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1. Executive Summary 

Background and objectives 

In its role as the Water Services Regulation Authority, Ofwat uses a number of key performance 
measures to monitor the performance of water/sewerage companies.  The current measures 
predominantly monitor quantitative aspects 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 
ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ hŦǿŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
develop and pilot a survey to assess 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 a three-stage 
programme of quantitative research among customers having contact with their water/sewerage 
companies to test the feasibility of Ofwat introducing a consumer experience survey as part of its 
regulatory performance measures. 
 
The core objectives of the feasibility study were to:- 
 

 develop a questionnaire, sample design and methodology that might form the basis of a 
regular consumer experience survey 
 

 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 contact handling of water only and 
water and sewerage companies. 

 
The feasibility study was also expected to produce benchmark results which could be tracked if the 
survey is rolled out. 

Approach 

Following an initial pilot study to test and fine-tune the questionnaire, there were three stages of 
telephone interviewing.  For each stage, samples of customers whose enquiry had been resolved the 
week or month prior to fieldwork taking place were provided to FDS by the 21 water and sewerage 
companies. 
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In calculating overall satisfaction, results were weighted, so that for all companies, billing contacts 
represented 50% of the weighted sample. 
 
While the vast majority of company enquiries are billing related, to ensure that results of water, 
waste and billing enquiries were represented and could be looked at separately, the 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 were achieved. 

Results 

In each of three waves of research aggregated results across all companies were remarkably similar 
with around 60% very satisfied and a further 22% fairly satisfied with the handling of their recent 
enquiry. 
 
The consistency of the overall results across waves disguises considerable variation in the 
performance of individual companies.  The highest rated company achieved 94% satisfaction over 
three waves, the lowest rated company just 68%. 
 
The highest rated companies achieved consistently good ratings in response to all questions.  The 
lower rated companies were criticised for issues such as poor communication, delays in issue 
resolution, repeated contacts being required or poor handling of visits to the ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ homes. 
 
In general, Water Only companies achieved better ratings than Water and Sewerage companies.  But 
crucially, there did not appear to be any intrinsic survey-related 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 achieved a similar score to the best Water and Sewerage company and the 
same was true of the worst-rated companies in each group. 
 
Results were generally better for billing than for waste or water enquiries but with billing enquiries 
accounting for just 50% of the weighted sample for Water Only and Water 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 numbers of customers saying their issue was still unresolved.  The 
average figure across companies was 29%. 
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In aggregate, water companies were rated slightly better for their handling of recent events than 
other organisations such as:- 
 

 local councils; 
 energy companies; 
 mobile or fixed-line telecoms suppliers; and 
 broadband suppliers. 

 
The study also highlighted the importance of how companies handle interactions with customers.  
Ratings for how their water and sewerage company handled the recent event correlated closely with 
ŀ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ ǘƘŜƳ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ 

Implications for main study 

 the questionnaire was fairly easy to understand and was shown to work well and to provide 
appropriate measures of performance 
 

 sample provision was less straightforward but companies were generally able to provide 
sample 
ï in the format required 
ï with appropriate numbers 
ï to timescales required. 

 
It appeared that companies were not deliberately excluding certain customers or categories of 
customer, although a small number were having difficulty in providing a fully compliant sample.  
 
A significant proportion of customers say their issue is unresolved despite the company considering it 
to be resolved. However this does not appear to invalidate the survey as a comparative exercise 
across companies ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǿŀǎ ŀǘǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ ŜƴǉǳƛǊƛŜǎ 
were resolved as well as those where there were outstanding issues. 
 
If the survey is rolled out and used to determine financial incentives, the issue of companies 
providing fully compliant samples will need to continue to be closely monitored but we do not 
envisage that there will be any insuperable problems. Ofwat will continue to work with those 
companies that had not been able to rectify all of their sample issues to ensure they have adequate 
solutions in place by April 2010. 

Conclusions 

The feasibility study suggests that obtaining a regular measure of the end-to-end 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 an on-going commitment but that it 
will be achievable, without imposing an intolerable burden on companies or their customers. 
 
 
 



 Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry 
  Introduction 
 

4 
© FDS 2009 

2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1. Background to the study 

As the Water Services Regulation Authority, Ofwat uses a number of key performance measures to 
monitor the performance of water companies. The current measures predominantly monitor 
quantitative aspects 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 of 
consumer satisfaction in relation to a water coƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǎŜǊvices. Ofwat is now looking to 
develop and pilot a survey to assess the quality of consumer experience that consumers have when 
coming into direct contact with their water company.  
 
A working group comprising Ofwat, the Consumer Council for Water (CCWater) and representatives of 
some water companies therefore proposed developing consumer research on an industry wide basis 
with the aim being to provide comprehensive insight into the service received by consumers having 
contact with their water company and also allow comparisons between companies. 
 
With 21 water, and water and sewerage companies covering England and Wales it was essential to test 
how such a survey should be conducted and the practicalities involved with undertaking such a 
research programme.   
 
In February 2009 FDS International was commissioned by Ofwat to test the feasibility of introducing a 
consumer experience survey as part of its regulatory performance measures. This study was designed 
to determine the most suitable sampling 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. 

2.2. Research Aims 

The primary objective of the 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:-  
 

 develop the questionnaire  
 test the quality of available sample data  
 formulate the most appropriate sample frame design 
 evaluate survey methodology  
 recommend improvements to the questionnaire, sample design and methodology should the 

feasibility study conclude that Ofwat could introduce an annual consumer experience survey. 
 
As a live pilot the survey also produced results which could be used as a baseline measure of consumer 
perceptions which can be tracked if the survey is rolled out. The research therefore also identifies:- 
 

 Ƙƻǿ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ handling of their issue; 
 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; 
 satisfaction with the outcome/resolution; and 
 recommendations for improving the process. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Fieldwork 

¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǿŀǎ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ /!¢L ό/ƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ !ǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ¢ŜƭŜǇƘƻƴŜ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿƛƴƎύ ŦǊƻƳ C5{Ωǎ 
Telephone Centres.  
 
Interviewing took place over three waves with c100 interviews with each of the 21 water and sewerage 
companies. For the first two waves, fieldwork was carried out on a rolling basis over the course of five 
weeks. For the final wave of fieldwork, interviewing for all companies took place at once. 
 
Wave 1 interviewing:  15th April ς 20th May 2009 (rolling basis) 
Wave 2 interviewing:  24th June ς 22nd July 2009 (rolling basis) 
Wave 3 interviewing:  14th ς 29th August 2009 
 

3.2. Sample composition 

The purpose of the Consumer Experience Survey is to capture usersΩ end to end experience with their 
water company, from initial contact to final resolution.  
 
Companies were therefore expected to provide FDS with all those contacts that had been resolved in 
the week prior to fieldwork taking placeΦ ΨwŜǎƻƭǾŜŘΩ means that all 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 as 
when the final, substantive 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 sources ς this 
includes contacts made by telephone, in writing and by email and contacts which resulted in visits to 
ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎ. For telephone contacts, this includes all calls to all lines, 24 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. 

 
For the first wave of the survey, companies were required to provide all resolved contacts for the week 
prior to the fieldwork. For the second and third waves of the survey water only companies were 
required to provide billing contacts for the week prior to fieldwork and water operational contacts for 
the month prior to fieldwork (this is because some water only companies did not resolve enough 
operational contacts in a one week period to provide sufficient sample for interviewing.) 
 
All companies were provided with a sample specification in advance of each wave of the survey clearly 
outlining what was required in order for FDS to carry out the research successfully. A copy of the full 
sample specification is included in the appendices. 
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Sample management and quotas 
For each wave of interviewing sample was provided to FDS by the 21 water and sewerage companies 
(details of issues we had with companies sample provision are incƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴǘ ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘύ.  
 
FDS then cleaned the sample (e.g. removing contacts with no telephone number or contacts related to 
deceased customers) and sampled a selection of consumers to 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 

% 
WASTE 

% 
BILLING 

% 

Water and sewerage company 33 33 34 

Water only company 50 - 50 

 
9ŀŎƘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ sample was selected on an 8:1 basis i.e. eight contacts were selected for every 
interview we needed to achieve. We ensured that we included in the final sample the correct 
proportions of customers by mode of contact and whether the customer was commercial/domestic. 
ƛΦŜΦ ƛŦ ол҈ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ōȅ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ǿŜ 
ensured that 30% of our final cleaned sample were customers contacting by this method. 
 
Lƴ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ 
records. 
 
Quotas were set for each company on reason for contact (water/waste/billing) in the same proportions 
as outlined in 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 customers with billing enquiries and 50 with 
water operational contacts. 
 
Again, there were instances (but certainly not at a level that would cause concern) of customers giving 
a different reason for contact than that logged by the company. 
 
Quotas were also set on whether the customer was commercial or domestic. This quota differed by 
company and was based on the profile of commercial and domestic customers in the original sample. 
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3.3. Questionnaire design 

The draft questionnaire was developed by Ofwat and the working group and further developed by 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 their attitudes towards the 
experience. An appraisal of the 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. 

3.4. Weighting and computer tables 

In order to enable more direct comparisons to be made between water only and water and sewerage 
companies for the key satisfaction score (Q60), ǿŜƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ data. 
Data were weighted so that water/waste operational contacts make up 50% of a ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ overall 
score and billing 50%. The table below illustrates the effect of the weighting on Q60. 
 

 
UNWEIGHTED 

% 
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 Water 
ŀƴŘ ²ŜǎǎŜȄ ²ŀǘŜǊ ōƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΦ .ƻǘƘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ōƛƭƭƛƴƎ ŜƴǉǳƛǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ handled by the same joint 
venture, which does not distinguish between enquiries from Bristol or Wessex, Bristol Wessex Billing 
Services. Therefore the experience is identical for both sets of consumers. We therefore carried out c75 
interviews with Bristol Wessex Billing Services per wave and split these between Wessex Water and 
Bristol Water. 
 
Computer tables have been provided to Ofwat with each question analysed by nature of enquiry within 
company. Aggregated analysis across companies has also been carried out to look at how results differ 
by variables such as method of original contact and by whether customers regard the issue as resolved. 
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3.5. Interpretation of data 

It should be remembered that a sample, and not all making contact with their water company have 
taken part.  This means that all results are subject to sampling tolerances, that is, we cannot be certain 
that the figures obtained are exactly those we would have if all eligible customers had been 
interviewed.  
 
For example, with an overall sample size of 6,152, the sampling tolerance is +1% using a 95% 
confidence interval. So, if 50҈ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ мф ƛƴ нл ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊǳŜΩ ǾŀƭǳŜ 
(which would have been obtained if all eligible customers had been interviewed) will fall within the 
range of plus or minus one percentage points from the sample result. 
 
²ƘŜǊŜ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǎǳƳ ǘƻ мллΣ ǘƘƛǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŘƻƴΩǘ 
ƪƴƻǿΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎΣ ƻǊ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎΦ  ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ŀƴ ŀǎǘŜǊƛǎƪ όϝύ ŘŜƴƻǘŜǎ ŀƴȅ ǾŀƭǳŜ of less 
than half a percent but greater than zero. 
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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 interviewed declared themselves to be satisfied, 
having taken everything into account, with the way their case was handled including 60% who were 
very satisfied, and 22% fairly satisfied.  In contrast, 14% were dissatisfied. 
 
At a national level, results for each of 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 way they handled this 
enquiry/contact? 
 

8 8 9 8

5 6 5 5
4 4 4 4

22 23 22 21

60 59 59 62

Very satisfied

Fairly satisfied

Neither satisfied nor 
dissatisfied

Fairly dissatisfied

Very dissatisfied

Total
(6,152)

%

Wave 1
(2,063)

%

Wave 2
(2,046)

%

Wave 3
(2,043)

%

 
 
The main aspects that customers felt could have been better were:- 
 

 more/better/clearer communication (mentioned spontaneously by 13% of interviewees) 
 quicker response (8%) 
 better/more efficient/satisfactory service (5%) 
 resolve issue (4%). 
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However, some customers were very pleased with communication and speed of response.  When 
asked, what if anything the company did well, 82% identified particularly good points including:- 
 

 good/efficient service (mentioned by 34% of interviewees) 
 prompt response (15%) 
 good/quick communications/information (15%) 
 staff polite/friendly (9%) 
 staff helpful/supportive (7%) 
 staff efficient/knowledgeable (6%) 
 easy/quick to contact (6%). 

 
Satisfaction with enquiry handling showed differences by a number of variables including:- 
 

 method of contact 
 company 
 subject matter of contact. 

 
Most contacted their company by telephone.  Around 82% of them were satisfied with how their 
contact was handled.  Among those initially contacting their provider by email the figure was a little 
lower at 76% and among letter-writers, satisfaction was only 68%. 
 
Satisfaction with handling of enquiry/contact revealed significant differences by company. 
 
The company with the best performance achieved 94% satisfaction over the three waves, the 
company with the worst just 68%. 
 
Chart 2: Comparison of company performance 

16

3

9

2

7

1

27

20

41

74

Very satisfied (5)

Fairly satisfied (4)

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3)

Fairly dissatisfied (2)

Very dissatisfied (1)

Lowest -rated  
company

(309)
%

Highest-rated
company

(441)
%
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By assigning scores of 1-5 to the individual responses we can calculate mean satisfaction scores for 
each company. 
 
The proportion satisfied is a very easy to understand and an 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 4.00 corresponds to around 78% satisfied. 
 
Chart 3: Ratings by type of contact 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 of mean scores 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 the highest and lowest scoring water only company scored about the same as the highest and 
lowest scoring water 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 of scores was 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 like-for-like comparison. 
 
The range of scores for water enquiries was 3.53 to 4.46 for water and sewerage companies.  The 
range for water only companies was similar but narrower at 3.65 to 4.41. Again the average mean 
score was higher for water only companies (4.20) than for water and sewerage companies (3.90). 
 

Mean Score                 4.35                                      4.06                                        3.87 

6 10
154

7
7

3

5

822

23

23

65
55

50

Very satisfied (5)

Fairly satisf ied (4)

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3)

Rather dissatisf ied (2)

Very dissatisfied (1)

Billing
(2717)

%

Water
(2464)

%

Waste
(971)

%
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The point again is that water 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 from 3.29 to 4.63.  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 companies, six had a higher mean score for 
waste issues, four had a higher score for water issues. 
 
This suggests:- 
 

 billing issues are 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 

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

 
Chart 4: Ratings for commercial/domestic customers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Around 8% of those interviewed were commercial customers.  Overall their 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 overall satisfaction scores as 
satisfaction was high among these customers. 
 
Among domestic customers results did not show great variations by demographics such as age or 
social grade. (In waves 1-2, 84% of those in social grade E were satisfied against 82% for domestic 
customers overall.) 
 

Mean Score              3.85                                          4.24 

16
8

6

5

4

4

24

22

49

61

Very satisf ied (5)

Fairly satisf ied (4)

Neither satisf ied nor dissatisf ied (3)

Rather dissatisf ied (2)

Very dissatisfied (1)

Commercial
(481)

%

Domestic
(5671)

%
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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 encouragingly, 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 company than those who had no previous contact. 
 
Ratings for the latest contact with their water/sewerage company were also more positive than for 
ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴy. 
 
Chart 5: Proportions satisfied with latest contact 
Base: All having non-routine contact in last 3 months 
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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 experiences, not just their recent 
event.  In the case of four of the other five types of organisations 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/sewerage companies were higher than for other organisations, with almost 
half saying they would speak highly. 
 
Chart 6: Whether customers would speak highly/critically of their service provider 
Base: Had non-routine contact in last 3 months 
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Customers varied greatly in their responses when asked to give a 1-10 score for their satisfaction 
with their water/sewerage company based on all their experiences.  But the mean score of 7.35 was 
neither impressive nor alarming but broadly in line with the kind of scores achieved 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 utilitiesΩ 
scores. 
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Telephone contact 

The vast 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, online or by 
letter. 
 
For most customers (63%) a single telephone contact was sufficient but 37% contacted their 
company at least twice including 5% who made contact by phone at least six times. 
 
Frequency of contact correlated strongly with overall satisfaction with the handling of their 
enquiry/event with customers experiencing 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). More than nine in ten of these 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 attitudes of the people they spoke to 
over the phone and ratings of staff for knowledge and professionalism were nearly as good. 
 
For billing issues this phone call 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. 
 

Contact by email/letter 

Around one in five of those initially attempting to contact their company by letter or email said they 
have received no response to this initial communication and for every company at least one 
customer claimed not to have been contacted. 
 
Company policies did vary in terms of how emails/letters were responded to.  Across all companies 
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 writer of a written response had adequately addressed their 
issues or concerns but 21% disagreed.   
 
Generally satisfaction with written enquiries was a little lower than for telephone and this was partly 
because some customers claimed to have no response at all to their initial written enquiry. 
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Visits 

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.  In most instances the water/sewerage company representatives needed to go on to 
ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ōǳǘ ƛƴ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ŎŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΦ  Lƴ рт҈ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇǎ ǿŜƴǘ ƻƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǇǊƻǇŜǊty a single visit was 
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 their attitude. 
 
Levels of satisfaction with 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 figure of 74%.  Several companies achieved over 90% satisfaction. 

Meeting commitments 

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 contacting their company by telephone said the person they spoke to made a 
commitment to them.  Of these, 69% 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. 

Communication 

Responses to open-ended questions suggested more customers are happy than unhappy with the 
way their company communicated with them in relation to their enquiry or contact. Nevertheless, 
some companies received numerous criticisms 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 companies performed better than other overall.  The highest rated company 
overall had 85% satisfied and just 9% dissatisfied on this question. 
 
In contrast, one of the lowest ranked companies overall had more customers dissatisfied than 
satisfied with its communications. 
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Resolution 

The sample provided was supposed to be resolved cases.  But for every company, sizeable 
proportions (at least 20%) of those surveyed regarded the case as unresolved.  Overall 29% of issues 
were considered unresolved and for waste (42%) and water contacts (33%) the proportions were 
higher still. 54% of contacts regarded by the customer as complaints were considered to be 
unresolved.  Furthermore, in most of these cases, the customer expected further contact. 
 
Chart 7: Customer perceptions of situation regarding enquiry 
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This is not inconsistent with results from other sectors. On other enquirer satisfaction studies 
conducted by FDS for utilities we find sizeable proportions of customers believing the issue to be 
unresolved so this phenomenon is not unusual.  Furthermore it applies to all companies and the 
degree of inter-company variation on this question is much lower than on a number of other 
questions that influence overall satisfaction. 
 
Where respondents wanted companies to contact them, with their permission, FDS passed their 
details back to the companies concerned. 

Speed of resolution 

Where waste or billing enquiries were resolved, in around half the cases, the issue was resolved the 
same day it was raised. 
 
Water contacts tended to 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. 
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4.2.  Appraisal of Sample Frame and Methodology 

4.2.1 CompaniesΩ ability to provide a fully compliant sample 

As part of this study Ofwat and companies need to be satisfied that the data set from which each 
company's sample is drawn is representative and 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 specification is included in the appendix). 
 
All companies were expected to provide FDS with all those contacts that had been resolved in the 
week (or month for water only companiesΩ operational contacts) prior to fieldwork taking place; 
ΨrŜǎƻƭǾŜŘΩ meaning that all necessary actions had been completed on an enquiry. Companies were 
also required to provide all contacts received from, and resolved by, all sources ς this includes by 
telephone, in writing and by visit. For telephone contacts, this includes all calls to all lines, 24 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. 
 
Companies were asked to exclude from the data provided:- 
 

 contacts made to advise that a customer is deceased. 

 non-consumer contacts, for example calls from suppliers 

 contacts between water companies 

 those that the company can show to have been from a consumer who has an ex-directory        
number. 

 
For the majority of companies this was the first time that they had been requested to provide a 
ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ΨǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘΩ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ, the quality of data provision for the first wave of the 
survey was very mixed. Some companies supplied samples which appeared to be fully compliant, 
whereas others had some way to go in providing the sample to the requirements set out in the FDS 
specification.  
 
Some of the general issues with the first wave of sample provision are outlined below:- 
 

 sample provided late 

 companies not providing accompanying notes with the sample 

 contacts related to deceased customers included in some samples 

 ex directory numbers not removed  

 some of the smaller water only companies have insufficient contacts in a week to complete 
the 50 interviews 

 for some companies all contacts sent to us were initiated and resolved on the same day. 
Companies needed to provide all resolved contacts, including any contacts which took 
longer than a day to resolve 

 not flagging whether a contact was commercial/domestic 

 not flagging whether operational contacts were related to water or waste 

 inclusion of internally raised contacts 

 mode of contact not flagged 

 some samples did not cover the full week as requested. 
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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 to further improve sample provision for the second wave of the survey, all companies were 
given a list of specific issues they needed 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 Report. This 
document was developed to assist companies to provide a comprehensive, structured explanation of 
issues associated with their data provision. Each company was asked to set out clearly any ways in 
which it did not consider that the data set provided complies with the required definition and their 
proposed corrective actions. Each company completed a Data Provision Status Report and returned it 
to us with their second wave of sample provision.   
 
For the second wave of the survey, there was a big improvement in sample provision with nearly all 
companies providing FDS with all of the details needed to carry out the survey. Where companies 
had any issues with sample provision or gaps in the data did exist, in most cases the companies 
acknowledged this in the Data Provision Status Reports.  
 
In advance of the third wave of data provision Ofwat followed up any outstanding issues with the 
relevant companies, most of which were resolved in time for the final wave of data provision, with a 
small number that should be resolved by April 2010.  Ofwat will continue to work with those 
companies that had not 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 essential to the robustness 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:- 
 

 exclude from their sample 
ς contacts made to advise that customer is deceased. 
ς non-consumer contacts, for example calls from suppliers 
ς contacts between water companies 
ς those that the company can show to have been from a consumer who has an ex-directory 

number 

 provide their sample on the specified date 

 provide the sample in the specified format under the correct headings 

 ensure that all contacts related to metering are included in the billing sample 

 clearly and accurately label whether customers are commercial or domestic 

 provide telephone numbers for as many contacts as possible. 
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As well as those listed above there are a small number of other issues which companies will need to 
resolve by April 2010 in order to ensure that all companiesΨ data are complete and comparable. It is 
important that the companies can give an assurance that they are able to fully meet the sample 
specification when the survey is rolled out fully:- 
 

 a small number of companies only provided contacts from calls to advertised lines. All 
companies should provide sample which includes all calls to all lines, 24 hours a day, 7 days a 
week, regardless of whether the line is a principal advertised contact point 
 

 all companies need to ensure that they provide contacts which fully meet the definition of 
ΨǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘǎΩΦ hƴŜ company identified that they had been unable able to report 
contacts when they were resolved, but rather only when a substantive response had been 
issued. Another company only supplies contacts where an activity has been registered on the 
account ς not when it is resolved. Others are working towards improving their system so that 
they are confident all contacts provided are fully resolved.  Customers whose issues were 
unresolved 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 

 

 two companies did not record customers making a payment on their automated credit card 
line whereas others did, although one has now confirmed they will be able to from next year. 
The sample should include calls to automated systems 
 

 some companies have stated that they cannot run a sample of all automated contacts until 
Tuesday due to current reporting systems so are unable to include them in the sample. 
Allowing companies longer to put together their sample should alleviate this problem 
 

 the amount of sample provided by some companies varied from wave to wave. While this 
was largely due to companies refining their systems throughout the pilot and fluctuations in 
the number of contacts resolved, we would expect a more stable amount for the full roll out 
 

 one company currently has to collect much of the data manually. This means that they must 
be warned in advance of the survey so that they can start to collect the required data. If 
Ofwat wishes to get to the stage where they can approach a company unannounced and ask 
for sample to be provided for the previous week this company will not currently 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 Status Reports. However, as well as these checks we understand that in the 
event of a full roll out of the survey, Ofwat will be using independent reporters to audit the data 
provision and ensure compliance with the reporting requirements. This will help ensure the 
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 companies, Ofwat and FDS have worked hard throughout this study to improve 
sample provision and get to the stage we are at now. As previously mentioned, Ofwat will continue 
ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎǘƛŦȅ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƻ Ŝƴǎure 
they have adequate solutions in place by April 2010. 
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4.2.2 Response rates 

A good response rate is important for ensuring the representativeness and reliability of results 
achieved and the overall response rate for this survey was in line with what we would 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 is not unusual in research surveys for more contacts to refuse an interview than to agree to one.  
The refusal rates in this study were not unusually high, nor were the numbers terminating an 
interview part way through. 

Table 8: Overall response rates 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
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 billing contacts with an incorrect telephone number supplied.  People appear a 
little more keen to take part in interviews on water/waste issues which may be perceived to be 
bigger issues than billing issues. 

 
Wave 1 
TOTAL 

% 

Wave 2 
TOTAL 

% 

Wave 3 
TOTAL 

% 

Achieved interview 33 30 31 

Respondent refusal 25 28 30 

No response 1 0 1 

Interview terminated 3 2 3 

Screened out 2 1 1 

Incorrect telephone number 20 20 15 

Not available during fieldwork 3 1 2 

Other ineligible 15 17 17 
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Table 9: Wave three response rates by type of enquiry 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
WATER 

% 
WASTE 

% 
BILLING 

% 

Achieved interview 36 37 27 

Respondent refusal 30 29 30 

No response 2 2 0 

Interview terminated 2 3 3 

Screened out 1 1 1 

Incorrect telephone number 11 8 20 

Not available during fieldwork 2 2 2 

Other ineligible 16 19 17 
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Response rates did vary by company from 22% to 47% overall.  Response rates varied by wave but 
companies with a high response rate in one wave tended to have a high response in others too. 

Table 10: Overall response rates by company  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Response rates will need to be monitored should the study continue on an ongoing basis.  In 
particular reducing the numbers of incorrect telephone numbers or customers denying contact 
would be desirable. 
 
However, current levels do not jeopardise the feasibility or credibility of the study.  Levels of refusals 
are in line with other comparable studies conducted by FDS. 

 
Wave 1 
TOTAL 

% 

Wave 2 
TOTAL 

% 

Wave 3 
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 

Southern 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 

Bournemouth & West 
Hampshire Water    

27 32 26 

Bristol Water    27 26 31 

South Staffordshire Water    27 25 29 

Sutton & East Surrey Water    25 22 24 

Veolia Water Three Valleys    24 29 31 
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4.2.3 Appraisal of Questionnaire 

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

 the original Ofwat brief highlighted areas they wanted to be covered and these were 
discussed further in initial briefing meetings attended by the working group and FDS 
researchers 

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

 the first phase of piloting comprised 8 interviews.  The FDS researchers listened in to 
interviews and conducted follow-up interviews to explore what people thought about the 
interview 

 after further changes were incorporated, the revised questionnaire was piloted again, and 
minor adjustments made before main-stage interviewing started 

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

 
Ofwat and the steering group were kept informed throughout and all but the most minor cosmetic 
changes were 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 in 
relation to this survey below. 
 
Q) Does it provide an appropriate measure of performance? A) Yes 
hƴŜ ƻŦ hŦǿŀǘΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƻǊ ƛŘŜŀƭƭȅ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ 
the performance of the water/sewerage companies in handling enquiries/contracts. 
 
The chosen qǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿΣ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ 
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 relation to 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 
question is worded as follows:- 
 
ά¢ŀƪƛƴƎ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ Ƙƻǿ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ you with the way they handled this 
ŜƴǉǳƛǊȅκŎƻƴǘŀŎǘΚέ 
 
Respondents answer using a 5 point semantic scale:- 
 

 very satisfied (5) 
 fairly satisfied (4) 
 neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3) 
 fairly dissatisfied (2) 
 very dissatisfied (1) 
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This gives the percenǘŀƎŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ όŎƻƳōƛƴƛƴƎ ΨǾŜǊȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŦŀƛǊƭȅΩ) as well as enabling us to calculate 
ƳŜŀƴ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ōȅ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƛƴƎ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ƻŦ м ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ǳǇ ǘƻ р ŦƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŀƴ 
score gives a better method of comparing results across companies as it takes 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 their company if very satisfied with their recent experience rather than only 
fairly satisfied. 
 
The overall satisfaction measure correlates well with several other questions measuring criteria 
which might influence satisfaction.  The question is easily understood by respondents.  The full scale 
is used by participants i.e. although most are very satisfied, each of the other four responses is 
ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǎƛȊŜŀōƭŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ƛΦŜΦ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǊŜ ΨǾŜǊȅ 
ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ǘƘŀƴ ΨŦŀƛǊƭȅ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ƴƻǊ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ōǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ 
reality. 
 
Q) Does it provide an appropriate set of supporting questions? A) Yes 
 
Apart from the overall satisfaction questions, the questionnaire includes other questions to track the 
customer journey and to throw light on the reasons for satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 
 
Questions include:- 
 

 ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ όŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘύ 
 method of initial contact 
 for those contacting by telephone, more detailed questions about ease of getting through, 

whether spoke to live operator and views of operator 
 for those contacting by letter or email, whether acknowledgment provided in advance of full 

response and views of initial response 
 whether commitments made, and if so whether met fully, partially or not met 
 for those requiring visit, number of visits and satisfaction with elements of these visits 
 ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘ 
 ǘƛƳŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŀƴŘ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ 
 reasons for overall satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 

 
There are NO major issues emerging in response to open-ended questions that are NOT covered in 
specific questions.  This indicates the coverage of questions is reasonably comprehensive. 
 
Many measures correlate strongly with overall satisfaction suggesting they have a major influence on 
satisfaction. It is clear from the analysis of supporting questions why certain companies achieve 
higher ratings than others ς this again suggests the questionnaire is covering the key areas. 
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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 delivering a 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 organisations? A) Yes 
 
There was some support within the steering group for ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ŀ ΨbŜǘ tǊƻƳƻǘŜǊΩ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜōȅ 
people were asked about their willingness to recommend a provider on a 0-10 scale. This scale is 
commonly used by organisations in survey research to help predict future market share. But we 
decided against using it mainly because it is not well suited to a non-competitive market where 
individuals cannot change providers. 
 
For a number of reasons, it is difficult to compare results across surveys so this study 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 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ōǳǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀǘŜǊκǎŜǿŜrage company.  
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 recent contact (and overall satisfaction) with organisations and advocacy (i.e. whether 
would speak highly or critically) are 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, like-for-like comparisons can be made. 
 
The organisations selected to provide comparisons are:- 
 

 energy provider 

 broadband supplier (from Wave three) 

 telecoms supplier  

 local council 
 
These seem to be similar types of organisation in that they provide services on an ongoing basis but 
customers will only need to contact them periodically.  These appear to be more appropriate than 
alternatives such as:- 
 

 mortgage provider 
 current account provider 
 savings account provider 
 car insurance provider 

 
The questionnaire should continue to include questions on other organisations, but options for the 
future include:- 
 

 varying the comparator organisations questioned about wave-on-wave 
 dropping this comparison from some or all waves as it takes up space on the questionnaire 
 retaining the comparison of the question related to recent event but to drop the advocacy. 
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Q) Are other appropriate measures included to give an assessment of the company A) Yes 
 
Customers are asked to give a score on a 1-10 scale for their overall satisfaction with 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 advocacy 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 specific event correlates with 
overall satisfaction/advocacy. 
 
In fact, for billing 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 consumers. The questionnaire therefore includes 
a number of demographic classification questions including:- 
 

 age 
 whether have a disability 
 ethnicity 

 
These questions are useful:- 
 

 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) 

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

 
Overall, 94% of those who provided us with details of their ethnic background were white. However, 
if we assume that half the 6% who refused to disclose ethnicity were non-white, the proportion of 
white respondents would decline to 91%.This is in line with the most recent census statistics which 
show that 91% of the population in England and Wales are white. Furthermore, for companies such 
as Thames Water which have relatively high proportions of non-white customers, this is reflected in 
the sample profile.  
 
In customer satisfaction research generally, older adults, white adults and those from lower social 
grades tend to give higher scores than young/middle-aged adults and those from higher social grades 
and non-white adults.  There is a slight tendency for this to happen on the Ofwat study but not to a 
marked or unusual degree.  Generally companies achieve very similar ratings across different 
demographic groups. 
 
This study gives us no reason for concern regarding:- 
 

 whether non-white customers or different age groups were included in appropriate numbers 
in the sample provided 

 their likelihood of participating in the survey 
 their satisfaction levels relative to white interviewees 
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In the first two waves, we included social grade to check how representative respondents were of 
the customer base and whether there were marked differences in satisfaction by social grade. 
 
This established:- 
 

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

 
Having established this, we recommend that social grade should NOT be asked each wave.  The 
problem with social grade is that, to establish it properly may require a series of questions about the 
chief wage earner sometimes taking over 30 seconds.  In the worst cases, a widow in receipt of her 
ƭŀǘŜ ƘǳǎōŀƴŘΩǎ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ Ƴay say her husband was an engineer.  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 explanations) these questions 
seem pointless to 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 cases, social grade is established easily; in a significant minority of cases it 
may cause awkwardness. We recommend that we only check social grade in alternate years ς and 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 grade) is a little under 15 minutes.  We need to try to 
keep it to this length 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 who took part in follow up telephone depths in the original pilot said 
they felt the questionnaire was sensible and allowed them to express their views. 
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4.2.4 Comparisons by company 

Weighting data 

There are major differences in satisfaction between the 21 companies 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 below-average ratings. 
 
For example, one company achieved poor ratings where in-home 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 scores, the data were weighted so for water only companies, water 
enquiries accounted for 50% of contacts in the weighted sample and billing for 50%.  For water and 
sewerage companies:- 
 

 billing accounted for 50% 
 water for 25% 
 waste for 25% 

 
In terms of fairness this DOES appear to be 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 companies.  There is no reason to think that this method of 
weighting data discriminates in favour or against any one company. 
 
The vast majority of contacts/enquiries received by water only and water and sewerage companies 
are billing-related. 
 
This is not currently reflected in the weighting profiles.  The reasoning for this is outlined 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 handled.  It is important that 
companies handle water/waste enquiries well even if the 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 received, this 
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 one or more home visits. 
 
Such contacts are arguably:- 
 

 more difficult for companies to get right 
 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 supermarket that sells sandwiches at lunchtime might deliberately over-
represent those doing a full grocery shop relative to sandwich only buyers in a customer satisfaction 
survey. 
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If we are to make comparisons across companies and over time on a fair and consistent basis this 
argues for:- 
 

 over-representing those with more complex dealings/series of contacts relative to those 
making a single call 

 ensuring the weighting/profiling is consistent for different companies and across time. 
 
On this basis it could be argued that a split of say 90-10, in favour of billing enquiries would not 
adequately reflect the importance of the water/waste enquiries. 
 
The initial research used a 50:50 billing/non-billing split on grounds of:- 
 

 simplicity 
 ensuring an adequate sample of operational cases 
 the fact that intuitively this feels about right. 

 
Support for this kind of split was provided by:- 
 

 satisfaction ratings for billing issues being markedly higher than for waste 
 contacts relating to water/waste issues being more likely to go over several phases including 

in some cases, an in-home visit. 
 
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 billing as waste or 
ǿŀǘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ  5ƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ōƛƭƭƛƴƎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŀ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ 
just as much as dissatisfaction with water/waste issues. 
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Ratings for overall satisfaction with water/sewerage company and advocacy correlate strongly 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 
overall satisfaction is 8.75.  In contrast, those dissatisfied with the handling of their enquiry score 
only 3.23 for overall satisfaction.  A similar pattern is evident among those whose enquiries 
concerned waste or water issue. 
 
This suggests that each of these three types of event may therefore have a strong impact on overall 
satisfaction. 
 
Chart 11: Mean scores for overall satisfaction 
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The pattern of experience in terms of willingness to recommend was almost identical regardless of 
whether the enquiry concerned 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 12: Proportions that would recommend their water/sewerage supplier 
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4.2.5 Using the results as a regulatory measure 

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 will be 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 recommendations for sample size. 
 
Sample sizes of 400 per company should be enough to split companies into three categories of say, 
above-average, average or below-average performers. 
 
But larger sample sizes will be needed to achieve greater sensitivity than this, and to provide 
comparisons of billing, waste and water performance. 
 
We suggest target sample sizes of around 600-800 per company, per year, conducted over four 
equal waves with 150-200 interviews per wave would be large enough to meet the following 
objectives:- 
 
1. Demonstrate which companies were performing relatively well or poorly and why (for example 

in performance league tables). 
2. Track performance over time to see who was getting better or worse and why. 
3. Compare companies by billing, waste and water. 
4. Over several years provide data on sufficiently large sample sizes to justify rewarding 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 to be 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 these numbers.  We suggest 
allowing a 3-4 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 as an argument for not having robust samples in areas where we 
can achieve this. 
 
1. Variability of results 
 
¢ƘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƛƳŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ōȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ƻŦ ŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ 
stronger the argument for a large sample each year.  If results are stable over time and do not vary 
by event, smaller sample sizes might be practical. 
 
We have seen significant wave-on-wave differences in individual company ratings but having data 
collection over four periods per year (as currently being considered by Ofwat) will go a long way 
towards ensuring results are not distorted by a short time period being atypical in performance.  
Furthermore from the 2009 research, it appears that results in aggregate across all companies are 
similar for different time periods. 
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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 required but Ofwat currently plans to limit the breakdowns to this 
relatively simple 2-3 way division. 
 
However, the benchmarking study suggests that specific types of event (eg flooding, complaint about 
prices) maybe always likely to be associated with lower satisfaction whereas others (like home move) 
appear to be associated with higher levels.  фн҈ ƻŦ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ 
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 events 
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 a like-for-like basis.  If that is not the case then some 
kind of weighting may need to be considered, that goes beyond the simple billing v non-billing split 
currently proposed. 
 
In practice we think that over time, and with robust samples, the profiles of the individual events 
experienced by different companies will be sufficiently comparable for us to feel a fair like-for-like 
comparison is being achieved, so weighting by precise event should not be necessary. 
 
3. Confidence limits tables 

 
The measure used to determine performance could be a mean score or it could be a simple 
percentage satisfied. 
 
We recommend the 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 showing the impact 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% +2.9% 

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 ς A total sample of 2,400 per company would give 800 ratings for each 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.  
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Further reasons to aggregating data 
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 events 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. 
 

4.2.6. Questions and Answers 

In this section we consider a list of 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 as unresolved.  Does this invalidate the research? 
 
A) No, but it  does expose issues for companies 
 
In comparable surveys we have conducted for telecoms organisations and energy companies we 
have found similar levels of unresolved enquiries.   
 
This is an issue common to every water company providing sample.  It is particularly 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 between overall satisfaction and satisfaction 
with communication for example. 
 
So it appears that poorer performing companies have more issues which consumers consider 
unresolved; it does not appear that some companies are rated poorer than others simply 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 
companies will need to understand why high proportions of consumers consider their cases to be 
unresolved. 
 
Q) Is it fair that Water Only Companies and Water and Sewerage Companies are compared 
 against each other? 
 
A) Absolutely, yes 
 
One of the highest rated companies was a water and sewerage company, one of the lowest-rated 
companies a water only company. 
 
The weighting regime currently ensure that for each organisation, 50% of enquiries relate to billing.  
Water and sewerage companies achieve similar results on water and waste enquiries so the inclusion 
of Waste enquiries in their ratings should not depress their overall scores. 
 
The weighting affects the overall scores but does NOT influence the rankings of companies relative to 
each other.  Had we chosen a different set of weights so, for example, had 67% of the weighted 
enquiries corresponded to billing, the rank order of the companies in terms of overall satisfaction 
would have remained unchanged. 
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It is true that water and sewerage companies tend to score lower than water only companies.  But 
there is no evidence of an inbuilt bias in the survey that causes this, and plenty of evidence that the 
survey is fair to both types of provider. 
 
Q) But within billing, waste and water enquiries some types of event tend to be higher rated 
 ǘƘŀƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ /ŀƴ ŦŀƛǊ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ 
 customers experiencing specific events are unequal? 
 
A) Ψ¸ŜǎΩΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƘŜŎƪ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ 
 
This has been a particular concern of ours.  Some straightforward events tend to be handled 
consistently well.  So for example 92% were satisfied with how their company handled a change in 
their account details. 
 
In contrast only 56% were satisfied when they reported a flood. 
 
The split between billing and non-billing enquiries will be guaranteed but within each group of 
enquiries there is no guarantee of the precise composition of enquires. 
 
Over a long fieldwork period of four years any imbalances in sample 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 no major imbalances that have a significant 
impact in results but our expectation is that this will not be a problem. 
 
Q) Can we be sure that all companies are providing a fully compliant sample? 
 
A) ! ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ Ψ¸ŜǎΩ 
 
Companies should be accountable for delivering consistently good sample. However, the contractor 
can make checks on results to highlight and investigate:- 
 

 Unusual sample profiles 
 Sudden changes in performance 
 Comparisons of this experience against previous experiences where it  is unusually positive 

for the latest experience 
 
Such incidences will hint at problems ς and as a long-established agency specialising in surveying 
customers of organisations, FDS has been very good at identifying where sample provision has been 
inconsistent. 
 
These measures will be reinforced by other checks Ofwat can make, such as the use of independent 
reporters. The importance of this issue will be magnified if survey results are linked to financial 
incentives.  
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5. Conclusions and recommendations 

Developing a study which could measure how companies resolve customer cases by consistent, 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 from Ofwat, 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 that, whilst there is an obvious need to ensure fully compliant sample 
provision, Ofwat has in place the foundations for a tracking study that will effectively measure 
handling of cases on a consistent basis. 

Questionnaire 

The questionnaire as it stood in Wave Three:- 
 

 was straightforward to administer 

 addressed key issues 

 took the customer on a journey through their contacts 

 provided a key overall measure of satisfaction 

 provided a number of supporting measures. 
 
Crucially the questionnaire discriminated effectively between the strongest and weaker performing 
ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ƘŀƴŘƭƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ 
 
We would NOT anticipate many changes to the questionnaire moving forward.  Changes we think 
could be considered include revisiting the other sectors used for comparison measures, either to 
achieve a broader set of comparisons or 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. 

Sample 

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

 in the format required 

 with appropriate numbers 

 delivered to timescales required. 
 
There are still a few outstanding 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 sample. Also, there may be ways that the sample 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 and get to the stage we are at now and Ofwat will continue to work with 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ōŜŜƴ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŎǘƛŦȅ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŀƳǇƭŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ 
adequate solutions in place by April 2010. 
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Overall, the feasibility study suggests that obtaining a regular measure of the end-to-end 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 an on-going commitment but that it 
will be achievable, without imposing an intolerable burden on companies or their customers. 
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Hill House, Highgate Hill 
London N19 5NA 

C1 
7 

C2 
5 

C3 
9 

C4 
3 

C5 
 

C6 C7 
 

Tel: 020 7272 7766  Fax: 020 7263 5202        

 

Ofwat ς Consumer Experience Survey ς FINAL  

7593/ hg 

Introduction 

DƻƻŘ ƳƻǊƴƛƴƎκŀŦǘŜǊƴƻƻƴκŜǾŜƴƛƴƎΦ L ŀƳ ΧΦΦ ŦǊƻƳ C5{ aŀǊƪŜǘ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ  ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ŎŀǊǊȅƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ŀ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƻƴ 
behalf of Ofwat, the regulator for the water industry, about the way water and sewerage companies 
deal with their customers.  I understand that someone on this number has been in contact with (named 
water company).  I wonder if I could ask you some questions?  It should take about 10-15 minutes.  All 
the answers you give will be kept completely confidential unless you ask us to pass your comments to 
your water/sewerage company. (EXPLAIN IF NECESSARY THAT THEY WERE SELECTED AT RANDOM 
FROM CUSTOMERS CONTACTING THEIR WATER COMPANY) 
 
Q1. Firstly, can I confirm that you were the person who was in contact with the company? 
 INTERVIEWER: PROMPT RESPONDENT WITH DETAILS OF CONTACT IF NECESSARY 
 
 Yes 1 GO TO Q3 
 No 2 GO TO Q2 
 
 
Q2. Can I speak to the person who was in contact with the water/sewerage company please? 
 
  Yes 1 REPEAT INTRO 
  No, they are unavailable 2 MAKE APPT 
         No one has contacted the company 3 CLOSE 
  Refused 4 CLOSE 
 



 Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry 
 Appendix A ς The Questionnaire 

© FDS 2009   41 
   

Q3a. What did you contact the company about? 
 PROBE FULLY 
 
 
 
Q3b Can I check, did you regard this contact as a complaint? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
 
REQUIRED QUESTION IF CANNOT DEFINE CUSTOMER TYPE OF WATER & SEWERAGE COMPANIES 
 
ASK IF WATER AND SEWERAGE COMPANY. OTHERS GO TO Q4. 
Q3c And does <named water company > provide both water and sewerage services to your 

property/business or only sewerage services? 
 
  Sewerage services only 1 
  Both water and sewerage 2 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 3 
 
ASK ALL 
Q4a. Could you confirm how you FIRST had contact with the company in relation to this recent 
 enquiry or event? 
 
  I telephoned them 1 Q4b 
  I emailed them/contacted them 
  online 2 Q8a 
  I wrote them a letter 3 Q11 
  Other means of contacting them 
  (SPECIFY)_________________ 4 RECORD AND CLOSE 
 
 
Q4b. How many times in total did you telephone them in relation to this particular enquiry or event? 
 
  Once 1 Q5a 
  Twice 2  
  3-5 times 3 
  6-10 times 4 Q4c 
  More than 10 times 5 
       /ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ 6 
 
 
Q4c. Why did you need to contact them more than once? PROBE FULLY 
 
 



 Consumer Experiences in the Water Industry 
 Appendix A ς The Questionnaire 

© FDS 2009   42 
   

ASK ALL WITH TELEPHONE CONTACT 
Q5a !ƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǊŀƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳΧ 
 
  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 GOT  THROUGH TO SOMEONE AFTER PRESSING BUTTONS. IF SO CHANGE ANSWER. 
 
 
ASK IF CODED 2-3 AT 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 Q5c 
 
 
Q5c 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 through to someone who 
could handle your call? READ OUT 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 Q6c 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 Q6b 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
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ASK IF CODED 4-5 AT Q6a 
Q6b. Why were you dissatisfied? 
 
  Difficulty finding which number to ring 1 
  No reply initially/Long time 
  for call to be answered 2 
  Kept on hold a long time 3 
  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 
 
 
ASK ALL CODED 1 AT Q5a 
Q6c. How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or people you  spoke 

to over the phone? READ OUT 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
 
 
Q6d. 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 
 
 
Q6e. Did the person/people you spoke to make any promises or commitments to you in relation to 
 your issue? 
 
  Yes 1 Q6f 
  No 2 Q7a 
 
ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q6e 
Q6f. And has the water company ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΧREAD OUT 
 
  In full 1 
  Partially 2 
  Or not at all 3 
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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 have further 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 to 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? 
 
  Once 1 Q8b 
  Twice 2 
  3-5 times 3 Q8a1 
  6-10 times 4 
  More than 10 times 5 
 /ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ 6 
 
 
ASK IF CODED 2-6 AT Q8a 
Q8a1. Why did you have to contact them more than once? 
 
 
ASK ALL WITH EMAIL CONTACT 
Q8b. Some companies respond to emails with an automated acknowledgement before sending their 
 actual response. Did you initially receive an automated response that simply acknowledged 
 receipt of your email without addressing the content of your email? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
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Q8c. (And apart from the acknowledgement) Did you receive a response to your (first) 

 email/any of your emails? (IF MORE THAN ONE ANSWER CODE FIRST RESPONSE TO FIRST 
EMAIL) 

 
  By email 1 
  By letter 2 Q9 
  By telephone 3 
  No response 4  
 
IF NO RESPONSE BUT EMAIL ACKNOWLEDGED GO BACK TO Q8B AND CHECK ANSWERS  
 
 
ASK IF CODED 1 ς 3 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 later 5 
  4-6 days later 6 
  7 days later 7 
  8-14 days later 8 
  More than 2 weeks later 9 
  /ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 10 
 
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. OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION BEFORE Q12a. 
Q11a. How many times in total did you send letters to the company? (In relation to this issues) 
 
  Once 1 Q11b 
  Twice 2 
  3-5 times 3 
  6-10 times 4 Q11a1 
  More than 10 times 5 
             /ŀƴΩǘ remember but more than one 6 
 
 
Q11a1 Why did you have to write to them more than once? 
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Q11b. Some companies send acknowledgments of letters before sending a full response. 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? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
 
Q12 (And apart from that acknowledgement) did your water company respond to your (first)  letterΧ 
 
  In writing 1 Q13 
  Or by telephoning you 2 
  No response 3  
 
IF NO RESPONSE BUT ACKNOWLEDGED GO BACK TO Q11B AND CHECK ANSWER 
 
IF NO RESPONSE AT Q8C OR Q12 
Q12a. Had you expected... 
 
  A simple acknowledgment that your  
   email/letter had been received 1 
  A response addressing the issue raised 2  
  Neither 3 GO TO Q19A 
 
ASK IF CODED 1-2 AT Q12 
Q13 How soon after you sent your (first) letter did you receive this response? 
 
  Within 3 days 1 
  4-6 days later 2 
  7 days later 3 
  8-14 days later 4 
  Over 2 up to 3 weeks later 5 
  Over 3 up to 4 weeks later 6 
  More than 4 weeks later 7 
  /ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 8 
 
 
Q14. 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 
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ASK Q15 IF WRITTEN RESPONSE TO LETTER/EMAIL (CODE 1 OR 2 AT Q8c OR CODE 1 AT Q12). IF 
TELEPHONE RESPONSE (CODE 3 AT Q8C OR CODE 2 AT Q12) SKIP TO Q20. 
 
Q15. Thinking about all the written communication 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 
  Very dissatisfied               5                 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 information 8 
  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 
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Q18b. !ƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊκǎŜǿŜǊŀƎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΧREAD OUT 
 
  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 communication) Did you have other contact with them in relation to 
 this issue? 
 
  Yes 1 Q19b 
  No 2 Q56 
 
ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q19a 
Q19b. By what other means did you have contact with your water company in relation to this issue? 
 PROMPT IF NECESSARY 
 
  You telephoned 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)  OTHERS 
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 
  3-5 times 3 
  6-10 times 4 Q20b 
  More than 10 times 5 
            /ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ  6 
 
 
Q20b. Why did they ring you more than once? 
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Q20c. How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or people who  rang 
 you? READ OUT 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
 
 
Q21. 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 
 
 
Q22a. Did the person you spoke to make any promises or commitments to you in relation to  your 
 issue? 
 
  Yes 1 Q22b 
  No 2 Q23 
 
ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q22a 
Q22b. !ƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΧ 
 
  In full 1 
  Partially 2 
  Or not at all 3 
 
 
ASK IF CODED 2 or 3 AT Q22b 
Q22c. What promise/commitment was made 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) OTHERS 
GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q25 
Q23. Was this telephone call the only other contact you had with them in relation to this issue? 
 
  Yes 1 Q56 
  No 2 Q24 
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ASK IF CODED 2 AT Q23 
Q24a. So by what other means did you have contact with your water company in relation to this 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 THEY WERE 
TELEPHONED (CODE 1 AT Q24A). OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q28  
 
Q25. Why did you need to contact them by telephone? 
 
 
Q26. Roughly how 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 
  /ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 6  
 
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 2 
  Kept on hold a long time 3 
  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 
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IF COMPANY CALLED THEM (CODE 1 AT Q7b OR 2 AT Q19b) ASK Q28. OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT 
Q29 
Q28. Roughly how many times did they call you in relation to this issue? 
 
  Once 1 
  Twice 2 
  3-5 times 3 
  6-10 times 4 
  More than 10 times 5 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 6 
 
ASK Q29 IF HAD FURTHER TELEPHONE CONTACT IE CODE 1 AT Q7B or CODES 1 or 2 AT Q19B or CODE  
1 AT Q24A OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q31 
Q29. How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person/people who you 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 
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ASK Q31 IF SENT WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS SUBSEQUENT TO INITIAL CONTACT (2 AT Q7b). 
OTHERS GO TO Q34. 
 
Q31. I 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 send in relation to this issue? 
 
  One 1 
  Two 2 
  3-5 3 
  6-10 4 
  More than ten 5 
  None 6 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 7 
 
 
Q33. And how many letters if any did you send in total? 
 
  One 1 
  Two 2 
  3-5 3 
  6-10 4 
  More than ten 5 
  None 6 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 7 
 
ASK Q34 IF RECEIVED 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 total  in 
 relation to this issue? 
 
  One 1 
  Two 2 
  3-5 3 
  6-10 4 
  More than ten 5 
  None 6 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 7 
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Q35. And how many letters, if any, did you receive in total from your water/sewerage 
 company? 
 
  One 1 
  Two 2 
  3-5 3 
  6-10 4 
  More than ten 5 
  None 6 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 7 
 
 
IF ANY AT Q34 - Q35 ASK Q36. OTHERS GO TO INSTRUCTION AT Q38. 
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 property, or were they  able to 
 carry out the necessary work without going on your property? 
 
  Needed to go on property 1 Q39 
  Carried out work without 
  going on property 2 Q50 
 
 
Q39. 5ƛŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǎŀȅ ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜΧ 
 
  One visit from their staff 1 
  At least two visits 2 
  Or did they not say 3 
 
 
Q40. How many visits in total did you receive from the company? 
 
  One 1 Q42 
  Two 2 
  Three 3 Q41 
  Four or more 4 
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Q41. ²ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎΧ 
 
  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. !ƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘƳŜƴǘΧ 
 
  For a specific 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 INSTRUCTION AT Q46 
  No 2 Q47 
 
 
IF CODE 1-3 AT Q43. OTHERS GO TO Q48 
 
Q46. !ƴŘ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊǊƛǾŜΧ 
 
  Earlier than agreed 1 
  At around the right time 2 Q48 
  Or at least 30 minutes later 
  than agreed 3 Q47 
 
Q47. Did they advise you they would be unable to make the original time? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
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Q48. How satisfied were you with the attitude and manner of the company representatives  who 
 visited your property?  READ OUT 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
 
 
Q49. And how satisfied were you with the knowledge and professionalism of the company  staff 
 who visited your property? 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
 
 
Q50. Did the company representative(s) do any physical work at or by your property? 
 
  Yes 1 Q51 
  No              2         Q53 
 
 
Q51. How satisfied were you with the quality of their workmanship? 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 6 
 
 
Q52. 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 
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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 what  was 

happening and would happen in relation to your enquiry or issue? 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 Q56 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 Q55 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
  Not applicable/did not need 
  to be kept informed 3 Q56 
 
 
Q55. Why do you say that? 
 
 
 
ASK ALL 
Q56. tƭŜŀǎŜ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎΧ READ OUT 
 
  The issue you raised is now fully  
  resolved and you do NOT expect 
  further contact with your  
  water company 1 Q57 
 
  You have been advised the issue 
  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 
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ASK IF 1-2 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 1 
  Next day 2 
  2-3 days later 3 
  4-6 days later 4 
  7 days later 5 
  8-14 days later 6 
  Over 2 up to 4 weeks later 7 
          Over 4 weeks up to 3 months later  8 
  More than 3 months later 9 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 10 
 
 
Q58. How satisfied were you with the time taken for your issue to be resolved? 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied 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 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
 
 
Q61. What if anything, could have been better? What else could the company have done in  relation 

to this enquiry or issue? PROBE VERY FULLY 
 
 
 
Q61a. And what if anything, do you think the company did well? PROBE VERY FULLY 
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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 Q64 
  Twice 2 
  3-5 times 3 Q65 
  6-10 times 4 
  More than 10 times 5 
  Not at all 6 Q69 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 7 Q65 
 
ASK IF CODED 1 AT Q63 
Q64. {ƻ ǿƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ ǘƘƛǎ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿŀǎΧ 
 
  Better than your last experience 
  with this company 1 
  Worse than your last experience 2 
  Or about the same 3 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 4 Q69 
 
ASK IF CODED 2-5 OR 7 AT Q63 
Q65. So would you say this latest experience was... 
 
           Better than your usual experience 
  with this company 1 
  Worse than your usual experience 2 
  Or about the same as your usual 
  experience with this company 3 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 4 Q69 
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ASK ALL 
Q69. ²Ŝ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ƳŜŀǎǳǊƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀǘŜǊ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

contact they may have with other organisations they deal with. Apart from receiving bills and 
receiving everyday service, have you had contact with any of these organisations in the last 
three months? READ OUT. ROTATE 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 MAXIMUM OF THREE ORGANISATIONS HAD CONTACT WITH. 
OTHERS GO TO Q71. 
Q70. !ƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ǿŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ȅƻǳ ƘŀŘ ǿƛǘƘΧ 
 

A) your energy company 
B) your landline telephone supplier 
C) your mobile telephone supplier 
D) your local council 
E) your broadband supplier 

 
 
  Very satisfied 1 
  Fairly satisfied 2 
  Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 
  Fairly dissatisfied 4 
  Very dissatisfied 5 
 
 

Q70x ¢ƘƛƴƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƭƭ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦΧΦ ƴƻǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ȅƻǳǊ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘΣ 
 which ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ōŜǎǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘŀƭƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ΧΧΧΦ 
 (INSERT CODES) FROM Q70. 
 

  I would speak highly of 1 

  I would speak critically of 2 

 I would neither speak highly or critically 

  of them 3 

 
Q70y. So would you speak highly/critically of them without being asked or only if asked? 
 
  Without being asked 1 
  Only if asked 2 GO TO NEXT COMPANY OR Q71 

GO TO NEXT 
COMPANY OR 
Q71 

Q70y 
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ASK ALL 

Q71a. And thinking about all your experiences of your water/sewerage company, not just your  recent 
 contact, which of the following best describes how you would talk about them? 
 
 I would speak highly of my water/ 
 sewerage company 1 Q71b 
 I would speak critically 2 
 I would neither speak highly nor critically 3 Q72 
 

 

Q71b. So would you speak highly/critically of them without being asked or only 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 you.  Please give a score on a one to ten scale where a  score of 10 
 means you are completely satisfied and 1 means you are totally  dissatisfied. 
 
  Totally dissatisfied 1 
   2 
   3 
   4 
   5 
   6 
   7 
   8 
   9 
  Completely satisfied 10 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 11 
 
 
 
Q73a. Do you have a water meter? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
  5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 3 
 
I would like to finish with a few classification questions so we can group the answers we get. 
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IF RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER ASK Q73b.IF BUSINESS CUSTOMER GO TO Q82 
 
Q73b. Which of these age groups do you fall in? 
 
  Under 25 1 

25-34                2 
  35-44 3 
  45-54 4 
  55-64 5 
  65+ 6 
  Refused 7 
 
 
Q75. And are there any children aged 0-15 living in your household? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
  Refused 3 
 
Q76. !ǊŜ ȅƻǳΧ 
 
  Working full-time (30+ hours per week)  1 
Working part-time (8-29 hours per week)  2 
  Not working (0-7 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 1 
  Yes, other 2 
  No 3 
  Refused 4 
 
Q78. Lǎ ȅƻǳǊ ƘƻƳŜΧ 
 
  Owned 1 
  Rented from local authority or  
  housing association 2 
  Rented privately 3 
  Other 4 
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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 2 
  a village or rural area 3 
 
 
Q79b. How would you describe your 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 British: Indian     8 
Asian or Asian British: Pakistani    9 
Asian or Asian British: Bangladeshi    10 
Asian or Asian British: Any other Asian background  11 

Black or Black British: Caribbean    12 
Black or Black British: African     13 
Black or Black British: Any other Black background  14 

Chinese       15 
Other        16 
Refused       17 

 
 
Q82. How many people are including yourself are employed at this site? 
 
  One 1 
  Two 2 
  3-5 3 
  6-10 4 
  11-50 5 
  51-100 6 
  101+ 7 
 
Q83. And what is the nature of your business? (RECORD IN SUFFICIENT DETAIL FOR US TO ASSIGN 

CODES) GO TO Q81 
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Q80. We might be interested in asking you some more questions in the future about your  
 experience with your water company ς would it be possible to contact to you again? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
 
 
IF CODE 3-4 AT Q56 (I.E. QUERY NOT RESOLVED) ASK Q80A. OTHERS GO TO Q85 
Q80A. You said earlier that your issue was not resolved.  Would you like me to pass your contact details 

back to the water/sewerage company to inform them that your issue is not resolved? 
 
  Yes 1 
  No 2 
 
 
Q85. When we pass results on to your water/sewerage company are you willing for us to associate 
 your answers with your household?  This would help the company gain maximum benefit 
 from the research. 
 
  Yes, willing 1  CLOSE 
  No, not willing 2 Q86 
 
Ψ{!¸Ω 
Q86. In that case your responses will only be passed on to the company in aggregated data and 
 will not be linked to you personally. 
 
 
CLOSE 
Thank you for your time and co-operation in this survey.  This survey has been conducted on behalf of 
Ofwat.  If you have any queries about the survey I can give you the name and telephone number of the 
executive in charge.  IF REQUESTED, The FDS executive in charge of the survey is Sheila Carey on 020 
7272 7766. Goodbye. 
 
CODE GENDER 
 
  Male 1 
  Female 2 
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J7593/rm/sd 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

FDS International Ltd Hill House 
Highgate Hill London N19 5NA 

T: +44 (0)20 7272 7766  
F: +44 (0)20 7263 5202 

E: enquiries@fds.co.uk  W: www.fds.co.uk 
 

OFWAT ς CONSUMER EXPERIENCE SURVEY 2009 

FEASIBILITY STUDY: WAVES 1 - 3 

Topline Findings 

 
Project Technical Details 

 

Wave 1 

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

 Fieldwork was conducted between 15th April and 21st May 2009 

 

Wave 2 

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

 Fieldwork was conducted between 24th June and 23rd July 2009 

 

Wave 3 

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

 Fieldwork was conducted between 13th and 27th August 2009 
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General notes 

 Quotas were set by reason for contact 

 An asterisk (*) denotes a finding of less than 0.5% but greater than zero 

 ²ƘŜǊŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ млл҈ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊ ǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƻƴΩǘ 
know or refused categories or multiple responses 

 Where bases are less than 30, unweighted numbers (N) are given rather than percentages 
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Screening Questions 1 & 2 

Q3a What did you contact the company about? 
  Base: All  

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (6,152) (2,063) (2,046) (2,043) 

 % % % % 
Leak 12 11 12 14 

Enquiring about/wanted/had water meter 
installed 

9 13 8 6 

A bill/billing problems/queries/ 
incorrect bill 

9 10 10 8 

Moved home/ change of address 7 7 6 7 

Blocked drain/drain problems 6 7 6 6 

Sewerage/waste water problems 6 6 6 5 

To pay bill/make extra payment 5 6 5 5 

Poor water quality/discoloured/ 
unclean/poor taste 

5 5 4 4 

Water turned off/no water 5 4 5 5 

Change/issues with Direct debit  4 4 4 4 

Payment issues/change payment 
methods/pay monthly 

4 4 4 3 

Water pressure issues/low water pressure 4 4 5 4 

Meter/water meter problems 3 4 4 3 

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

Pipe issues/damaged pipes 3 3 3 2 

Stopcock issues 3 2 2 4 

Flood 3 1 3 3 

Outstanding bill/difficulty paying 
bill/needed help paying bill 

2 2 2 2 

Water system/water mains issues 2 1 2 1 

To join company/obtain water connection 2 1 1 2 

Complaints/problems 1 1 1 1 

To see if better deal available/ 
cheaper rates/reduction in charges 

1 1 1 1 

Manhole/man cover issues 1 1 1 1 

Enquire why bill not sent/when bill would 
arrive 

1 1 1 *  

Meter readings/arrange for meter to be 
read 

1 1 1 1 

To change bank details 1 1 1 2 

Refund/credit/compensation 1 1 1 1 

To stop/close account 1 1 1 1 

Set up new account 1 1 1 1 

To check water supply 1 0 1 1 

Wanted information 1 0 1 1 

Work/repairs carried out in street 1 0 1 1 

     

Other 6 4 5 8 

Don't know *  *  *  *  
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Q3b Can I check, did you regard this contact as a complaint? 
 Base: All  

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 with the company in relation to this recent 

enquiry or event? 
   Base: All  

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (6,152) (2,063) (2,046) (2,043) 

 % % % % 
I telephoned them 94 94 94 93 

I emailed them/contacted them 
online 

4 3 4 4 

I wrote them a letter 3 3 2 3 

  
 

FIRST CONTACT: TELEPHONE  

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

    Base: All first contact by telephone  
 

    WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,758) (1,941) (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 

/ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ 1 1 1 1 
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Q4c  Why did you need to contact them more than once? 
     Base: All contacting by telephone more than once  
 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (2,156) (697) (745) (714) 

 % % % % 
Problem not investigated/resolved 16 18 15 14 

Poor/lack of/slow/incorrect 
communication/information 

15 16 14 14 

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

8 10 6 9 

Had to chase them 8 6 5 11 

Meter issues/readings 6 7 6 6 

Difficult/slow to contact 6 7 5 6 

Poor billing service/billing issues 6 4 5 9 

Poor/inefficient/unsatisfactory service 5 5 6 4 

Payment issues/to delay/pay part of bill 5 4 6 4 

Recurring problem 5 3 5 6 

No-one visited/was sent out 4 4 4 4 

Water issues 4 3 4 5 

Never came back to me 4 2 4 4 

Slow response 3 3 3 4 

No responsibility taken 3 3 3 2 

To inform them of my issue/give more 
information 

3 2 5 3 

Concerning leak 3 2 2 5 

Needed to confirm/check address details 3 0 3 5 

Unreliable 2 3 3 1 

To check everything/work carried out 2 3 2 1 

Direct debit issues 2 2 1 2 

Bills high/to reduce bills 1 2 1 *  

Staff unhelpful/lack of support 1 2 2 *  

Slow to come out/visit 1 1 1 *  

Request form 1 1 1 *  

Drain issues/problems 1 1 1 1 

Staff inefficient/lack of knowledge 1 1 0 1 

Had to cancel service/issue resolved itself 1 1 1 1 

Problem getting worse 1 1 1 1 

Staff not interested/did not listen 1 1 *  1 

Kept getting final reminders 1 1 1 *  

To get refund/compensation 1 0 0 1 

Phone went dead/put phone down 1 1 1 1 

Complaint/problem 1 0 1 1 

Pipe issues 1 0 1 1 

Sewerage issues 1 *  1 1 

     

Other 6 9 3 10 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 3 2 2 1 
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Q5a  !ƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǊŀƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŘƛŘ ȅƻǳΧ 
 Base: All first contact by telephone 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,758) (1,941) (1,922) (1,895) 

 % % % % 
Speak to someone 96 94 97 97 

Simply leave a spoken message 
 when prompted to do so by 

a recorded message 

1 2 1 1 

or did you simply press various 
buttons when instructed to do so 

3 4 2 2 

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

a live operator? 
 Base: All leaving message/using automated system 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (228) (111) (55) (62) 

 % % % % 
Expected to respond to recorded 

message 
32 39 27 24 

Had wanted to speak to live 
operator 

68 61 73 76 

 
Q5c So were you happy to complete the call by responding to a recorded message? 
 Base: All leaving message 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (228) (111) (55) (62) 

 % % % % 
Yes 69 68 75 66 

No 31 32 25 34 
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Q5d Why do you say that? 
 Base: All leaving message and not happy 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (70) (35) (14) (21) 

 % % N N 
Prefer to speak to someone 54 46 8 14 

Lack of information/questions not 
answered 

17 23 0 4 

The time/takes too long/kept on 
hold 

10 11 1 2 

Calls expensive 3 0 2 0 

Incorrect information 1 3 0 0 

If make a mistake have to start again 1 3 0 0 

I find it rude/offensive 3 0 0 2 

Unable to resolve issue 1 0 0 1 

Too impersonal 1 0 0 1 

Other 17 17 4 6 

No particular reason/DK 5 3   0 0 

 
Q6a   How satisfied were you with the ease of getting through to someone who could handle your 

call? 
 Base: All speaking with someone 

     
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,530) (1,830) (1,867) (1,833) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 62 61 61 63 

Fairly satisfied 29 30 28 29 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 3 3 3 

Fairly dissatisfied 3 3 3 2 

Very dissatisfied 4 3 4 4 
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Q6b Why were you dissatisfied? 
 Base: All speaking with someone and dissatisfied 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (355) (105) (141) (109) 

 % % % % 
Kept on hold a long time 21 24 17 24 

Had to press buttons/go through IVR 
for preferred option 

19 30 13 16 

No reply initially/Long time for call to 
be answered 

16 16 15 18 

5ƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘκŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǎǇŜŀƪ ǘƻ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ 
department/passed around 

14 18 15 10 

Poor service/issue not resolved 11 8 16 7 

Poor/lack of/incorrect information 7 8 7 6 

Staff inefficient/lack of knowledge 6 5 7 6 

Staff unhelpful/lack of support 5 6 7 2 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǳǎ ōŀŎƪ 4 0 5 6 

Difficulty finding which number to 
ring 

3 2 5 3 

Had to chase them 2 4 2 0 

Call cut off 2 0 2 3 

Had to repeat myself/repeat 
information 

1 3 1 1 

Number engaged when first rang 1 2 1 0 

No suitable options to press 1 2 1 0 

Poor internal communication 1 1 1 0 

Calls expensive/should be free 1 1 2 1 

Slow response 1 0 3 1 

Limited opening hours 1 0 1 2 

Staff not interested 1 0 1 3 

Staff impolite/unfriendly 1 0 1 3 

No responsibility 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: All speaking with someone 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,530) (1,830) (1,867) (1,833) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 69 69 69 68 

Fairly satisfied 21 22 21 21 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 2 2 3 

Fairly dissatisfied 3 3 3 3 

Very dissatisfied 4 4 4 4 
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Q6d And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism? 
 Base: All speaking with someone 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,530) (1,830) (1,867) (1,833) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 63 64 63 63 

Fairly satisfied 24 24 23 24 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 5 5 6 5 

Fairly dissatisfied 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: All speaking with someone 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,530) (1,830) (1,867) (1,833) 

 % % % % 
Yes 50 50 49 52 

No 50 50 51 48 

 
Q6f And has the water/sewerage company ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΧ 
 Base: All speaking with someone and promise/commitment made 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (2,783) (914) (922) (947) 

 % % % % 
In full 69 68 69 71 

Partially 13 15 13 11 

Or not at all 13 11 14 13 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 5 5 4 5 
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Q6g What promise/commitment was made which has not been met? 
 Base: All speaking with someone and promise/commitment made and not met at all 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (578) (102) (244) (232) 

 % % % % 
Poor/lack of/slow/incorrect 

communication/no-one rang back 
29 30 26 31 

Issue not resolved 20 29 22 15 

No-one visited/came out 15 23 11 16 

They have not sent letter/ 
paperwork/forms 

7 7 9 6 

Unreliable service 6 14 7 1 

Bill/final bill not sent 6 5 8 4 

Slow to come out 5 5 4 6 

Poor/unsatisfactory service 5 1 7 4 

Meter issues/meter not 
fitted/checked 

4 5 5 2 

No refund 4 5 4 3 

Slow service/response 4 0 3 6 

No discounts given 1 1 *  1 

Payment card issues 2 0 2 2 

Water pressure 2 0 2 2 

Drainage issues 1 0 1 1 

Sewerage issues 1 0 1 *  

Poor internal communication 1 0 0 3 

Stopcock issues 1 0 0 2 

Other 5 2 4 8 

Nothing in particular 1 3 *  *  

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 1 0 1 *  

 
Q7a So after this phone call, did you have further contact with them in relation to this issue? 
 Base: All first contact by telephone 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (5,758) (1,941) (1,922) (1,895) 

 % % % % 
Yes 32 27 33 35 

No 68 73 67 65 
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Q7b By what other means did you have contact with your water company in relation to this 
 issue? 
 Base: All first contact by telephone and having subsequent other contact 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 

 (1,840) (527) (642) (671) 

 % % % % 
They made a visit 55 43 58 60 

They telephoned you 22 26 19 20 

They wrote to you 21 20 21 22 

You wrote to them 8 6 7 9 

You telephoned them 4 9 3 2 

Other 4 6 3 3 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ * 3 *  *  

FIRST CONTACT: EMAIL  

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

    WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 

/ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ 0 0 0 0 

 
Q8a1 Why did you have to contact them more than once? 
   Base: All contacting by email more than once 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (66) (24) (22) (20) 

 % N N N 
Poor/ lack of/ incorrect information 20 5 4 4 

Poor /unsatisfactory service 15 4 3 3 

They did not respond 12 4 1 3 

Needed to send them information 9 0 6 0 

Slow response 5 2 1 0 

Moving property 5 0 0 1 

Had to chase them 3 1 1 0 

Difficult to find contact 3 1 1 0 

Meter issues/problems 3 0 2 0 

Had another issue/query 3 0 0 2 

!ŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ 2 1 0 0 

Dispute over responsibility 2 0 1 0 

Direct debit issues/problems 2 0 0 1 

Unreliable 2 0 0 1 

Other 18 7 4 1 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 5 1 0 2 
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Q8b Some companies respond to emails with an automated acknowledgement before sending 
 their actual response. Did you initially receive an automated response that  simply 
 acknowledged  receipt of your email without addressing the content of your  email? 
   Base: All first contact by email  

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (229) (70) (78) (81) 

 % % % % 
Yes 59 64 59 56 

No 41 36 41 44 

 
Q8c (And apart from the acknowledgement) Did you receive a response to your (first) 
 email/any of your emails?  
   Base: All first contact by email  

    WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (229) (70) (78) (81) 

 % % % % 
By email 44 47 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: All first contact by email and receiving response 

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (117) (56) (64) (57) 

 % % % % 
Within two hours 8 13 3 9 

After more than 2 up to 4 hours 2 4 2 2 

More than 4 hours but same day 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 later 5 7 5 4 

/ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 8 5 11 7 

 
Q10 And how satisfied were you with the speed of their response? 
 Base: All first contact by email and receiving response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (117) (56) (64) (57) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 54 57 50 56 

Fairly satisfied 32 25 39 30 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 7 11 5 7 

Fairly satisfied 2 2 2 4 

Very dissatisfied 5 5 5 4 
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FIRST CONTACT: LETTER  

Q11a How many times in total did you send letters to the company?  (in relation to this issue) 
   Base: All first contact by letter 

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 

/ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ ōǳǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ 1 0 0 3 

 
 
Q11a1 Why did you have to write to them more than once? 
   Base: All contacting by letter more than once 

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (45) (13) (12) (20) 

 % N N N 
Poor /unsatisfactory service 29 5 2 6 

Poor/ lack of/ incorrect information 22 5 0 5 

Billing issues 11 0 2 3 

Issue not resolved 9 2 2 0 

They did not respond 9 1 0 3 

They needed more information 9 0 4 0 

Had to chase them 4 2 0 0 

Payment issues 4 0 1 1 

Needed refund 2 0 1 0 

Needed written confirmation 2 0 0 1 

Other/DK 11 2 1 3 

 
 
Q11b Some companies send acknowledgments of letters before sending a full response. 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: All first contact by letter 

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (165) (52) (46) (67) 

 % % % % 
Yes 31 29 39 27 

No 69 71 61 73 
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Q12 (And apart from that acknowledgement) did your water/sewerage company respond to your 
(first) letter? 

  Base: All first contact by letter 

    WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (165) (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 sent a letter did you receive this response? 
   Base: All first contact by letter and receiving response 

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 later 13 5 13 19 

Over 3 up to 4 weeks later 3 5 3 2 

More than 4 weeks later 2 5 0 2 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 7 2 3 13 

 
 
Q14 And how satisfied were you with the speed of their response? 
 Base: All first contact by letter and receiving response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (125) (41) (31) (53) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 46 54 48 40 

Fairly satisfied 36 27 32 45 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 5 5 10 2 

Fairly satisfied 6 7 3 8 

Very dissatisfied 6 7 6 6 
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WRITTEN RESPONSE FROM WATER COMPANY TO INITIAL EMAIL/LETTER 

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

 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (230) (67) (73) (90) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 50 43 51 53 

Fairly satisfied 32 36 32 30 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 5 6 7 3 

Fairly dissatisfied 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: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response 

 
 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (230) (67) (73) (90) 

 % % % % 
Yes 38 43 29 42 

No 62 57 71 58 
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Q18b !ƴŘ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀǘŜǊκǎŜǿŜǊŀƎŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΧ 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response and promise/commitment made 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (88) (29) (21) (38) 

 % N N % 
In full 57 18 12 53 

Partially 16 4 2 21 

Not at all 15 4 5 11 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 13 3 2 16 

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

met at all 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (23) (4) (7) (12) 

 N N N N 
Lack of communication/no-one 

called 
6 2 1 4 

Issue not resolved 5 0 3 2 

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

Unreliable 3 0 1 2 

No refund/direct debit issues 3 0 2 1 

Billing issues 2 0 2 0 

Meter issue/install meter 1 1 0 0 

Other 3 0 3 0 

 
Q19a (So apart from this written communication) Did you have other contact with them in relation 

to this issue? 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (238) (67) (73) (90) 

 % % % % 
Yes 29 28 28 31 

No 71 72 72 69 

 
Q19b By what other means did you have contact with your water/sewerage company in relation 

to this issue? 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving written response and having other contact 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (70) (19) (23) (28) 

 % N N N 
You telephoned them 54 11 14 13 

They made a visit 26 5 4 9 

They telephoned you 19 2 2 9 

They wrote to you (again) 17 0 7 5 

I wrote to them  3 1 2 1 

Other 7 1 0 2 
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TELEPHONE RESPONSE FROM WATER COMPANY TO INITIAL EMAIL/LETTER 

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

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 

/ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ but more than once 5 3 1 2 

 
 
Q20b  Why did they ring you more than once? 
   Base: All rung more than once by water/sewerage company  

    
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (29) (14) (8) (7) 

 N N N N 
To make/confirm appointment 6 3 0 3 

L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ first time/they had 
to call back 

5 2 2 1 

Concerning a problem 4 3 0 1 

To inform me what was happening 3 1 2 0 

Issue not resolved 3 0 2 1 

Due to their inefficiency 2 2 0 0 

Billing issues 2 0 2 0 

To confirm receipt of letter 1 0 1 0 

Had to chase them 1 0 1 0 

To check contractor had called 1 1 0 0 

Wanted to confirm 
details/information 

1 0 0 1 

Other 2 2 0 0 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 2 0 1 1 

 
Q20c How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person or people you 
 spoke to over the phone? 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (73) (30) (23) (20) 

 % % N N 
Very satisfied 77 73 19 15 

Fairly satisfied 12 10 3 3 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 1 0 0 1 

Fairly satisfied 3 3 1 0 

Very dissatisfied 7 13 0 1 
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Q21 And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism? 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (73) (30) (23) (20) 

 % % N N 
Very satisfied 70 63 17 15 

Fairly satisfied 21 23 5 3 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 4 0 1 2 

Fairly satisfied 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: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (73) (30) (23) (20) 

 % % N N 
Yes 47 50 13 6 

No 53 50 10 14 

 
 
Q22b And has the water/sewerage company ƳŜǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ȅƻǳΧ 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response and promise/commitment made 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (34) (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 not been met? 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response and promise/commitment made 

not met at all 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (6) (2) (2) (2) 

 N N N N 
Unreliable/did not do what they said 3 2 0 1 

Promised to inform is about min 
payment but received letter asking 

about financial situation instead 

1 1 0 0 

No one sent out 1 0 1 0 

                         Lack of communication 1 0 0 1 

Payment issues 1 0 1 0 
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Q23 Was this telephone contact the only other contact you had with them in relation to this 
issue? 

 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response 

 
 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 contact with your water/sewerage company in 

relation to this issue? 
 Base: All first contact by letter/email and receiving telephone response and having other contact 
 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (26) (9) (8) (9) 

 N N N N 
They made a visit 17 7 4 6 

You telephoned them 3 2 0 1 

You wrote to them again 2 1 0 1 

They wrote to you  9 1 3 5 

Other/DK 2 1 1 0 

 

TELEPHONE FOLLOW UP BY CUSTOMERS 

Q25 Why did you need to contact them by telephone? 
 Base: All contacting by telephone after initial response to letter/email 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (41) (13) (14) (14) 

 % N N N 
Lack of information/no-one rang 

back 
20 4 2 2 

They needed more information/they 
needed to ask questions 

17 4 0 3 

Speed/wanted it done quickly 10 1 2 1 

To clarify information 10 0 2 2 

Billing/direct debit issues 10 0 2 2 

To arrange appointment 7 3 0 0 

It was complicated 5 2 0 0 

No-one came out 5 1 1 0 

Errors had been made 5 0 2 0 

Issue not resolved 2 0 1 0 

     

Others 15 0  2 4 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 2 1 0 0 
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Q26 Roughly how many times did you call them in relation to this issue in total? 
   Base: All contacting by telephone after initial response to letter/email 

    WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (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 

/ŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ  2 1 0 0 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 2 1 0 0 

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

someone? 
 Base: All contacting by telephone after initial response to letter/email 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (41) (13) (14) (14) 

 % N N N 
Very satisfied 61 7 8 10 

Fairly satisfied 22 5 2 2 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 2 0 0 1 

Fairly satisfied 5 0 2 0 

Very dissatisfied 7 0 2 1 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 2 1 0 0 

 

FURTHER TELEPHONE FOLLOW UP  

Q28 Roughly how many times did they call you in relation to this issue? 
   Base: All contacted by telephone after initial response from water company 
 

    WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (410) (138) (126) (146) 

 % % % % 
Once 54 49 63 51 

Twice 24 30 17 23 

3-5 times 15 12 13 19 

6-10 times 2 3 1 1 

More than 10 times 3 3 3 3 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 3 4 2 3 
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Q29 How satisfied were you with the helpfulness and attitude of the person/people who you 
spoke to? 

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

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (449) (151) (140) (158) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 66 62 69 67 

Fairly satisfied 17 20 11 20 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 6 7 4 6 

Fairly dissatisfied 3 3 5 2 

Very dissatisfied 6 5 9 4 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 9 2 1 2 

 
 
Q30a  And how satisfied were you with their knowledge and professionalism? 
  Base: All having additional telephone contact with water/sewerage company after initial response  
 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (449) (151) (140) (158) 

 % % % % 
Very satisfied 60 60 59 61 

Fairly satisfied 21 17 25 22 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 8 9 5 8 

Fairly dissatisfied 4 7 4 1 

Very dissatisfied 6 5 7 6 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 2 2 1 2 

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

telephone 

 WAVE 1-3 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 (449) (151) (140) (158) 

 % % % % 
Yes 80 76 81 84 

No 18 22 19 15 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 2 2 1 2 

 

 

 

 

 




