they hadhitially received a
letter from you without addressing the content of yoffirst) letter?

Yes 1
No 2

Q12 (And apart from that acknowledgement) did youater company respond to youfirst) letterX

In writing 1 Q13
__________ Or by telephoningyou 2 . ____
No response 3

IF NO RESPONSE R\CKNOWLEDGED GO BAOKQ11B AND CHECK ANSWER

IF NO RESPONSE AT Q8C OR Q12
Q12a. Had you expected...

A simple acknowledgment that your

email/letter had been reeived 1
_Aresponse addressing the issueraised 2
Neither 3 GO TO Q19A

ASK IF CODEERIAT Q12
Q13 How soon after you sent your (first) letter did you receive this response?

Within 3 days

4-6 days later

7 days later

8-14 daysater
Over 2 up to 3 weeks later
Over 3 up to 4 weeks later
More than 4 weeks later
I yQli NBY
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Q14. And how satisfied were you with the speed of their response?

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissafied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

a b~ wWwN PP



ASK Q15 IF WRITTEN RESPONSE TO LETTER/EMAIL (CODE 1 OR 2 AT Q8c OR CODE 1 AT
TELEPHONE RESPONSE (CODE 3 AT Q8C OR CODE 2 AT Q12) SKIP TO Q20.

Q15. Thinking about all the written communidah you received
how satisfied were you with the clarity of the written communication you received?
READ OUT

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

5

Very dissatisfied Q16

Q16. And did you feel the writer had adequately addressed your issues or concerns?
Yes 1

No 2

Q17a Do you feel the style and tone of the written communications was appropriate?

Yes 1 Q18a
No 2 Q17b
ASK IF CODED 2 AT Q17a
Q17b. Why do you say that?
Too friendly 1
Not friendly enough 2
Not apologetic 3
Accusing/aggressive 4
Assumed too much knowledge
on my part 5
Patronising 6
Too long/detailed 7
Too short/not enough information8
Other answers 9
(SPECIFY)

Q18a. Did the writer make any promises or commitments to you in relation to your issue?

Yes 1 Q18b
No 2 Q19a



Qleb. ' YR Kl a (KS 6F(iSNkaSsSNI IS 02 YLREFBOUTS(G G(KS

In full 1
Partially 2
Not at all 3

ASK IF CODED 2 or 3 AT Q18b
Q18c. What promise/commitment was made which has not been met in full?

ASK IF WRITTEN RESPONSE TO LETTER/EMAIL CODE 1 OR 2 AT Q8c OR CODE 1 AT Q12.
Q19a. (So apart from this written commueation) Did you ave other contact with them inelation to
this issue?

Yes 1 Q19
No 2 Q56

ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q19a
Q19b. By what other means did you have contact with yewater company in relation tohis issue?
PROMPT IF NECESSARY

You telephoaed them 1
They telephoned you 2
They wrote to you (again) 3
They made a visit 4

Other (SPECIFY) 5

ASK Q20 IF TELEPHONE RESPONSE TO LETTER/EMAIL (I.E. CODE 3 AT Q8c OR CODE 2 AT Q12)
GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q25

Q20a. How many times in total did they ring you in relation to this issue?

Once 1 Q20c
""""""""""" Twice 2
3-5times 3
6-10 times 4 Q20b

(3]

More than 10 times
/' FyQl NBYSYOSN)I 60dzi6Y2NBE GGKIyYy 2yS

Q20b. Why did they ring you more than once?



Q20c. How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or people whaog
you?READ OUT

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

Q21. And how sasfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism?

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

Q22a. Did the person you spoke to make any promises or commitmentsudryrelation to  your
issue?

Yes 1 Q22b
No 2 Q23

ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q22a
Q22b. ! YR KlFa GKS ¢6FGSNJI O2YLIl ye YSG GKS O2YYAlYSy

In full 1
Partially 2
Or not at all 3

ASK IF CODED 2 or 3 AT Q22b
Q22c. What promise/commitment was ade which has not been met in full?

ASK Q23 IF TELEPHONE RESPONSE TO LETTER/EMAIL (I.E. CODE 3 AT Q8c OR CODE 2 AT Q12
GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q25
Q23. Was this telephone call the only other contact you héth them in relation to thigssue?



ASK IF CODED 2 AT Q23
Q24a. So by what other means did you have contact withiweater company in relation tthis issue?

You telephoned them 1
You wrote to them again 2
They wrote to you 3

They made a visit 4
Other(SPECIFY) 5

ASK Q25 IF RANG AFTER WRITTEN RESPONSE. (CODE 1 AT 19B) OR IF RANG BACK AFTER TF
TELEPHONED (CODE 1 AT QPMAJERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q28

Q25. Why did you need to contact them by telephone?

Q26. Roughlyhow many times did you call them in relation to this issue in total?

Once 1

Twice 2

3-5 times 3

6-10 times 4

More than 10 times 5
I FyQli NBYSW

Q27a. And how satisfied were you with the ease of contacting them and getting through to
someone who could handle your call?

Very satisfied 1
Fairly satisfied 2
______ Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied ____ 3 _______ INSTRUCTION AT Q28
Fairly dissatisfied 4 Q27b
Very dissatisfied 5

Q27b. Why was that?

Difficulty finding which number
to ring 1
No reply initially/Long time
for call to be answered
Kept on hold a long time 3

N

Number engaged when first rang 4
Had to press buttons/go through
IVR for preferred option 5
Call centre had limited opening
hours 6

Other answers 7



IF COMPANYALLED THEM (CODE 1 AT Q7b OR 2 AT Q19b) ASK Q28. OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTI
Q29
Q28. Roughly how many times did they call you in relation to this issue?

Once 1

Twice 2

3-5times 3

6-10 times 4

More than 10 times 5

52y Qi 1y86

ASK Q29 IFAD FURTHER TELEPHONE CONTACT IE CODE 1 AT Q7B or CODES 1 or 2 AT Q19B or
1 AT Q24A OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q31
Q29. How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of pleeson/people whoyou spoke

to? READ OUT

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

Q30a. And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism?

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

Q30b. Did you feel that the person/people you spoke to took responsibility for your issue?

Yes 1
No 2



ASK Q31 IF SENT WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS SUBSEQUENT TO INITIAL CONTACT (2 AT Q7b).
OTHERS GO TO Q34

Q31. | would like to talk to you about the written communications you exchanged with the
company subsequent to your first contact. Why did you need to write to them after having
telephone/postal/email contact?

Q32. How many emails if any did you seimdelation to this issue?

One

Two

35

6-10

More than ten
None

52y Qi 1Y
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Q33. And how many letters if any did you send in total?

One

Two

35

6-10

More than ten
None

52y QG (yZ6
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ASK Q34 IF REEED COMMUNICATIONS (3 AT Q7b OR 3 AT Q19b or 3 AT 24a). OTHERS GO TO
INSTRUCTION AT Q38
Q34. How many emails, if any, did you receive from your water/sewerage company in tatal

relation to this issue?

One

Two

35

6-10

More than ten
None

52yQi 1Y
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Q35. And how many letters, if any, did you receive in total from your water/sewerage
company?

One

Two

35

6-10

More than ten
None

52y Qi 1Y
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IF ANY AT Q34035 ASK Q36. OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTT @38 A
Q36. How satisfied were you overall with the written communications you received from your water

company?
Very satisfied 1
Fairly satisfied 2 ROUTING
- —_.__Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 AT Q38
Fairly dissatisfied 4
Very dissatisfied 5 Q37

Q37. Why do you say that?

ASK Q38 IF VISIT MENTIONED AT Q7B, 19B OR 24A. OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q54

Q38. Did the water/sewerage company actually need to go on to your propertyevethey able to
carry out the necessary work without going your property?

_________ Neededto goonproperty 1 Q39
Carried out work without
going on property 2 Q50

Q39. 5AR (KS O2YLIlye AyAlGAlLtfe &l é& &2dz aKz2dzZ R SE
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One visit from their staff
At least two visits
Or did they not say 3

N

Q40. How many visits in total did you receive from the company?

S oL S O .
Two 2
Three 3 Q41
Four or more 4



Q41. 21L& GKA&X

Because the initial visit was to

check what needed to be done 1
Because the work needed more
than one visit 2

Or because the workmen made
mistakes that had to be rectified 3

Q42. (Thinking about the first visit) Did the water/sewerage company initially make an
appointment to visit you?

Yes 1 Q43
No 2 GO TO Q48

Q43. ' YR ¢l & GKAA LIRAYIGYSydX
For aspecific time 1
For a 2 hour slot 2
For a morning or afternoon 3
Or just for a particular day 4
Q44. Was the date and time convenient for you?
Yes 1
No 2
Q45. Did the company representative arrive on the agreed day?
_______________ Yes 1 ________INSTRUCTIONAR® __

IF CODE-3 AT Q43. OTHERS GO TO Q48

Q46. ! YR RAR (KS& I NNRX@SX

Earlier than agreed 1
_______Ataroundtherighttme ____2 _______! Q48 ___
Or at least 30 minutes later
than agreed 3 Q47

Q47. Did they advise you they would be unable to make the oalgime?

Yes 1
No 2



Q48.

Q49.

Q50.

Q51.

Q52.

How satisfied were you with the attitude and manner of the company representatiwelso
visited your property?READ OUT

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

And how satisfied were you with the knowlige and professionalism of ttewmpany  staff
who visited your property?

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Verydissatisfied

absb wnN -

Did the company representative(s) do any physical work at or by your property?

How satisfied were you with the quality of their workmanship?

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

52y Qi 1Y
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And did they clean up properly afterwards?

Yes 1
No 2

Q53. So how satisfied were you overall with the visits you received?

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5



ASK ALL WHO HAD MORE THAN ONE CONTACT. OTHERS GO TO Q56.
Q54. How satisfied were you with the way your water company kept you informed of whats
happening and would happen in relation to your enquiry or issue?

Very satisfied 1
Fairly satisfied 2 Q56
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3

Not applicable/did not need
to be kept informed 3 Q56

Q55. Why do you say that?

ASK ALL
Q6. t £ SasS Sttt YS 6KAOK READGWSAS adrdasSySyada LI

Theissue you raised is now fully
resolved and you do NOT expect
further contact with your
water company 1 Q57

You have been adviseddtissue
is resolved but are still waiting
confirmation 2
The issue is not resolved but
you do not expect further contact
from your water company 3 Q60

The issue is not resolved and
you do expect further contact
from your water company 4



ASK IF-R AT Q56
Q57. How long in total did it take to resolve your issue from the time you first contacted them to
the time your issue was resolved?

Same day
Next day
2-3 days later
4-6 days later
7 days later
8-14 days later
Over 2 up to 4 weeks later
Over 4 weeks up to 3 months later
More than 3 months later
52y Qi
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Q58. How satisfied were you with the time taken for your issue to be resolved?

Very satisfied 1

Fairly satisfied 2

Neither saisfied nor dissatisfied 3
Fairly dissatisfied 4

Very dissatisfied 5

ASK ALL

Q60. Taking everything into account how satisfied were you with the way they handled this
enquiry/contact?

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nodissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

a b~ wbN Pk

Q61. What if anything, could have been better? What else could the company have donelation
to this enquiry or issuePROBE VERY FULLY

Q61a. And what if anything, do you think the compy did wellPROBE VERY FULLY



Q63. Apart from this latest experience, on how many other occasions, if any, have you contacted

your water/sewerage company in the past two years? READ OUT IF NECESSARY

... Once . 1 ... Qe64 .
Twice 2
3-5 times 3 Q65
6-10 times 4
_________ Morethan10times ____ 5 ... ______
__________________ Notatall 6 Q69
52y Qi 1yZ6¢ Q65
ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q63
Q64. {2 g2dA R &2dz al & (GKA&a f1 GS&a0 SELSNRSY

Better than your last experience
with this company 1
Worse than your last experience 2
Or about the same 3
2

52y Qi 1Y

ASK IF CODEESDOR 7 AT Q63
Q65. So would you say this latest experience was..

6 Q69

Better than your usual experience
with this company 1
Worse than your usual experience 2
Or about the same as your usual
experiencewith this company 3
52yQli (y2og Q69

O

w»

gl

QX



ASK ALL

Q69. 2S INB AYGSNBaldSR Ay YSIadaNARy3 K2g LIS2LIX SQa
contact they may have with other organisations they deal wipart from receiving bills and
receiving everglay servicehave you had contaciith any ofthese organisationsn the last
three months’READ OUTROTATE ORDER

A) your energy company

B) your landline telephone supplier
C) your mobile telephone supplier
D) your local council

E) your broadband supplier

Yes 1
No 2

ASK Q70 AND Q70X AND Q70Y FOR A MAXIMUMRIEEDRGANISATIONS HAD CONTACT WITH.
OTHERS GO TO Q71.
Q70. ' YR K2g al GAaFASR 9SNB e2dz ¢gAGK GKS flaSad

A) your energy company

B) your landline telephone supplier
C) your mobile telephone supplie
D) your local council

E) your broadband supplier

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

a b~ wNPkF

Q70x ¢ KAY 1Ay Fo62dzi Ftf @2dzNJ SELISNASYyO0Sa 2FXo y2
whichA ¥ GKS F2fft26Ay3 0Sali RSAONAOGSA K2g &2dz ¢
(INSERTODES) FROM Q70.

| would speak highly of 1
| would speak critically of 2 Q70y

| would neither speakighly or critically GO TO NEXT
of them 3 COMPANY OR
Q71

Q70y. So would you speak highly/criticallythem without being asked or only if asked?

Without being asked 1
Only if asked 2 GO TO NEXT COMPANY OR Q71



ASK ALL

Q71a.And thinking about all your experiences of yourt@résewerage company, not jugour recent
contact, which of the followingést describesiow you would talk about them?

I would speak highly of my water/
sewerage company 1 Q71b
| would speak critically 2

Q71b. So would you speak highly/critically of them without being askenhly if asked?

Without being asked 1
Only if asked 2

Q72. Again, thinking more generally about all your experiences with your water/sewerage
company how satisfied are yollease give a score on a one to ten scale wheseoae of 10
meansyou arecompletely satisfied and 1 means you are totallgissatisfied.

Totally dissatisfied

O©CoO~NOOOOTDSWNPEF

Completely satisfied 10
52y Qi yl2so

Q73a. Do you have a water meter?

Yes 1
No 2
52de 1Yy36

I wouldlike to finish with a few classification questions so we can group the answers we get.



IFRESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER ASKIQBBSINESS CUSTOMER GO TO Q82
Q73b. Which of these age groups do you fall in?

Under 25
25-34
3544
4554
5564

65+
Refused

No b~ wN B

Q75. And are there any children agedl$ living in your household?

Yes 1
No 2
Refused 3

Q76. ! NB & 2 dzX
Working fultime (30+ hours per week) 1
Working parttime (829 hours per week) 2
Not working (87 hours) 3

Q77A (SOCIAL GRADE) NOT ASKED IN WAVE 3

Q77b. Do you or anyone else in the household, have a registered disability?

Yes, self
Yes, other
No
Refused

A OWDNPRP

Q78. L& @2dz2NJ K2YSX

Owned 1

Rented from local authority or
housing associatio

Rented privately 3

Other 4

N



Q79a. Would you say you lived/worked in..

a city or large town
(with over 100,000 people) 1
a small or medium sized town
with over 5,000 people
a village or rural area 3

N

Q79b. How would you describgour ethnic background?
PROMPT IF NECESSARY. SINGLE CODE

White: British (or English, Welsh or Scottish) 1
White: Irish 2
White: Any other White background 3
Mixed: White and Black Caribbean 4
Mixed: White and Black African 5
Mixed: White and Asian 6
Mixed: Any other Mixed background 7
Asian or Asian Britishindian 8
Asian or Asian BritishPakistani 9
Asian or Asian BritishBangladeshi 10
Asian or Asian BritishAny other Asian background 11
Black or Black BritishCaibbean 12
Black or Black BritishAfrican 13
Black or Black BritishAny other Black background 14
Chinese 15
Other 16
Refused 17

Q82. How many people are including yourself are employed at this site?

One
Two
35
6-10
11-50
51-100
101+

NOoO ok WNPRE

Q83. And what is the nature of your busines§ECORD IN SUFFICIENT DEDRUSTO ASSIGN
CODES}O TO Q81



Q80. We might be interested in asking you some more questions in the future about your
experience withyour water company, would it be possible to contact to you again?

Yes 1
No 2

IF CODE-38 AT Q56 (I.E. QUERY NOT RESOLVED) ASK Q80A. OTHERS GO TO Q85
Q80A. You said earlier that your issue was not resolvVétbuld you like me to pass yooontact cetails
back to the water/sewerage company to inform them that your issue is not resolved?

Yes 1
No 2

Q85. When wepass results on to your water/sewerage company are you willing for us to associate
your answers with younousehold? This would helthe company gain maximum benefit
from the research.

Yes, willing 1 CLOSE
No, not willing 2 Q86

w{!, Q
Q86. In that case your responses will only be passedimithe company in aggregatedata and
will not be linked to you personally.

CLOSE

Thankyou for your time and coperation in this surveyThis survey has beaonducted on behalf of
Ofwat. If you have any queries about the survey | can give you the hame and telephone number of the
executive in chargelF REQUESTED, The FDS executivairigecof the survey is Sheila Carey on 020
7272 7766. Goodbhye.

CODE GENDER

Male 1
Female 2
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ProjectTechnical Details

Wave 1

e 2,063 interviews conducted by telephone with water customers across England and Wales with
contact resolved in previous week

e Fieldwork was conducted between™®pril and 23 May 2009

Wave 2

e 2,046 interviews conducted by telephone with water custrs across England and Wales with
contact resolved in previous week (operations contacts were resolved in the past month for water
only companies)

e Fieldwork was conducted between™dune and 28 July 2009

Wave 3

e 2,043 interviewsconducted by telephonevith water customers across England and Wales with
contact resolved in previous week (operations contacts were resolved in the past month for water
only companies)

e Fieldwork was conductebetween 13" and 27" August 2009



General notes
e Quotas were setypreason for contact
e An asterisk (*) denotes a finding of less than 0.5% but greater than zero

e 2 KSNBE FA3IdzNBA R2 y20 FRR dzZLJ 2 wmnmx>: GKAA A&
know or refused categories or multiple responses

¢ Where bases are lsghan 30, unweighted numbers (N) are given rather than percentages



Q3a What did you contact the company about?

Base: All
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(6,152) (2,063 (2,046 (2,043

% % % %

Leak 12 11 12 14

Enquiringabout/wanted/had water meter, 9 13 8 6
installed

A bill/billing problems/queries 9 10 10 8
incorrect bill

Moved home/ change of addreg 7 7 6 7

Blocked drain/drain problem 6 7 6 6

Sewerage/waste water problem 6 6 6 5

To pay bill/make extra paymer| 5 6 5 5

Poor water quality/discoloured 5 5 4 4
unclean/poor taste

Water turned off/no water 5 4 5 5

Change/issues with Direct del 4 4 4 4

Payment issues/change payme 4 4 4 3
methods/pay monthly

Water pressure issues/low water pressu 4 4 5 4

Meter/water meter problems 3 4 4 3

The price/bills too high/prices riseg 3 4 3 3

Pipe issues/damaged pipé¢ 3 3 3 2

Stopcock issue 3 2 2 4

Flood 3 1 3 3

Outstanding bill/difficulty paying 2 2 2 2
bill/needed help paying bil

Water system/water mains ssles 2 1 2 1

To join company/obtain water connectio 2 1 1 2

Complaints/problemsg 1 1 1 1

To see if better deal availablg 1 1 1 1
cheaper rates/reduction in charge

Manhole/man cover issue 1 1 1 1

Enquire why bill not sent/when bill woul 1 1 1 *
arrive

Meter readings/arrange for meterto b 1 1 1 1
read

To change bank detai 1 1 1 2

Refund/credit/compensatior] 1 1 1 1

To stop/close accoun 1 1 1 1

Set up new accoun 1 1 1 1

To check water suppl 1 0 1 1

Wanted information 1 0 1 1

Work/repairscarried out in street 1 0 1 1

Other 6 4 5 8

Don't know * * * *




Q3 Canl check, did you regard this contact as a complaint?

Base: All

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(6,152) (2,063 (2,046 (2,043
% % % %
Yes 20 19 21 20
No 80 81 79 80
Don't know 0 0 0 0

Q4a Could you confirm how you FIRST had contact witie ttompany in relation to thisecent

enquiry or event?

Base: All
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(6,152) (2,063 (2,048 (2,043
% % % %
| telephoned them 94 94 94 93
| emailed them/contacted then 4 3 4 4
online
| wrote them a letter 3 3 2 3

Q4b  How many times in total did you telephone them in relation to this particular enquiry or

event?
Base: Alfirst contact by telephone

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(5,758) (1,949 (1,922 (1,895
% % % %
Once 63 64 61 62
Twice 18 18 19 18
3-5 times 13 12 14 14
6-10 times 3 3 3 3
More than 10 times 2 2 3 2
I'FyQl NBYSYO0SNI @ 1 1 1 1




Why did you need to contet them more than once?
Base: Altontacting by telephone more than once

WAVE 13 Wavel Wave2 Wave3
(2,156) (697) (745 (714
% % % %
Problem not investigated/resolve 16 18 15 14

Poor/lack of/slow/incorrect 15 16 14 14
communication/information

(o]
S
(o]
(o]

To make/change appointment/find oy
when they were coming

=
=

Had to chase then

Meter issues/readings

Difficult/slow to contact

Poor billing service/billing issue

Poor/inefficient/unsatisfactory servic

Payment issues/to delay/pay part of b

Recurring problen

No-one visited/was sent ou

Water issues

Never came back tom

Slow response

No responsibility taker

WWWihdAhlOOIOT|OO|OY|O| 0O
NWWNWAW RO NIN O
QW Wil lO|OOO|OT|OT|O|O1
WIN|APO|MO|A OO

To inform them of my is®igive more
information

Concerning leal

Needed to confirm/check address detal

Unreliable

To check everything/work carried o

Direct debit issues

IN(FP PO O

Bills high/to reduce bills

Staff unhelpful/lak of support

*

Slow to come out/visit

*

Request form

Drain issues/problem

Staff inefficient/lack of knowledg

Had to cancel servicelissue resolved itg

Problem getting worse

lRr|kr|o|Rr|RIRINRP|R|IN Wl w N
*

Staff not intereste/did not listen

k| k| k|-

Kept getting final reminder

To get refund/compensatiol

Phone went dead/put phone dow

Complaint/problem

*o|o|R|OR|IRIRIRIRIRIRIRINNIN W W oM

Pipe issues

RiRrRRRRRIRIRRIRRIRIRIRINN N W W

N =
A I

Sewerage issue

Other

»
©
w
o

52y Qi

w
N
N
=




Qa! YR gKSy @&2dz N} y3d (GKS O2YLI yeé& RAR @&2dzX
Base: Alfirst contact by telephone
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(5,759 (1,949 (1,922 (1,899

% % % %

Speak to someons 96 94 97 97

Simply leave a spoken mess3 1 2 1 1
when prompted to do so by
a recordedmessage

or did you simply press variot 3 4 2 2

buttons when instructed to do s

Q5b Had you expected to simply interact with a recorded message or had you hoped to speak to

a live operator?

Base: Alleaving message/using automated system

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(229 (111 (55) (62
% % % %
Expected to respond to recorde 32 39 27 24
message
Had wanted to speak to liv 68 61 73 76
operator
Q5¢c So were you happy to complete the call by responding to a recorded message?
Base: Mleaving message
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(229 (111 (55) (62
% % % %
Yes 69 68 75 66
No 31 32 25 34




Q5d Why do you say that?
Base: Alleaving message and not happy
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(70) (39 (14) (21
% % N N
Prefa to speak to someong 54 46 8 14
Lack of information/questions no 17 23 0 4
answered
The time/takes too long/kept o 10 11 1 2
hold
Calls expensiv 3 0 2 0
Incorrect information 1 3 0 0
If make a mistake have to start ags 1 3 0 0
| find it rude/offensive 3 0 0 2
Unable to resolve issu 1 0 0 1
Too impersona 1 0 0 1
Other 17 17 4 6
No particular reason/DH 5 3 0 0

Q6a How satisfied were you with the ease of getting through to someone who could handle your
call?
Base: Alspeaking with somone

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(5,530 (1,830 (1,867 (1,833
% % % %
Very satisfied 62 61 61 63
Fairly satisfied 29 30 28 29
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie] 3 3 3 3
Fairly dissatisfie 3 3 3 2
Very dissatisfieq 4 3 4 4




Q6b  Why were you dissatisfied?
Base: Alspeaking with someone and dissatisfied
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(359 (109 (147 (109
% % % %
Kept on hold a long tim¢ 21 24 17 24
Had to press buttons/go through I\ 19 30 13 16
for preferred option
No replyinitially/Long time for call to 16 16 15 18
be answered
5AFFAOdzA Gk O2 dz 14 18 15 10
department/passed aroung
Poor service/issue not resolve 11 8 16 7
Poor/lack of/incorrect information 7 8 7 6
Staff inefficient/lack of knowledg 6 5 7 6
Staff unhelpful/lack of suppor 5 6 7 2
5ARY QG 02y 4 0 5 6
Difficulty finding which number tg 3 2 5 3
ring
Had to chase then 2 4 2 0
Call cut off 2 0 2 3
Had to repeat myself/repea 1 3 1 1
information
Number engaged when firstng 1 2 1 0
No suitable options to pres 1 2 1 0
Poor internal communicatior 1 1 1 0
Calls expensive/should be fre 1 1 2 1
Slow response 1 0 3 1
Limited opening houry 1 0 1 2
Staff not interested 1 0 1 3
Staff impolite/unfriendly 1 0 1 3
No responibility taken 1 0 0 2
Other/DK 8 11 6 9

Q6c  How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or people you
spoke to over the phone?
Base: Alspeaking with someone
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(5,530 (1,830 (1,867 (1,833
% % % %
Very satisfied 69 69 69 68
Fairly satisfied 21 22 21 21
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 3 2 2 3
Fairly dissatisfie 3 3 3 3
Very dissatisfied 4 4 4 4




Q6d  And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism?

Base: Alspeaking with someone

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(5,530 (1,830 (1,867 (1,833

% % % %
Very satisfied 63 64 63 63
Fairly satisfied 24 24 23 24
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 5 5 6 5
Fairly dissatisfie( 4 4 4 4
Very dissatisfied 4 3 4 5

Q6e Did the person/people you spoke to make any promises or commitments to you in relation

to your issue?
Base: Alspeaking with someone

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(5,530 (1,830 (1,867 (1,833
% % % %
Yes 50 50 49 52
No 50 50 51 48
Q6f Andhas thewater/sewerage companyy S G KS O2YYAldYSyida YIRS

Base: Alspeaking with someone and promise/commitment made

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(2,783 (919 (922 (947
% % % %
In full 69 68 69 71
Partially 13 15 13 11
Or not at all 13 11 14 13
52y Qi 5 5 4 5




Q6g What promise/commitment was made which has not been met?
Base: Alspeaking with someone and promise/commitment made and not met at all

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(578) (102 (244 (232
% % % %
Poor/lack ofslow/incorrect 29 30 26 31
communication/neone rang back
Issue not resolve 20 29 22 15
No-one visited/came oult 15 23 11 16
They have not sent letter. 7 7 9 6
paperwork/forms
Unreliable service 6 14 7 1
Bill/final bill not sent 6 5 8 4
Slow to comeut 5 5 4 6
Poor/unsatisfactory servic 5 1 7 4
Meter issues/meter not 4 5 5 2
fitted/checked
No refund 4 5 4 3
Slow service/respons 4 0 3 6
No discounts giver 1 1 * 1
Payment card issue 2 0 2 2
Water pressure 2 0 2 2
Drainage issue 1 0 1 1
Sewnerage issues 1 0 1 *
Poor internal communicatiof 1 0 0 3
Stopcock issue 1 0 0 2
Other 5 2 4 8
Nothing in particular 1 3 * *
52y Qi 1 0 1 *

Q7a Soafter this phone calldid you have further contact with them in relation to this issue?
Base: A first contact by telephone
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(5,758 (1,94 (1,922 (1,895
% % % %
Yes 32 27 33 35

No 68 73 67 65




Q7b By what other means did you have contact with your water company in relation to this
issue?
Base: Alfirst contact by telephone and having subsequent other contact

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(1,840 (527) (642 (679
% % % %
They made a vis 55 43 58 60
They telephoned yol 22 26 19 20
They wrote to you 21 20 21 22
You wrote to them 8 6 7 9
You teéphoned them 4 9 3 2
Other 4 6 3 3
52y Qi * 3 * *

Q8a How many times in total did you contact the company online or by email?
Base: Alfirst contact by email

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(229 (70 (78) (81)
% % % %
Once 71 66 72 75
Twice 13 16 14 10
3-5 times 13 13 14 12
6-10 times * 1 0 0
More than 10 times 2 4 0 2
I'FyQld NBYSYodSN @ 0 0 0 0

Q8al Why did you have to contact them more than once?
Base: Altontacting by email more than once

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(66) (24 (22) (20)

% N N N

Poor/ lack of/ incorrect informatior 20 5 4 4
Poor /unsatisfactory servic 15 4 3 3
They did not responc 12 4 1 3

Needed to send them informatio 9 0 6 0
Slow response 5 2 1 0

Moving prgerty 5 0 0 1

Had to chase then 3 1 1 0

Difficult to find contact 3 1 1 0

Meter issues/problems 3 0 2 0

Had another issue/quer 3 0 0 2

I 002dzy i O2 dzf | 2 1 0 0
Dispute over responsibilit 2 0 1 0

Direct debit issues/problem 2 0 0 1
Unreliable 2 0 0 1

Other 18 7 4 1

52y Qi 5 1 0 2




Q8b  Some companies respond to emails with antamated acknowledgement beforesending
their actual response. Did you initially receive an automated response thatsimply
acknowledged receipt of your email without addressing the content of your email?

Base: Alfirst contact by email

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(229 (70) (78) (81
% % % %
Yes 59 64 59 56
No 41 36 41 44

Q8c (And apart from the acknowledgement) Did you receive a regge to your (first)

email/any of your emails?
Base: Alfirst contact by email

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(229 (70) (78) (81
% % % %
By email 44 a7 42 43
By telephone 17 17 21 14
By letter 16 16 19 14
No response 23 20 18 30
Q9 How soon after you sent an email did you receive this first response?
Base: Alfirst contact by email and receiving response
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(117 (56) (64) (57
% % % %
Within two hours 8 13 3 9
After more than 2 up to 4 hour 2 4 2 2
More than 4 hours but same dg 3 2 3 4
Next day 15 14 14 18
2-3 days later 27 25 27 28
4-6 days later] 11 9 14 9
7 days later 10 7 16 7
8-14 days later 11 14 6 14
More than 2 weeks late 5 7 5 4
I FyQid NJ 8 5 11 7
Q10 And how satisfiedwvere you with the speed of their response?
Base: Alfirst contact by email and receiving response
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(117 (56) (64) (57
% % % %
Very satisfied 54 57 50 56
Fairly satisfied 32 25 39 30
Neither satisfied nor dissatisf 7 11 5 7
Fairly satisfieq 2 2 2 4
Very dissatisfieg 5 5 5 4




Qlla How many times in total did you send letters to the companyi@ relation to this issug
Base: Alfirst contact by letter

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(165 (52 (46) (67

% % % %

Once 73 75 74 70

Twice 13 12 15 13

3-5 times 8 8 7 10

6-10 times 2 4 4 0

More than 10 times 2 2 0 3

I'FyQld NBYSYo SN @ 1 0 0 3

Q11al Why did you have to write to them more than once?
Base: Altortacting by letter more than once

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(45 (13 (12) (20
% N N N
Poor /unsatisfactory servic 29 5 2 6
Poor/ lack of/ incorrect informatior 22 5 0 5
Billing issueg 11 0 2 3
Issue not resolveq 9 2 2 0
They did not regond 9 1 0 3
They needed more informatio 9 0 4 0
Had to chase then 4 2 0 0
Payment issue 4 0 1 1
Needed refund 2 0 1 0
Needed written confirmation 2 0 0 1
Other/DK 11 2 1 3

Q1l11bSome companies send acknowledgments of letters before sending barédponse. Did the
company initially send an acknowledgement simply confirming they had initially received a
letter from you without addressing the content of your (first) letter?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(165) (52 (46) (67)
% % % %
Yes 31 29 39 27

No 69 71 61 73




Q12 (And apart from that acknowledgement) did yowater/sewerage companyespond to your

(first) letter?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(169 (52 (46) (67)
% % % %
In writing 61 44 72 66
Or by telephoning you 21 35 15 13
No response 19 21 13 21
Q13 How soon after you sena letter did you receive this response?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter and receiving response
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(125 (41) (31) (53
% % % %
Within three days 6 7 3 6
4-6 days later] 14 12 13 17
7 days later 20 17 29 17
8-14 days later 34 46 35 25
Over 2 up to 3 weeks late 13 5 13 19
Over 3 up to 4 weeks late 3 5 3 2
More than 4 weeks late 2 5 0 2
52y Qi 7 2 3 13
Q14 And how satisfied were you with the speed of their response?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter and receiving response
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(125 41 (31) (53
% % % %
Very satisfied 46 54 48 40
Fairly sitisfied 36 27 32 45
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 5 5 10 2
Fairly satisfied 6 7 3 8
Very dissatisfieq 6 7 6 6




Q15 Thinking about all the written communication you receivdtbw satisfed were you with the

clarity of the written communication you received?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving written response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(230 (67) (73 (90)
% % % %
Very satisfied 50 43 51 53
Fairly satisfied 32 36 32 30
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 5 6 7 3
Fairly dissatisfie( 6 10 4 3
Very dissatisfied 7 4 7 10
Q16 And did you feel the writer had adequately addressed your issues or concerns?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving weh response
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(230 (67) (73 (90)
% % % %
Yes 79 82 81 76
No 21 18 19 24
Q17a Do you feel the style and tone of the written communications was appropriate?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving weh response
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(230 (67) (73 (90)
% % % %
Yes 90 87 88 93
No 10 13 12 7

Q18a Did the writer make any promises or commitments to you in relation to your issue?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receivingritten response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(230 (67) (73 (90)
% % % %
Yes 38 43 29 42
No 62 57 71 58




Queb ' YR Kl a G(GKS 6FGSNkaSsSNI IS O2YLk ye
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Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving wigh responsand promise/commitment made

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(89 (29 (21) (39
% N N %
In full 57 18 12 53
Partially 16 4 2 21
Not at all 15 4 5 11
52y Qi 13 3 2 16

Q18c What promise/commitment was made which has not been met?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email, receiving written response and promise/commitment made not

met at all
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(23 @ (7) (12

N N N N

Lack of communication/none 6 2 1 4

called

Issue not resolve( 5 0 3 2

No-one was sent out/visited 4 1 0 3
Unreliable 3 0 1 2

No refund/direct debit issue 3 0 2 1
Billing issueg 2 0 2 0

Meter issuelinstall meter 1 1 0 0
Other 3 0 3 0

Q19a (So apart from this written communication) Did you have other contact with themréiation

to this issue?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving written response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(238 (67) (73 (90)
% % % %
Yes 29 28 28 31
No 71 72 72 69

Q19b By what other means did you have contact with yowater/sewerage companyin relation

to this issue?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving written response and having other contact

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(70) (19 (23) (28)

% N N N

You telephoned then 54 11 14 13
They made a vis 26 5 4 9

They telephoned yol 19 2 2 9
They wrote to you (again 17 0 7 5
| wrote to them 3 1 2 1

Other 7 1 0 2




Q20a How many times in total did they ring you in relation to this issue?
Ba®: Allfirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(73 (30) (23) (20)
% % N N
Once 60 53 15 13
Twice 22 37 3 2
3-5 times 11 7 3 3
6-10 times 1 0 1 0
More than 10 times 0 0 0 0
Iy Qi  NBuvh®M thanNace 5 3 1 2

Q20b Why didthey ring youmore than once?
Base: Altung more than once by water/sewerage company

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(29 (14 (8) ()

N N N N

To make/confirm appointmen 6 3 0 3

L ¢ ay Qirstkingelthkyt hadd 5 2 2 1
to call back

Concerning a problen 4 3 0 1

To inform me what was happenir 3 1 2 0

Issue not resolve 3 0 2 1

Due to their inefficiency 2 2 0 0

Billing issueg 2 0 2 0

To confirm receipt of lette 1 0 1 0

Had to chase then 1 0 1 0

To check contractor had calle 1 1 0 0

Wanted to confirm 1 0 0 1
details/information

Other 2 2 0 0

52y Qi 2 0 1 1

Q20c How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or peopleu
spoke to over the phon@
Base: Afirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(73 (30) (23) (20)
% % N N
Very satisfied 77 73 19 15
Fairly satisfied 12 10 3 3
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 1 0 0 1
Fairly satisfieq 3 3 1 0
Very dissatisfieg 7 13 0 1




Q21 And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

73 (30) (23) (20)
% % N N
Very satisfied 70 63 17 15
Fairly satisfieq 21 23 5 3
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 4 0 1 2
Fairly satisfieq 0 0 0 0
Very dissatisfied 5 13 0 0

Q22a Did the person you spoke to make any promises or commitments to you in relation to your

issue?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(73 (30) (23) (20)
% % N N
Yes a7 50 13 6
No 53 50 10 14

Q22b And has thewater/sewerage companyy S G KS O2YYAlYSyida YIRS {2
Base: Alfirst contactby letter/email and receiving telephone response and promise/commitment made

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(39 (15 (13) (6)

% N N N

In full 74 10 11 4
Partially 18 3 1 2
Not at all 9 2 1 0

Q22c¢ What promise/commitment was made which has noglen met?
Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response and promise/commitment made

not met at all
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(6) @ (2 @

N N N N

Unreliable/did not do what they sai 3 2 0 1

Promised to inform is aut min 1 1 0 0
payment but received letter askin
about financial situation insteal

No one sent out 1 0 1 0

Lack of communicatior 1 0 0 1

Payment issue 1 0 1 0




Q23 Was this telephonecontact the only other contact you had wih them in relation to this

issue?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(73 (30) (23) (20)
% % N N
Yes 64 70 15 11
No 36 30 8 9

Q24a So by what other means did you have contaetith your water/sewerage company in

relation to this issue?

Base: Alfirst contact by letter/email and receiving telephone respoaiseé having other contact

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(26) ©) (8) C)

N N N N

They made a vis 17 7 4 6

You teéphoned them 3 2 0 1

You wrote to them agair 2 1 0 1

They wrote to you 9 1 3 5

Other/DK 2 1 1 0

Q25 Why did you need to contact them by telephone?
Base: Altontacting by telephone after initial response to letteréin
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

4y (13 (14) 14

% N N N

Lack of information/neone rang 20 4 2 2

back
They needed more information/the 17 4 0 3
needed to ask question

Speed/wanted it done quickl 10 1 2 1

To clarify information 10 0 2 2

Billing/direct debit issues 10 0 2 2

To arrange appointmen 7 3 0 0

It was complicated 5 2 0 0

No-one came out 5 1 1 0

Errors had been mad 5 0 2 0

Issue not resolvec 2 0 1 0

Others 15 0 2 4

52y Qi 2 1 0 0




Q26 Roughly how many times digiou call them in relation to this issue in total?

Base: Altontacting by telephone after initial response to letter/email

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(41) 13 (14) (14)
% N N N
Once 46 4 6 9
Twice 20 4 3 1
3-5 times 17 1 5 1
6-10 times 7 1 0 2
More than 10 times 5 1 0 1
I FyQi NJ 2 1 0 0
52y Qi 2 1 0 0

Q27a And how satisfied were you with the ease of contaoyy them and getting through to

someone?

Base: Altontacting by telephone after initial response to letter/email

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(41) 13 (14) (14
% N N N
Very satisfied 61 7 8 10
Fairly satisfied 22 5 2 2
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 2 0 0 1
Fairly satisfied 5 0 2 0
Very dissatisfied 7 0 2 1
52y Qi 2 1 0 0
Q28 Roughly how many times dithey callyouin relation to this issue?
Base: Altontacted by telephone after initial response from water company
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(410 (138 (126 (146
% % % %
Once 54 49 63 51
Twice 24 30 17 23
3-5times 15 12 13 19
6-10 times 2 3 1 1
More than 10 timesg 3 3 3 3
52y Qi 3 4 2 3




spoke to?

Q29 How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and #tide of the person/people whoyou

Base: Alhaving additional telephone contact \witvater/sewerage company after initial response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(449 (152 (140 (159

% % % %

Very satisfied 66 62 69 67

Fairly satisfied 17 20 11 20
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 6 7 4 6
Fairly dissatisfied 3 3 5 2
Very dssatisfied 6 5 9 4
52y Qi 9 2 1 2

Q30a And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism?

Base: Alhaving additional telephone contact with water/sewerage company after initial response

WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3

(449 (151 (140 (159

% % % %

Very satisfied 60 60 59 61

Fairly satisfied 21 17 25 22
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 8 9 5 8
Fairly dissatisfie 4 7 4 1
Very dissatisfied 6 5 7 6
52y Qi 2 2 1 2

Q30b Did you feel that the person/people yospoke to took responsibility for your issue?
Base: Alhaving additional telephone contact with water/sewerage company after initial response by

telephone
WAVE 13 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave3
(449 (151 (140 (158
% % % %
Yes 80 76 81 84
No 18 22 19 15
52y Qi 2 2 1 2







