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Executive Summary

Background

Sydney Water is committed to improving its overall customer value proposition by
putting customers at the heart of everything it does. Sydney Water has promised:

...to make every one of our customers proud by giving them a voice in what we do, and
playing our role in creating liveable communities.

This means we will involve customers in the big decisions that impact them...1

Many of the big decisions impacting the prices and service levels experienced by
customers are made in the context of the operating licence and price reviews undertaken
by the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART). Sydney Water wants to
involve customers in developing the business plans and proposals that it submits to these
reviews and in developing other business strategies.

This report details the method and results from the first phase of Sydney Water’s
customer engagement plan for 2018. This phase of customer engagement involved a
series of forums, discussion groups, interviews and surveys conducted during February
and March 2018 with samples of customers that are representative of the population in
Sydney Water’s operating area (Sydney, Blue Mountains and the Illawarra) and
proportionate to the materiality of the topics.

These engagement activities focused on gathering evidence of customer attitudes and
preferences regarding:

perceptions of Sydney Water;

priority outcomes;

measuring service performance;

rebates;

fees and discounts for payment channel usage; and

customer representation.
The primary consideration when selecting these topics for Phase 1 engagement, ahead of
other topics that matter to customers, such as tariff structure, was a desire to inform

Sydney Water’s mid-2018 submission to IPART as part of the review of Sydney Water’s
operating licence.

1 Sydney Water 2016, Sydney Water Customer Toolkit, December, p. 5.
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How we talked with customers

m In total, we engaged with around 2 277 customers - 2 011 citizens and 266 small
and medium businesses.

The engagement employed a range of activities to ensure an inclusive and accessible
approach and applied the most effective techniques to each topic and questioning area.
The activities were:

= two pilot deliberative forums with Sydney Water staff at Parramatta and Potts Hill;
= six deliberative forums with between 70-91 citizens participating in each forum (472
citizens in total), held in:
— Penrith;
— Chatswood;
— Wollongong;
— Parramatta;
— Bankstown; and
- CBD;
= six group discussions with 7-8 people in each group (46 customers in total):
— one Mandarin in-language group;
— one Arabic in-language group;
— two financially-vulnerable customer groups; and
— two small-medium enterprises groups;
= An online survey, completed by:
— 1508 citizens; and
— 251 small-medium enterprises.

Participants were sampled from across Sydney Water’s area of operations and represent a
range of genders, ages, languages, tenure types (owners and renters), household types,
family types, dwelling types, and employment status. Participating businesses represented
a range of sizes and industries. Younger citizens and citizens speaking a language other
than English at home (LOTE) were slightly under-represented in the survey sample and
the survey results were reweighted accordingly. Similarly, the proportion of LOTE
representation in the forums was slightly lower than that in the underlying populations.
The inclusion of in-language groups was used to ensure further LOTE representation and
this variable was also weighted during analysis of data from keypad polling at the forums.

What customers told us

Perceptions of Sydney Water

The key findings in relation to perceptions of Sydney Water, drawn from the discussion
and polling at deliberative forums and from responses to the online survey were as
follows.
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1

The vast majority of survey respondents indicated they had heard of Sydney Water
(93 per cent across the citizens and business surveys), although they were aware the
survey was being conducted for Sydney Water prior to answering this question.

When people think of Sydney Water, they think of drinking water supply. Wastewater
came to mind for only one third of citizens surveyed (and they tended to use the word
‘sewerage’, rather than ‘wastewater’).

Prior to forums, just over a third of participants stated that they were likely to speak
positively about Sydney Water (score 8-10 out of 10).

This percentage increased considerably to 56 per cent when asked at the end of
forums.

Younger participants at deliberative forums were the least likely to speak positively
about Sydney Water (see figure 1).

Older and LOTE customers were the most likely to speak positively about Sydney
Water.

Likelihood to speak positively about Sydney Water to a friend or family member

(pre and post forum)
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Demographics

How likely would you be to speak positively about Sydney Water to a friend or family member, where 0 is not at all likely and 10 is
definitely likely?

Base All respondents n=415; 18-44 (n=199), 45-64 (n=130), 65+ (n=86), Non-LOTE (n=344), LOTE (n=71), Owner (n=289), Renter
(n=126)

Forum participants generally thought Sydney Water provides reliable services.

Few of the forum participants (16 per cent) rated Sydney Water as poor in terms of
value for money, with many more (43 per cent) indicating Sydney Water represents
good value for money.
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Customer priorities

Customer priorities were elicited through a group exercise and keypad polling at the
deliberative forums (see figure 2), a group exercise at the discussion groups, and
unprompted and prompted questions in the online surveys (see figure 3).

2 Ideal supplier values: Ranking exercise from deliberative forums

Good quality/clean water

Reliability

Affordability/ value for money

Future proofing/ensuring future supply
Environmentally friendly/sensitive
Maintenance of infrastructure
Education/encouraging water efficiency
Transparency
Technology/innovation/R&D

Good customer service

Encouraging use of recycled water/rainwater tanks

Good communication

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Index score

Q. Please think back to the beginning of the forum and the values that you thought were important for a water and wastewater service
provider to focus on in the future. And now please choose the top three values to you in order, i.e. choose the most important one
first, then the second most important one, then the third.

The index score is generated by attributing three points to a value each time it is ranked first by a participant, two points to a value
each time it is ranked second, and one point to a value each time it is ranked third. Scores are then indexed so that a score of 100
equates to a value being ranked first by all participants.

Base All participants (n= 467)
The key findings were:
The outcomes that are most important to customers are:
— clean/fresh/safe drinking water;
— affordable/low prices; and
— reliable supply (particularly important for business customers).
Other outcomes that customers value highly include:
— quick response to leaks, interruptions and overflows;
— reliable wastewater service;
— water supply security;
— protection of the natural environment; and
— good customer service and communication.
Other priorities identified by smaller numbers of customers include education/water

efficiency, transparency, technology/innovation, recycling/reuse and good water
pressure.
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Discussion at forums and small groups indicated there are perceptions that Sydney
Water is generally performing well with regards to quality of drinking water and
reliability (minimal water interruptions).

However, there is a perception that more could be done to repair leaks quickly and
ensure water supply security, particularly because of the expected increase in demand
by a growing population. Participants expected this would involve ensuring
infrastructure is replaced or maintained, water being conserved or used efficiently, and
that more recycled/grey water being used where it can be rather than drinking water.

3 Prompted customer priorities from online survey
m Citizens Businesses

Quality drinking water

Fair/affordable pricing

Reliable supply

Reliable wastewater service

Water supply security

Quick response to interruptions, leaks and overflows
Protection of the natural environment

Good customer service and communication
Transparency/openness/honesty

Accurate and timely information

Support during financial hardship

Low carbon emissions

Future focussed/innovative solutions

Community focussed

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

Proportion of respondents including outcome in top five

Please indicate the five outcomes that are most important to you personally.

Base all respondents (n=1759), citizens (n=1508), businesses (n=251), citizen results reweighted for age and language

Measuring service performance

Views and preferences relating to measuring Sydney Water’s service performance were
gathered using discussion and keypad polling at deliberative forums, discussion at small
groups, and a best-worst scaling exercise in the online surveys in which respondents were
presented with six sets of three events and in each set asked to identify the most and least
inconvenient events (see figure 4, where a more negative score indicates a more
inconvenient event). The key findings were as follows.

The inconvenience of water interruptions varies dramatically depending on time of
day and the amount of notice given.

— Water interruptions during the night with notice are one of the least inconvenient
events.

( 3 WOOLCOTT www. TheCIE.com.au
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— Lengthy water interruptions during the day or evening without notice are one of
the most inconvenient events (particularly for business customers) (see figure 4).

Letter and SMS were the preferred methods of notification among forum and small
group participants, with some customers identifying a letter (a week before) with an
SMS reminder as the ideal arrangement.

Survey respondents indicated they are highly averse to wastewater overflows, but
water pressure failures and awaiting resolution of phone enquiries tend to be
significantly less inconvenient than water interruption and wastewater overflow
events.

4 Relative inconvenience of events

Water pressure failure, 15 min, off-peak

Phone enquiry, resolved in 10 min, 30 sec on hold
Water pressure failure, 1 hr, off-peak

Phone enquiry, resolved in 10 min, 5 min on hold
Water interruption, 5 hrs, off-peak, 48 hrs notice
Water pressure failure, 15 min, peak

Wastewater overflow, nearby park

Water pressure failure, 1 hr, peak

Phone enquiry, resolved in 2 days, 30 sec on hold
Water interruption, 5 hrs, peak, 48 hrs notice

Water interruption, 5 hrs, off-peak, no notice

Water interruption, 5 hrs, peak, 24 hrs notice
Wastewater overflow, outdoors, 2 times a year
Wastewater overflow, outdoors

Discoloured tap water, 2 hours, peak

Water interruption, 5 hrs, peak, 4 hrs notice

Wastewater overflow, indoors

Water interruption, 3 per year, 2 hrs, peak, no notice

Water interruption, 5 hrs, peak, no notice ‘ ‘ ‘

08 06 04 02 00 02 04 06 08

H Citizens Businesses Becteratecore

The Best-Worst Score is equal to (no. of times event chosen as best - no. of times event chosen as worst)/number of times event
shown. A score of -1 indicates the event was chosen was worst every time it was shown. A score of 1 indicates the event was chosen
as best every time it was shown.

Base All citizen respondents (n=1508)
Forum participants indicated they would be ‘much more unhappy’ about repeat
events, compared to one-off events, particularly in relation to wastewater overflows.
However, survey participants did not indicate that repeat events would be more
inconvenient than one-off events.

Shorter response times are not always in customers’ interests, with forum and small
group participants preferring a deferred response in some circumstances so that the
water supply interruption and associated noise take place at a more convenient time
of day.
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For citizens participating in forums and small groups, the most convenient time for a
water interruption is generally between 9am and 3pm. Preferences vary with respect
to the least convenient time, but it is generally before 9am or after 6pm.

For businesses participating in small groups, the most convenient time for a water
interruption is typically late at night, while the least convenient time varies depending
on their hours of operation.

Communication during a water interruption is more important than restoring supply
quickly, with most forum and small group participants preferring a four-hour
interruption with communication to a two-hour interruption without communication.

The preferences of citizens paying bills directly to Sydney Water (predominantly home
owners) were similar to those of other citizens (predominantly renters). However, there
were some minor differences across this and other topics, as outlined in box 5.

5 Bill payers have similar perceptions and preferences to other citizens

When comparing the preferences of bill payers/home owners with other citizens, we
find their perceptions as measured through keypad polling at the deliberative forums
were similar in relation to Sydney Water having customer interests at heart and in
relation to reliability. There were minor differences on other perceptions of Sydney
Water, with home owners/bill payers:

being more likely to speak positively about Sydney Water;
giving a higher rating for Sydney Water’s openness and honesty; and

being more likely to give Sydney Water a rating of quite poor or very poor in
relation to value for money (though it was still only 18 per cent of home owners
giving one of these ratings).

Priority outcomes/values were also similar across the two groups, though bill payers
placed greater emphasis on fair/affordable pricing and other customers placed greater
emphasis on environmental outcomes.

The preferences of the two groups are similar in relation to a preference for
communication over supply restoration, the relative inconvenience of events and
relative rebate levels. In relation to other aspects of service performance and rebates,
we found home owners/bill payers:

were more likely to want broken water pipes to be fixed as quickly as possible,
rather than waiting until 9-10am for the necessary three-hour water interruption;

were more likely to be ‘much more unhappy’ about repeat events relative to one-
off events (though both groups are clearly more unhappy about repeat events);

were less likely to prefer email and app notifications for communication of notice
(though letter and SMS were the two most favoured methods for both groups); and

were less likely to indicate that it is important to find ways of providing rebates to
renters (though six in ten still indicated this was quite or very important).

( } WOOLCOTT www. TheCIE.com.au



8 Customer-informed IPART submission (CIPA) Phase 1

Rebates

Views and preferences relating to rebates were gathered using discussion and a budget
allocation exercise at the deliberative forums and small groups. The key findings were as
follows:

= The vast majority of customers were unaware that Sydney Water applies rebates for
particular service failures.

= Customers favour and expect the continuation of rebates.

= Businesses expect their rebates to be higher than rebates to citizens due to potential
loss of business, though it should be noted that the role of private business
interruption insurance was not discussed.

= Customers generally prefer rebates to be paid automatically rather than on
application.

= Around two thirds of customers think Sydney Water should try to find ways of
directing rebates to occupants rather than property owners.

= On average, customers think the highest rebates should be paid for wastewater
overflows, ‘boil water’ alerts, and multiple water interruptions without notice
(businesses in particular) (see figure 6).

= On average, customers think little or no rebate should be paid for water pressure
failures or water interruptions where notice is given.

6 Rebate budget allocation exercise

NSW Health issues a ‘boil water alert’ for 2 days, indicating the
water is/may be contaminated (e.g. by bacteria)

Two wastewater overflows occur at your property in a 12-month
period

Your water supply is turned off three times (without notice) in a
12-month period, each time lasting for three hours at any...

Al wastewater overflow occurs at your property

The water running from your tap is discoloured for a period of 2
hours during the day or evening

Your water supply is turned off for emergency repairs for five
hours at any time of day. You did not receive any notice.

Your water supply is turned off for five hours during the day or
evening (5am-11pm). You were given 48 hours’ notice.

You have a water pressure failure and only a trickle of water
runs from your second floor shower, lasting 1 hour

Your water supply is turned off for five hours during the night
(11pm-5am). You were given 48 hours’ notice.

You have a water pressure failure and only a trickle of water
runs from your second floor shower, lasting 15 minutes

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
Mean Score

Each table will be given 100 tokens. As a group, please allocate the 100 tokens to the 10 events according to the level of rebate each
event should attract.

Base All respondents excluding Penrith n=379; 18-44 (n=181), 45-64 (n=110), 65+ (n=88), Non-LOTE (n=306), LOTE (n=73), Owner
(n=270), Renter (n=109)
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A notable difference between the survey results on relative inconvenience and the forum
results on rebate levels was that the rebate budget allocation placed just 7.4 per cent of the
budget on average against a peak water interruption without notice, which was found in
the best-worst scaling to be possibly the most inconvenient event of those considered.
This may be because the wording “emergency repairs” was used in the rebate allocation,
but not in the survey. Past research has found customers are more forgiving of emergency
interruptions as distinct from other interruptions without notice.2 As a result, customers
may not expect a large rebate for an emergency event, even if it is very inconvenient.

Discounts and fees for channel usage

Customers’ views on and likelihood of switching in response to various fees and charges
for bill delivery and bill payment methods were elicited using the online surveys. The key
findings are as follows.

= Around half of customers currently receiving bills by post did not have an explicit
preference for that method.

= More than half of these customers would switch to email bills if a fee or discount was
introduced (figure 7).
7 Citizen customer bill delivery switching
H By post (a paper bill) BPAY view  ® By email (e-billing)

If Sydney Water introduced a discount of $2 per quarter
for customers receiving bills by email, how would you
choose to receive your bill?

r
E

If Sydney Water introduced a discount of $1 per quarter
for customers receiving bills by email, how would you
choose to receive your bill?

If Sydney Water introduced a fee of $2 per quarter for
customers receiving paper bills, how would you choose
to receive your bill?

If Sydney Water introduced a fee of $1 per quarter for
customers receiving paper bills, how would you choose
to receive your bill?

|

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

Base bill payers receiving bills by post (n1=569), $2 discount (n=139), $1 discount (n=147), $2 fee (n=143), $1 fee (n=140), results
reweighted by age and language

= A fee for paper billing would result in slightly more switching than a discount for
email billing.

= However, a fee for paper billing is not supported by customers, whereas a discount for
e-billing is supported by a majority of customers (figure 8).

2 Hensher, D., Shore, N., and Train, K. 2005. Households’ Willingness to Pay for Water Service
Attributes. Environmental and Resource Economics 32 (4), 509-531.
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8

Citizen views on a discount for e-billing

m Strongly agree Agree No opinion / don't know mDisagree  mStrongly Disagree
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Respondents shown a discount of $1 per quarter for
customers receiving bills by email (currently receive
paper bills)

Respondents shown a discount of $2 per quarter for
customers receiving bills by email (currently receive
paper bills)

Respondents not shown a specific discount (currently
receive email or BPAY view)

Do you think that Sydney Water should apply a discount to encourage customers to switch to receiving bills by email?

Base half of citizen bill-paying respondents (n=485), Respondents shown a $1 discount (n=147), Respondents shown a $2 discount
(n=139), Respondents not shown a specific discount (n=199), results reweighted by age and language

There are a variety of reasons for customers’ chosen payment method, including
convenience, credit card points, record keeping, ensuring on-time payment and
having control.

Up to 45 per cent of citizens and one third of businesses currently paying by BPAY or
credit card on the website or phone would switch to paying by direct debit from a
bank account if a discount was introduced for that method (figure 9).

However, none of the direct debit discount options presented to customers received
clear majority support (figure 10).

Customers are generally opposed to fees for payment over the counter at Australia
Post.

Customer representation

Views on customer representation were gathered using discussions at the deliberative
forums and small groups. The key findings from both activities were as follows.

Customers at the forums favour the use of forums for obtaining community feedback,
supplemented by group discussions and online surveys.

Customers have concerns about the representativeness of advisory panels, phone
surveys and social media.

There was no awareness of the Customer Council among participants.

After it was explained to them, customers supported the idea of the Customer Council
(if used with other forms of engagement).

Most saw it as a ‘mid-tier’ consultation group to represent special and minority
interests (thereby it was seen by some as a politically correct, tick box exercise).

{ ) wooLcoTT  www. TheCIE.com.au
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11

9

Citizen payment method switching

Maintain 'other' method m Switch to direct debit

$1 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct
debit

$2 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct
debit

$5 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct
debit

$1 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter
at Australia post

$2 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter
at Australia post

$5 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter
at Australia post

50 cent discount per bill for customers who pay using
direct debit, and a 50 cent fee per bill for customers
who pay over the counter at Australia Post

$1 discount per bill for customers who pay using direct
debit, and a $1 fee per bill for customers who pay over
the counter at Australia Post

$2.50 discount per bill for customers who pay using
direct debit, and a $2.50 fee per bill for customers who
pay over the counter at Australia Post

If Sydney Water introduced a ..., which method would you use?
Base respondents using payment method other than direct debit or Australia Post (n=627), respondents shown $1 DD discount
(n=69), $2 DD discount (n=72), $5 DD discount (n=65), $1 AP fee (n=73), $2 AP fee (n=69), $5 AP fee (n=60), $0.50 fee and
discount (n=71), $1 fee and discount (n=69), $2.50 fee and discount (n=79), results reweighted for age and language

0%

20%

40% 60% 80% 100%

]Ill

The Customer Council as it currently stands is not seen as representing ‘regular’
customer views. However, they found it difficult to see how regular customers could
be included.
Many thought that the Council should be left as is, possibly with a different name (as
it is not a Council made up of customers), and that mass customer views should be
obtained by more traditional and robust methods such as forums, surveys and group
discussions.

() WOOLCOTT www. TheCIE.com.au



12 Customer-informed IPART submission (CIPA) Phase 1

10 Citizen views on fees and discounts for payment method

u Strongly agree Agree No opinion / don't know mDisagree W Strongly Disagree

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

wilihih

$1 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct
debit

$2 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct
debit

$5 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct
debit

$1 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter
at Australia post

$2 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter
at Australia post

$5 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter
at Australia post

50 cent discount per bill for customers who pay using
direct debit, and a 50 cent fee per bill for customers
who pay over the counter at Australia Post

$1 discount per bill for customers who pay using direct
debit, and a $1 fee per bill for customers who pay over
the counter at Australia Post

$2.50 discount per bill for customers who pay using
direct debit, and a $2.50 fee per bill for customers who
pay over the counter at Australia Post

e

Do you think that Sydney Water should make this pricing change?

Base bill-paying citizens (n=971), respondents shown $1 DD discount (n=107), $2 DD discount (n=110), $5 DD discount (n=108), $1
AP fee (n=108), $2 AP fee (n=109), $5 AP fee (n=105), $0.50 fee and discount (n=108), $1 fee and discount (n=105), $2.50 fee and
discount (n=111), results reweighted for age and language

{ } wooLcoTT  www. TheCIE.com.au



Customer-informed IPART submission (CIPA) Phase 1 13

1 Introduction

Sydney Water is committed to improving its overall customer value proposition by
putting customers at the heart of everything it does. Sydney Water has promised:

...to make every one of our customers proud by giving them a voice in what we do, and
playing our role in creating liveable communities.

This means we will involve customers in the big decisions that impact them...3

Many of the big decisions impacting the prices and service levels experienced by
customers are made in the context of the operating licence and price reviews undertaken
by the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART). Sydney Water wants to
involve customers in developing the business plans and proposals that it submits to these
reviews and in developing other business strategies.

This report details the method and results from the first phase of Sydney Water’s
customer engagement plan for 2018. This phase of customer engagement involved a
series of forums, discussion groups, interviews and surveys conducted during February
and March 2018 with samples of customers that are representative of the Sydney
population and proportionate to the materiality of the topics.

These engagement activities focused on gathering evidence of customer attitudes and
preferences regarding:

perceptions of Sydney Water;

priority outcomes;

measuring service performance;

rebates;

fees and discounts for payment channel usage; and

customer representation.
The primary consideration when selecting these topics for Phase 1 engagement, ahead of
other topics that matter to customers, such as tariff structure, was a desire to inform

Sydney Water’s mid-2018 submission to IPART as part of the review of Sydney Water’s
operating licence.

Chapter 2 describes the engagement activities. Chapter 3 describes the content of the
engagement and the detailed techniques used to discover customer preferences. Chapter 4
describes the customers that participated in the engagement and Chapters 5 to 10 set out
the results and findings from the engagement. This detailed report is accompanied by a
summary report, suitable for a non-technical audience.

3 Sydney Water 2016, Sydney Water Customer Toolkit, December, p. 5.
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2 How we talked with customers

m In total, we engaged with around 2 277 customers - 2 011 citizens and 266 small
and medium businesses

The engagement employed a range of activities to ensure an inclusive and accessible
approach that gives all customers a voice, and to apply the most effective techniques to
each topic and questioning area.

2.1 Engagement activities

Two pilot deliberative forums with Sydney Water staff at Parramatta and Potts
Hill.

Six deliberative forums with between 70-91 citizens participating in each forum
(472 citizens in total), held in:

— Penrith;

— Chatswood;

— Wollongong;

— Bankstown,;

— Parramatta; and

— CBD.

Six group discussions with 7-8 people in each group (46 customers in total):
— one Mandarin in-language group;

— one Arabic in-language group;

— two financially-vulnerable customer groups; and

— two small-medium enterprises groups.

An online survey, completed by:

— 1508 citizens; and

— 251 small-medium enterprises.

Deliberative forums

Dates and locations

Two pilot deliberative forums were held with staff in Parramatta and Potts Hill in late
February 2018.
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Six deliberative forums with citizens were held in late February and March 2018 at the
locations set out in table 2.2. These locations corresponded to six regions covering all of
Sydney Water’s operating area across Sydney, Wollongong and Blue Mountains.

2.2 Deliberative forums

Location Venue Date Participants
Penrith Penrith Panthers 28/02/2018 91
Chatswood The Chatswood Club 05/03/2018 79
Wollongong WIN Stadium 07/03/2018 74
Bankstown Bankstown Sports Club 12/03/2018 70
Parramatta Parramatta RSL 15/03/2018 76
CBD City Tattersalls Club 19/03/2018 82
Total 472

Source: Woolcott Research and Engagement

Summary statistics on the characteristics of participants are provided in Chapter 4.

Approach

The forums consisted of a mix of round table discussions, presentations/speakers from
the front, participant response and feedback sessions from tables (so that participants
could hear the views from other tables in the room). Participants spent most of the time
working in small groups on tables of eight to ten.

Each forum ran from 5.30pm to 9.00pm on weekday evenings. This timing allowed those
will a full-time job to attend the forums and provided enough time for the provision of
detailed information so that participants were able to develop a clear understanding of
the issues and of the options facing them.

Woolcott Research provided a lead facilitator, lan Woolcott (who chaired the sessions
and managed the flow and timing), eight table facilitators and a support staff member.
The Woolcott Research table facilitators ensured that all issues were covered in the
discussions on tables and that everyone’s views were heard and captured. They ensured
that no one participant dominated the discussion at their table and that everyone had a
chance to have their say and provide feedback. They also probed into issues that arose
within the discussion to ensure that sufficient detail was gained. The facilitator also
ensured that all citizens understood how to participate in the whole-of-forum polling
process on key questions at several points during the forums.

Laptops were used at each table for facilitators to capture the table's discussions. Each
laptop was set up to offer prompts to guide the discussion and time-coded storage of
group discussion summaries, which were downloaded into grids for the analysis.

Keypad polling was also included whereby participants were each given a handheld
device that was used to answer multiple-response questions shown on screen, with results
given in real time.

Each table included a mix of demographics in terms of age, gender and language.
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Sydney Water staff presented information to the forum and were on hand to provide
answers to any questions participants had about the issues.

The content of the forums is described in detail in Chapter 3.

Discussion groups

Dates and locations

Six discussion groups were held during March 2018 with the customer segments set out
in table 2.3.

2.3 Discussion groups

Customer segment Location Date Participants
In-language (Mandarin) Pagewood 12/03/2018 8
In-language (Arabic) Greenacre 14/03/2018 8
Financially vulnerable Parramatta 26/03/2018 7
Financially vulnerable CBD 27/03/2018 8
Small-medium enterprise Parramatta 26/03/2018 8
Small-medium enterprise CBD 27/03/2018 7
Total 46

Source: CIE/Woolcott

Summary statistics on the characteristics of participants are provided in Chapter 4.

Approach

Although the forums involved people from diverse backgrounds, including citizens
speaking a language other than English at home (LOTE), small-medium enterprises
(SMEs) and those on low incomes, it is best practice for engagement programmes to
include supplementary engagement with these groups, to ensure their voices are heard.

Two ‘in-language’ group discussions were conducted with people who did not speak
English well or at all. One was conducted with Mandarin speakers and one with Arabic
speakers, in locations with large populations of these speakers. These languages were
chosen because they have the highest number of speakers in the Greater Sydney area
other than English. They were conducted by bilingual researchers in the participants’ first
language by the Cultural and Indigenous Research Centre Australia (CIRCA). They were
held in settings where participants were comfortable and able to speak freely.

Two group discussions were conducted with customers in financial hardship, one in
Parramatta and one in the CBD. Customers who had had difficulty paying bills (i.e. had
asked for an extension) in the last 12 months and who held a health/low income card
were recruited for these sessions.
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Two discussion groups were also conducted with small and medium size enterprises
(SMEs). The participants were the water decision makers in the business, i.e. those who
would have a role in interacting with Sydney Water either if there was a water
interruption or wastewater overflow, or by paying water bills.

Woolcott Research and Engagement facilitated the financial hardship and SME groups.
These groups lasted for approximately 1.5 hours and were conducted at 6pm and 7.30pm
on a weekday evening. They were conducted at research facilities so that Sydney Water
staff could view the sessions, but they did not present the information.

The content of the discussion groups is described in detail in Chapter 3.

Online survey

The engagement program included two online surveys — one with citizens and one with
SMEs. It was programmed and hosted by Woolcott Research and Engagement and the
survey sample was obtained through a reputable and quality-assured research panel
provider: Lightspeed Research.

The survey was approximately 15 minutes in length. It was live from 16 March 2018 to
29 March 2018. It was completed by 1508 citizens and 251 SMEs, after exclusion of
invalid responses.

Summary statistics on the characteristics of participants are provided in Chapter 4.

The content of the survey is described in detail in Chapter 3.
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3 What we talked with customers about

Approach

This project addressed both long-term and short-term issues, with a focus on co-
imagining the future and identifying the outcomes from Sydney Water’s services that
matter most to customers, as well as delving deeper into specific issues of importance to
the imminent review of Sydney Water’s operating licence.

The topics of the engagement are summarised in box 3.1 and detailed in the remainder of
this chapter.

3.1 Topics covered by the customer engagement

The outcomes that customers value most in the context of the services that Sydney
Water provides, or could reasonably be expected to provide.

The relative inconvenience to customers from various continuity, pressure,
overflow and customer service events, including:

a) the amount of time for the notice to be given by Sydney Water;
b) the method of providing notice to the customer;

c¢) whether sewer overflows are internal or external to the property;
d) the time of day/night; and

e) the frequency of the event (including repeats within 12 months).

The levels of support for potential amendments to Sydney Water’s Operating
Licence rebates including:

a) providing rebates on application, rather than automatically, in specified
circumstances such as for events occurring late at night; and

b) applying rebates to the usage charge, so they are more likely to be passed on to
the occupant.

The nature of engagement with Sydney Water, including the role and composition
of Sydney Water’s Customer Council.

Whether Sydney Water should offer discounts and/or charge fees for bill delivery
and/or payment channel usage.

Likely bill delivery and payment channel switching for various fees/discounts.
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Each topic was addressed using techniques suited to its complexity and materiality. For
example, the topic of fees and discounts for channel usage was addressed in the online survey
since little background explanation was required and group discussion was not necessary.
Customer representation, in contrast, required explanation by facilitators and group
discussion was needed to work through the issues and draw out customer views. It was
therefore addressed in the forums and discussion groups, but not in the survey.

3.2 Engagement techniques by topic

Deliberative forums Discussion groups Online survey
Customer priorities v v v
Measuring service v v v
performance
Rebates v v
Customer representation v 4
Fees and discounts for v

channel usage

Source: CIE/Woolcott

Developing engagement materials

The questions and stimulus material for the research were developed in close
consultation with Sydney Water. Subject matter experts within the business provided
information packs, which were used by the CIE and Woolcott to develop draft
questionnaires, forum stimulus material and keypad polling questions. We worked with
Sydney Water to refine this draft material to ensure coverage of the most important
issues and plausibility and accuracy of service scenarios specified in the material.

Sydney Water developed the forum presentations on each topic, with review and advice
from CIE and Woolcott.

The forum presentations, stimuli and keypad polling questions were tested using two
pilot forums with Sydney Water staff. Several refinements were made to the materials in
response to feedback from these pilot forums; for example:

= removing some technical complexity from presentations;

= adjusting the time allocated to various sections of the agenda;
= clarifying points of confusion; and

= revising questions that were perceived as leading.

The survey questionnaire drew on the finalised forum materials for topics relating to
customer priorities and measuring service performance.

Customer priorities

A key starting point for the engagement was to confirm, at a high level, what matters
most to customers. All of the engagement activities were used to address this topic, with
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a view to identifying a list of 5-8 priority customer outcomes that could potentially be
used as categories for planning and performance measurement in the future.

Forums, groups and interviews

Participants at the forums were given a brief presentation by a Sydney Water executive
on the services that Sydney Water provides. Participants at discussion groups were given
a handout covering the same information. Participants in both activities were then asked
to discuss the following questions in small groups:

What do you think Sydney Water does well?
What don’t they do as well? What are the things they could improve and how?

Have you had any contact/interaction with Sydney Water other than just paying
bills?

Have you experienced any ‘pain points’ in any interactions you have had with Sydney
Water (including bill paying)? What are they?

The purpose of these questions was to identify, in an unprompted manner that did not
bias customer views, aspects of Sydney Water services that are important to customers.
The questions framed in the negative around pain points and potential improvement
were included based on feedback from the pilot forums to provide a better transition to
the subsequent section of the forum which included a discussion of the extent to which
existing performance measures cover what’s important to customers. Existing
performance measures are framed in the negative in the sense that they focus on the
number of service failures.

Participants were then given the following exercise (including the handout at appendix
O):
In the future, what do you think would make an ideal water and wastewater service provider?

What do you think are the critical things that Sydney Water should focus on to ensure
customers are satisfied?

Each table to create a ‘value tree’ on the flipchart

A nominated spokesperson at each table was chosen to feedback their table’s high level
values to the larger group.

The purpose of this exercise was to reach consensus based on group discussion within
each forum on the outcomes that matter most to residential customers.

Towards the end of each forum, the most common values identified by participants in
this exercise were presented to the forum, with a keypad polling question asking
participants to select from the list the three most important values to them personally.
The purpose of this polling question was to gain an understanding of the variation in
priorities across participants following group discussion. Participants were not asked to
rank more than three values (e.g. selecting five values, as in the prompted survey question
discussed below) as it was judged that this would have been difficult for participants to
complete in the time allotted and resulted in too many participants requiring assistance
with operating their keypads.
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Further detail on the agenda for the forums is provided in appendix B.

Online survey

The survey included both unprompted and prompted questions about the outcomes from
Sydney Water that are most important to customers. The unprompted question asked
respondents to identify the three things they want most from Sydney Water. The
prompted question asked respondents to select the five most important outcomes from a
list of 14 outcomes, with short descriptions. This list was based on previous Sydney
Water survey findings as well as findings from the ‘value tree’ exercise at the first two
deliberative forums conducted as part of this project.

Further detail on the questionnaire is provided at appendix G.

Measuring service performance

A key objective of this engagement project was to gain a deeper understanding of the
relative value placed by customers on different aspects of Sydney Water’s services, with a
view to informing the ways in which performance should be measured and the ways in
which service standards and rebates should be specified. Each of the engagement
activities addressed different aspects of this topic.

Forums, groups and interviews
Participants at the forums were given a brief presentation by a Sydney Water
representative on:
the operating licence and other regulation of Sydney Water’s services;
the system performance standards;
wastewater overflows and how they affect customers;
water interruptions and how they affect customers;
water pressure and how low pressure affects customers; and
examples of service attributes not directly regulated, including customer service.
The standards were explained only in brief to avoid leading participants and to ensure the

discussions among participants focused on the aspects of service that matter most to
them.

Participants at discussion groups were given a handout covering the same information.
Participants in both activities were then asked to discuss questions related to the
following issues in small groups:

reactions to existing service performance standards;
their experience of service failures and levels of inconvenience;

how inconvenience varies with:

— the time of day at which service failures occur;
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— whether service failures are one-off or repeat; and

— communication during the failure and notice period given for planned events; and

the most important elements of customer service.

The purpose of these discussions was to gather qualitative information about the specific
aspects or attributes of service failures that matter most to customers and to facilitate
consideration of the issues by participants ahead of keypad polling.

Participants were provided with the specific trade-off questions to guide this discussion
(see the handout in appendix D). These trade-offs were developed to reflect real
situations frequently faced by Sydney Water in which it must make assumptions about
customer preferences.

In the forums, keypad polling was used to collect individual preferences after these table
discussions had taken place. The polling questions covered:

identifying the best and worst times to experience a water supply interruption;

views on when it is preferable to delay fixing a water leak due to inconvenience from
possible repair noise or the water supply interruption;

attitudes towards repeat service failures;

whether customers prefer better communication or shorter response times during a
supply interruption; and

preferred methods of notice for planned interruptions.

These questions were designed to address practical trade-offs faced by Sydney Water in
the allocation of its resources.

Further detail on the agenda for the forums, including these polling questions, is provided
in appendix B.

Online survey

The survey included a best-worst scaling (BWS) exercise designed to rank the average
level of customer inconvenience from 19 specified service failure events. Respondents
were presented with a brief explanation of water interruptions, wastewater overflows,
water pressure failures, discoloured water and billing enquiries by phone and how those
events can affect customers. Each respondent answered six BWS questions. Each
question presented three events and asked the respondent to identify the least
inconvenient (best) event and most inconvenient (worst) event (for an example, see figure
3.3).

The questions were drawn from a balanced incomplete block design (BIBD) of 114
questions located using the find. BIB() function in the R package, crossdes. A BIBD is a set
of questions over which each specified event appears an equal number of times and each
possible pair of events appears in a question together an equal number of times. Blocks of
six questions were constructed to minimise the correlation between events and blocks.
Each respondent was assigned one block of questions. The order in which events were
listed within each question was rotated.
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3.3 Example of a best-worst scaling question

15. Please read the descriptions and select one box on the left next to the least inconvenient (best) event and one box
on the right next to the most inconvenient (worst) event. If an event is listed that you have not experienced, please
imagine how inconvenient it would be for your household.

Least Most
Inconvenient Inconvenient
{best) (worst )

Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the day or evening (5am-11pm). You were
given 24 hours notice.

You have an enquiry regarding your bill. You phone Sydney Water and speak to a person after
being on hold for 30 seconds. Your enquiry is resolved over the phone within 10 minutes.

Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the night (11pm-5am). You were not given any
notice

Data source: CIE/Woolcott survey questionnaire

The 19 events were selected to include the events currently covered by service

performance standards and rebates, with variations on dimensions such as time of day,
duration and notice given. Some events not currently covered by standards and rebates,
such as wastewater overflows on public land and telephone customer service for billing
enquiries, were also included so that the results would be able to address questions about

whether existing regulations were focused on the most important service attributes.

3.4 Events included in best-worst scaling questions

1 Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the day or evening (5am-211pm). You were given 48
hours' notice.

2 Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the day or evening (5am-11pm). You were given 24
hours’ notice.

3 Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the day or evening (5am-11pm). You were given 4 hours’
notice (via SMS).

4 Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the night (11pm-5am). You were given 48 hours’ notice.

5) Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the day or evening (5am-11pm). You were not given any
notice.

6 Your water supply is turned off for 5 hours during the night (11pm-5am). You were not given any notice.

7 A water pressure failure (slow flow of water) for 1 hour during the day or evening (5am-11pm).

8 A water pressure failure (slow flow of water) for 15 minutes during the day or evening (5am-11pm).

9 A water pressure failure (slow flow of water) for 1 hour during the night (11pm-5am).

10 A water pressure failure (slow flow of water) for 15 minutes during the night (11pm-5am).

11 A wastewater overflow inside your building. Your service is restored in 3 hours and the affected area is

cleaned and repaired in 3 days.
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12 A wastewater overflow outdoors on your property. The overflow is stopped and the affected area is cleaned
in 5 hours.
13 A wastewater overflow at a park near your property. The overflow is stopped and the affected area is

cleaned in 5 hours.
14 The water running from your tap is discoloured for a period of two hours during the day or evening

15 Your water supply is turned off three times (without notice) in a 12-month period, each time lasting for 2
hours during the day or evening

16 Two wastewater overflows outdoors on your property in a 12-month period. In each instance, the affected
area is cleaned in 3 hours.

17 You have an enquiry regarding your bill. You phone Sydney Water and speak to a person after being on hold
for 30 seconds. Your enquiry is resolved over the phone within 10 minutes.

18 You have an enquiry regarding your bill. You phone Sydney Water and speak to a person after being on hold
for 5 minutes. Your enquiry is resolved over the phone within 10 minutes.

19 You have an enquiry regarding your bill. You phone Sydney Water and speak to a person after being on hold
for 30 seconds. Sydney Water is unable to resolve your enquiry over the phone and forwards it to another
department. You get a call back 2 days later and your enquiry is resolved.

Source: CIE/Woolcott

Rebates

While questions about which events are most deserving of a rebate can be informed in
part by the ranking of events described above, there are further questions about rebate
policy that required tailored engagement.

Forums, groups and interviews

Participants at the forums were given a brief presentation by a Sydney Water
representative on:

= the events that currently attract a rebate;

= additional description of events not covered in the previous session, namely
discoloured water and boil-water alerts;

= rebate arrangements in other jurisdictions; and
= impediments to providing rebates to occupants as distinct from property owners.

Participants at discussion groups were given a handout covering the same information.

The group discussions at forums and small groups covered:
= events for which customers would expect a rebate;
= whether rebates should be paid automatically or on application; and

= the importance of finding ways to provide rebates to tenants rather than landlords.

These issues were also the subject of keypad polling questions.
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Each table of participants were then asked to undertake a budget allocation exercise as a
group. The exercise involved allocating 100 tokens to 10 specified events according to the
level of rebate each event should attract. The events aligned with existing rebate
categories, with additional variants for water interruptions based on the time of day and
amount of notice given and variants for water pressure failures based on the duration of
the failure.

The purpose of this exercise was to develop an understanding of customer views on the
relative level of rebates and gather information on the relative magnitude of inconvenience
from different events, as distinct from the ranking of inconvenience derived in relation to
the larger number of events in the BWS questions in the survey.

Online survey

The survey did not include questions directly addressing rebates. However, the BWS
questions described in the ‘Measuring service performance’ section of this chapter will
elicit customer’ ranking of the inconvenience of a range of 19 events, including events
current attracting rebates. The results of these questions will be relevant to decisions
about the definitions of events attracting rebates and the relative levels of rebate amounts.

Discounts and fees for channel usage

The topic of discounts and fees for channel usage was covered only in the survey and
only for respondents indicating that they receive bills from Sydney Water. Questions
were included to assess, for both bill delivery method (typically either by post or email)
and payment method (e.g. direct debit, BPAY, over the counter at Australia Post):

the respondent’s current chosen method;
reasons for choosing that method; and

in the event that a specified fee and/or discount is introduced:
— which method the respondent would choose; and
— whether the respondent supports the pricing change.

The specified fee/discount varied across respondents. In relation to bill delivery methods,
each respondent that indicated a current bill delivery method other than email was
presented with one of the following:

a fee of §1 per quarter for customers receiving paper bills;

a fee of $2 per quarter for customers receiving paper bills;

a discount of $1 per quarter for customers receiving bills via email; or

a discount of $2 per quarter for customers receiving bills via email.
In relation to bill payment methods, each respondent was presented with one of the
following:

a $1 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct debit from a bank account;

a $2 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct debit from a bank account;
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a $5 discount per bill to customers who pay using direct debit from a bank account;
a $1 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter at Australia Post;
a $2 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter at Australia Post;
a $5 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter at Australia Post;

a 50 cent discount per bill for customers who pay using direct debit from a bank
account, and a 50 cent fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter at Australia
Post;

a $1 discount per bill for customers who pay using direct debit from a bank account,
and a $1 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter at Australia Post; or
a $2.50 discount per bill for customers who pay using direct debit from a bank

account, and a $2.50 fee per bill for customers who pay over the counter at Australia
Post.

The two categories of payment method subject to fees and discounts — Australia Post and
direct debit — were chosen because they are the highest and lowest cost payment methods
for Sydney Water. The fee and discount levels were chosen to cover the full range of
values Sydney Water could plausibly propose to implement. Both fees and discounts
were included to test whether switching is likely to be more responsive to one than the
other.

A statement was included noting the existing 0.4 per cent fee for credit card payments
and noting that customers experiencing financial hardship and pensioners would likely be
exempt if other fees for bill payment were introduced.

Customer representation

The topic of customer representation was covered only in the forums, groups and
interviews. Views were gathered by recording qualitative findings from small group
discussions. Discussion was initiated with the following questions:

What is the best way for people who live or work in the Sydney Water area to be
involved in Sydney Water’s decision making? e.g.

— Directly in face-to-face forums, focus groups

— Online surveys, forums

— Through advisory groups, with representatives from community organisations
Did you know that Sydney Water has a Customer Council?
Participants were then given a handout describing the Customer Council (see appendix
F) and discussed the following questions:
‘What are your initial thoughts on the Customer Council?

‘What do you think of the Customer Council as a way to get customers’ views on
issues? A good way or not?

Who do you think should be involved in the Customer Council — what do you think
of the current membership? Does it represent the views of those who live or work in
Greater Sydney or are there any gaps?
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=  Who do you think should pick the members of the Customer Council?
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4  Who we talked with

Approach

Sydney Water defines its customer base as every person (citizen) and business that comes
into contact with its products and services.

The customer base is large:

— Sydney Water services around 4.5 million people across not only Sydney, but parts
of the Illawarra region and the Blue Mountains.

The customer base is diverse, with the 2016 Census indicating that:

— just 57 per cent of people in Sydney were born in Australia, compared to a national
average of 67 per cent;

— only 33 per cent of people in Sydney had both parents born in Australia, compared
to a national average of 47 per cent;

— 36 per cent of people speak a language other than English at home, with other
languages spoken including Mandarin (4.7 per cent), Arabic (4.0 per cent),
Cantonese (2.9 per cent), Vietnamese (2.1 per cent) and Greek (1.6 per cent);

— only 57 per cent of dwellings in Sydney are standalone houses, compared to a
national average of 73 per cent, with flats and apartments comprising 28 per cent
of Sydney dwellings; and

— around 17 per cent of Sydney households had gross weekly income of less than
$650, while 24 per cent had income of more than $3 000.4

Business and industry are also an important part of Sydney Water’s customer base. In
2015-16, Sydney’s gross domestic product was around $400 billion and represented
around one quarter of the national economy.>

This project was designed to cater for both the scale and diversity of Sydney Water’s
customer base. The following groups were targeted for engagement:

Citizens: anyone who uses Sydney Water’s products or services, including:

— LOTE citizens; and

— Financially vulnerable citizens.

Businesses: any business that uses Sydney Water’s products or services, including
small-medium enterprises.

Importantly, citizens and businesses may be property owners that pay Sydney Water bills
or they may be tenants that do not directly pay bills.

4 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016 Census quickstats, Greater Sydney GCCSA.
5 SGC Economics & Planning 2016, Sydney GDP 2015-2016, 5 December.
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The techniques used to engage each group are shown in table 4.1.

4.1 Customer segmentation

Citizens other Citizens LOTE Citizens financially Small-medium
vulnerable business
Deliberative forums 4 v v
Discussion groups v v v
Online survey v 4 v v

Source: CIE/Woolcott

How we recruited participants

Deliberative forums

Recruitment for the forums took place up to two-three weeks before each forum.
Participants were recruited through stratified random sampling from the areas
surrounding the forum locations. Individual quotas were set for each location, for age,
gender, home ownership and LOTE. At the request of Sydney Water, the quotas for
home owners were increased slightly to ensure sufficient representation by home owners
compared to renters because home owners pay water bills. It was ensured that a good
mix of businesses in terms of industry were included. The quotas for each forum are
provided below.

4.2 Recruitment quotas for deliberative forums

18-44 45-64 65+ Male Female Non- Owner Renter

LOTE (pop’nin (pop’nin
brackets) brackets)

% % % % % % % % %
Penrith 56 30 14 49 51 23 7 66 (66) 34 (34)
Chatswood 49 31 19 48 52 27 73 66(66) 34(34)
Wollongong 48 31 21 49 51 14 86 66 (65) 4 (35)
Bankstown 53 30 16 49 51 39 61 66 (64) 4 (36)
Parramatta 55 29 16 50 50 54 46 66 (60) 34 (40)
CBD 60 26 15 49 51 37 63 50(48) 50(52)
Total 54 29 17 49 51 36 64 63(60) 37(40)

Note: Figures in brackets are the population proportions for dwelling tenure type. Quotas for other categories are consistent with the
population.

Source: CIE/Woolcott

People were telephoned at random (primarily through fixed line, but some mobile) and
asked for their interest in attending, then those interested completed a short screening
questionnaire. For quotas where there were lower responses, some participants were also
recruited though market research recruiters and Facebook. Those with personal or
professional connections to Sydney Water were screened out; i.e. if they or any
immediate members of their family, worked for Sydney Water, any other water or

{) WOOLCOTT www. TheCIE.com.au



30 Customer-informed IPART submission (CIPA) Phase 1

wastewater utility company, for IPART or in a water quality related role with NSW
Health or NSW Environment Protection Authority.

Confirmation telephone calls were made in the week leading up to each forum and
followed up by email. Over a hundred participants were recruited for each forum.

All participants received $100 for their participation, to cover any out-of-pocket expenses,
and were provided with a light dinner and dessert.

Discussion groups

The LOTE discussion groups were recruited by Cultural and Indigenous Research
Australia (CIRCA). The groups consisted of people who did not speak English or did not
speak it well and a mix of ages and genders. The Arabic speakers lived in Revesby,
Padstow, Greenacre, Punchbowl, Bankstown, Penshurst, Peakhurst, and Condell Park.
The Mandarin speakers came from Kingsford, South Hurstville, Maroubra, Kensington,
Eastlakes, Waterloo, Mascot and Daceyville. CIRCA bilingual consultants recruited the
participants, who were contacted through individual phone calls by the consultant.

All residential participants (LOTE and financial hardship groups) received $80 with the
SME:s receiving $125, to cover any out-of-pocket expenses.

The financial hardship and SME groups were recruited through a market research
recruiter, Alta Research, who specialises in recruitment for such discussion groups.

All SME participants were water and wastewater decision makers who had a role in
interacting with Sydney Water either if there was a water interruption or wastewater
overflow or by paying water bills. Small and medium businesses were defined as those
with 0-199 employees that did not operate out of home but had a designated premises. As
with the forum recruitment, those with personal or professional connections to Sydney
Water were screened out. It was ensured that a good mix of businesses in terms of
industry were included.

For the financial hardship groups, the definition was that they held a concession/low
income healthcare card and had difficulty paying utility bills in the last 12 months (i.e.
requested an extension). Again, those who had a personal or professional connection
with Sydney Water were screened out, i.e. if they or any immediate members of their
family, worked for Sydney Water, any other water or wastewater utility company, for
IPART or in a water quality related role with NSW Health or NSW Environment
Protection Authority. There were a mix of genders and ages included and over half in
each group were owners of their properties (either outright or with a mortgage).

Survey

Panel members for the online research were recruited through Lightspeed Research. The
quotas for the citizens version of the survey are provided below. Respondents were
provided incentives through the panel’s points system, which are likely to equate to
between $1.50 and $2.50 per respondent.
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4.3 Recruitment quotas for survey

Category Quota

Age
1844
45-64
65+

Gender

Male

Female

LOTE

LOTE
Non-LOTE

Home ownership

Owner

Renter

Location

Penrith and surrounding regions

Chatswood and surrounding regions
Wollongong and surrounding regions
Bankstown and surrounding regions
Parramatta and surrounding regions

CBD and surrounding regions

Business size?

Sole trader
1-19 employees
20-199 employees

54%
29%
17%

49%
51%

36%
64%

60%
40%

11%
12%
10%
20%
20%
27%

58.4%
39.3%
2.3%

@ Applies only to recruitment of businesses
Source: CIE/Woolcott

Representative sample

The sections below outline the demographics of the actual participants in the engagement

program.

Deliberative forums

The age of attendees at the forums is presented in figure 4.4. There was a good spread of

ages represented across the different locations.
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4.4 Age of forum participants and population by location
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45-64

m 1844

Total forums

Penrith area population
Penrith forum

Chatswood area population
Chatswood forum
Wollongong area population
Wollongong forum
Bankstown area population
Bankstown forum
Parramatta area population
Parramatta forum

CBD area population

CBD forum
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Base All respondents (n=467); Penrith (n=88), Chatswood (n=82), Wollongong (n=72), Bankstown (n=68), Parramatta (n=75), CBD
(n=82), unweighted

Gender representation was approximately 50:50 across the forums.

4.5 Gender of forum participants by location
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Wollongong forum
Bankstown area population
Bankstown forum
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Base All respondents (n=467); Penrith (n=88), Chatswood (n=82), Wollongong (n=72), Bankstown (n=68), Parramatta (n=75), CBD
(n=82), unweighted

The proportion of LOTE representation was slightly lower than that required across all
forums. This is to be expected since forums conducted in English are typically attended
by those who speak English well, though not in all cases (e.g. a customer attended the
CBD forum with a Chinese interpreter). The inclusion of in-language groups was used to
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ensure further LOTE representation and this variable was also weighted during data
analysis of the forum keypad results.

4.6 LOTE forum participants by location

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

0%

m Non-
LOTE

SW operating area population
Total forums

Penrith area population
Penrith forum

Chatswood area population
Chatswood forum
Wollongong area population
Wollongong forum
Bankstown area population
Bankstown forum
Parramatta area population
Parramatta forum

CBD area population

CBD forum

LOTE (Language other than English)
Base All respondents (n=467); Penrith (n=88), Chatswood (n=82), Wollongong (n=72), Bankstown (n=68), Parramatta (n=75), CBD
(n=82), unweighted

There was good representation of home ownership across the locations, with the largest
proportion of renters being included in the CBD forum.

4.7 Home ownership among forum participants by location

Renter

m QOwner

Total forums
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Penrith forum
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Base All respondents (n=467); Penrith (n=88), Chatswood (n=82), Wollongong (n=72), Bankstown (n=68), Parramatta (n=75), CBD
(n=82), unweighted
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The forum data was also weighted by the six regions to ensure a representative sample
across the Sydney Water area for the total results (i.e. CBD to 27 per cent, Parramatta
and Bankstown to 20 per cent, Chatswood to 12 per cent, Penrith to 11 per cent and
Wollongong to 10 per cent).

Online survey

Citizens

The citizens component of the survey was completed by 1508 respondents. The sample
was broadly representative of residents in Sydney Water’s area of operations in terms of
age, gender, LOTE, home ownership status and location. Data was weighted by LOTE
and age during analysis to ensure accurate representation.

4.8 Citizen survey respondents by age

m18-44 © 4564 mE5+

Population

Survey

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base All respondents (n=1508)

4.9 Citizen survey respondents by gender

H Male © Female mOther

Population

Survey

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base All respondents (n=1508)
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4.10 Citizen survey respondents by LOTE

ENon-LOTE © LOTE

Population

Survey

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

LOTE (Language other than English)
Base All respondents (n=1508)

4.11 Citizen survey respondents by home ownership

mOwner © Renter mOther

Population

Survey

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base All respondents (n=1508)

Figure 4.12 shows that around 88 per cent of home owners surveyed indicated that they
receive bills from Sydney Water, while 93 per cent of renters indicated they do not
receive bills directly from Sydney Water. Bills are passed through to renters to varying
degrees, with 39 per cent of renters indicating they do not directly pay any amount
towards water and wastewater, 20 per cent indicating their landlord passes on part of the
bill, 14 per cent indicating their landlord passes on the bill in full, and 14 per cent
indicating they pay an amount but don’t know how it relates to the Sydney Water bill.
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4.12 Citizen home ownership by billing arrangement

My landlord receives My landlord charges
bills from Sydney me a specific amount
Water and charges for water and
the full amount to me wastewater, but |
as a specific charge don't know how that

. mount rel
My landlord receives EIMEE el E S

bills from Sydney
Water and charges
| receive bills from part of the bill to me
Sydney Water as a specific charge

| do not directly pay
any amount for water
and wastewater

Being rented or
occupied rent-
free

Owned outright
or with a
mortgage

I receive bills from

Sydney Water

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
| receive bills from L
Sydney Water and | do not directly pay
from my body any amount for watet
corporate and wastewater

Base All respondents (n=1508)

All regions within Sydney Water’s operations were represented in the survey, with the
largest number drawn from the CBD and surrounding regions.

4.13 Citizen survey respondents by location

B CBD area ' Parramatta area ® Bankstown area mWollongong area ® Chatswood area ® Penrith area

Survey

Population

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Base All respondents (n=1508)

Small-medium businesses

The business component of the survey was completed by a sample of 251 small-medium
businesses. The sample was broadly representative of businesses in Sydney Water’s area
of operations in terms of employment size and location.
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All regions within Sydney Water’s operations were represented in the survey, with the
largest number drawn from the CBD and surrounding regions, consistent with the
population.

4.14 Business respondents by location

B CBD area ' Parramatta area ® Bankstown area mWollongong area ® Chatswood area M Penrith area

Survey
Population

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

What is the postcode where your business is based?
Base all respondents (n=251)

Businesses mainly represented small businesses (sole traders and 1-19 employees) with a
small number of medium sized businesses of 20-199 employees.

4.15 Business respondents by employment size

m Sole trader 1-19 employees ®20-199 employees

Survey
Population

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
How many employees do you have in your business (full time equivalents other than the proprietor)?
Base all respondents (n=251)
A broad range of industries were represented in the sample (see figure 4.16). Businesses
in the construction industry were underrepresented relative to the underlying population,
while businesses in the ‘Personal services’ or ‘Other’ categories were overrepresented.
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4.16 Business respondents by industry

mSurvey ' Population

Accommodation, cafes and restaurants
Communication services

Construction

Cultural and recreational services
Education

Electricity, Gas and Water supply
Finance and insurance

Government administration and defence
Health and community services
Manufacturing

Mining

Personal services + Other

Property and business services
Retail trade

Transport and storage
Wholesale trade

|

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

What industry does your business operate within?

Population data from ABS Cat. No. 8165, with ANZSIC industry classification corresponding to survey categories one-for-one, apart
from ‘Personal services + Other’, which includes ANZSIC industries “Other services”, “Administrative and support services”,
“Agriculture, forestry and fishing”, “Currently unknown”, and “Professional, scientific and technical services”

Base all respondents (n=251)

The sample included a mix of new and longstanding businesses, with around 60 per cent
of business respondents having been in operation for more than ten years. Around 46 per
cent of the sample rent or lease their business premises, with 36 per cent owning their
premises and 17 per cent having another tenure arrangement or running the business
from home.

4.17 Business respondents by tenure type and employment size

ESole 1-19 employees ®20-199 employees
o N
Other I

N/A (business run from home) H

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
Number of respondents

Does your business own or rent/lease its business premises?
Note: Comparison to underlying population is not provided for this chart due to unavailability of data on business tenure type

Base all respondents (n=251)
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More than 90 per cent of businesses that own their premises indicated that they receive
bills from Sydney Water. Some 45 per cent of businesses renting or leasing their premises
also indicated they receive bills from Sydney Water. Around 9 per cent of renters have
the bill passed on in full by the landlord, 9 per cent have it passed on in part and another
9 per cent have an amount passed on but they don’t know how it relates to the bill.
Another 28 per cent do not pay any amount towards water or wastewater.

4.18 Business premises ownership by billing arrangement

My landlord receives
bills from Sydney
Water and charges

part of the billtome My landlord charges

My landlord receives as a specific charge  me a specific amount
bills from Sydney for water and
Water and charges wastewater, but |
the full amount to me don't know how that

as a specific charge amount relates...

| do not directly pay
any amount for water
and wastewater

| receive bills from
Sydney Water

Rent/lease

I receive bills from

e Sydney Water

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

| receive bills from ;
Sydney Water and | do not directly pay
from my body any amount for watet

corporate and wastewater

Does your business own or rent/lease its business premises? Which of the following best describes the water and wastewater bills
you receive for your business?

Base all respondents (n=251)

Characteristics of the individual responding on behalf of the business included the
following:

= Around two thirds of the respondents were male and around one third were female.

= Some 73 per cent of the respondents were the owner or proprietor of the business,
with 20 per cent being senior management and 7 per cent being another type of
employee.
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5 Results: perceptions of Sydney Water

m The vast majority of survey respondents indicated they had heard of Sydney Water
(93 per cent across the citizens and business surveys), although they were aware
the survey was being conducted for Sydney Water prior to answering this question.

m When people think of Sydney Water, they think of drinking water supply.
Wastewater came to mind for only one third of citizens surveyed (and they tended
to use the word ‘sewerage’, rather than ‘wastewater’).

m Prior to forums, just over a third of participants stated that they were likely to
speak positively about Sydney Water (score 8-10 out of 10).

m This percentage increased considerably to 56 per cent when asked at the end of
forums.

m Younger participants at deliberative forums were the least likely to speak positively
about Sydney Water.

m Older and LOTE participants were the most likely to speak positively about Sydney
Water.

m Forum participants generally thought Sydney Water provides reliable services.

m Few of the forum participants (16 per cent) rated Sydney Water as poor in terms of
value for money, with many more (43 per cent) indicating Sydney Water represents
good value for money.

Forums

At the start of each forum, participants were asked to vote on a series of questions
regarding their sentiment towards Sydney Water. Polling was done via keypads, with
each participant being assigned a specific keypad throughout the event, allowing for post
event analysis. The sample size for polling varied slightly across the questions (see notes
below each of the figures presented in this section), with a small number of participants
missing some questions, for example while making tea or coffee.

Participants were firstly asked how likely they would be to speak positively about Sydney
Water to a friend or family member. Each participant gave a score out of 10, where 0 was
‘not likely at all’ and 10 was ‘definitely likely’. This question was then repeated at the end
of the forum, to see if there was an improvement across each location.

Over one third of participants (38 per cent) selected a score from 8-10 to indicate their
likelihood of speaking positively about Sydney Water, with those aged 65 years or over
(53 per cent) and LOTE participants (49 per cent) being more likely to give a positive
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score. It is not clear why these groups were more positive about Sydney Water and this
could be the subject of further research.

5.1 Likelihood to speak positively about Sydney Water to a friend or family member
(pre forum)

100% =810
90%
31 33
80% 40
49
53 H6-
70% &
60%
26
50% 32
05
40% 37 o5
30% — 30 |
BN € =
20% 29 . 32 = Don't

27
10% —— | | 22 4@7 23 | know

0% - . ==
Total 18-44 45-64 65+ Non-LOTE  LOTE Owner Renter
Demographics

How likely would you be to speak positively about Sydney Water to a friend or family member, where O is not at all likely and 10 is
definitely likely?

Base All respondents n=415; 18-44 (n=199), 45-64 (n=130), 65+ (n=86), Non-LOTE (n=344), LOTE (n=71), Owner (n=289), Renter
(n=126)

Less than a third (29 per cent) offered only a score between 0-5 to indicate their
likelihood to say positive things, with this lower level of likelihood to promote Sydney
Water higher amongst younger 18-44 year olds (39 per cent).

Following the forum, participants were asked again their likelihood to say positive things
about Sydney Water, and results improved across the board (see figure 5.2). The
proportion of participants nominating likelihood scores of 8-10 increased from 38 per
cent to 56 per cent post-forum, those nominating scores of between 0-5 decreased from 29
per cent to 16 per cent of participants. This increase in favourable responses was apparent
across all segments and across all locations.

Participants were then asked to rate Sydney Water on a number of attributes on a scale of
0 to 10, where 0 was the lowest score and 10 the highest. These attributes were; ‘has
customer’s interests at heart’; ‘listens to customers’; and is ‘open and honest’.
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5.2 Likelihood to speak positively about Sydney Water to a friend or family member
(pre and post forum)
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Demographics

How likely would you be to speak positively about Sydney Water to a friend or family member, where O is not at all likely and 10 is
definitely likely?
Base All respondents n=415; 18-44 (n=199), 45-64 (n=130), 65+ (n=86), Non-LOTE (n=344), LOTE (n=71), Owner (n=289), Renter
(n=126)
For the attribute, ‘has customers interest at heart’ one in five (20 per cent) gave a score of
8, 9 or 10 out of 10 and a further 42 per cent offered a score between 6-7 out of ten. The

proportion indicating a score of between 0-5 however, was 32 per cent.

5.3 Rating of Sydney Water on 'has customer interests at heart'
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Total 18-44 45-64 65+ Non-LOTE LOTE Owner Renter

Demographics

How would you rate Sydney Water on the following: Has customers’ interests at heart
Base All respondents n=426 ; 18-44 (n=204), 45-64 (n=133), 65+ (n=89), Non-LOTE (n=352), LOTE (n=74), Owner (n=298), Renter
(n=128)
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The segments that scored Sydney Water most favourably on this dimension were those
over 65 years (29 per cent 8-10/10) and participants from Wollongong and surrounding
regions (41 per cent 8-10/10).

The attribute ‘listening to customers’ was given an 8-10/10 score by 17 per cent of
participants, with a further 33 per cent selecting a score of 6-7/10.

Over one in ten (14 per cent) of participants claimed that they did not know if Sydney
Water listened to customers with this being particularly the case amongst those 18-44
years (23 per cent).

Again, it was those aged over 65 years that were more likely to rate Sydney Water
positively in this regard.

5.4 Rating of Sydney Water on 'listens to customers’
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Total 18-44 45-64 + Non-LOTE LOTE Owner Renter

Demographics
How would you rate Sydney Water on the following: Listens to customers
Base All respondents n=426; 18-44 (n=204), 45-64 (n=133), 65+ (n=89), Non-LOTE (n=352), LOTE (n=74), Owner (n=298), Renter
(n=128)
The final attribute participants were asked to rate Sydney Water on was ‘open and
honest’ (see figure 5.5). Overall, 21 per cent of those in the forums gave a score of 8-
10/10, with a further 26 per cent offering a score of 6-7/10. Those most positive tended
to be aged 65 years plus (34 per cent 8-10/10) and from Parramatta and surrounding
regions (31 per cent 8-10/10). We note that Sydney Water’s Chief Executive Officer
presented at the Parramatta deliberative forum and Sydney Water’s head office is located
in Parramatta.

For this attribute, nearly one in five (19 per cent) participants were unable to offer a score
as they felt they did not know if Sydney Water was open and honest. This was
particularly the case amongst 18-44 year olds (25 per cent).

() WOOLCOTT www. TheCIE.com.au



44

Customer-informed IPART submission (CIPA) Phase 1

5.5 Rating of Sydney Water on 'open and honest’
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Demographlcs

How would you rate Sydney Water on the following: Open and honest
Base All respondents n=426; 18-44 (n=204), 45-64 (n=133), 65+ (n=89), Non-LOTE (n=352), LOTE (n=74), Owner (n=298), Renter

(n=128)

Following on from these questions, participants were asked prior to the start of the forum
how reliable they felt their water and wastewater service is. Over three quarters (76 per
cent) of participants felt that their service was reliable, with 37 per cent claiming it to be
‘very’ reliable, and 39 per cent ‘quite’ reliable.

5.6 Perceived reliability of water and wastewater services

%

100%
90%
80%
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m Very
reliable

H Quite
reliable

= Neither
reliable or
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Demographics

How reliable do you think your water and wastewater service is?
Base All respondents n=427 ; 18-44 (n=209), 45-64 (n=132), 65+ (n=86), Non-LOTE (n=349), LOTE (n=78), Owner (n=297), Renter

(n=130)
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There was little difference in the perceived reliability of Sydney Water by age, ethnicity
or home ownership, although those within Penrith and surrounding regions were most
positive (49 per cent ‘very’ reliable) while those in Bankstown and surrounding regions
were least positive (25 per cent ‘very’ reliable).

Participants were also asked to indicate how they would rate their water and wastewater
service in terms of value for money. While around 30 per cent selected neither good nor
poor value and a further 12 per cent felt they did not know (particularly those 18-44 years
22 per cent), over four in ten (43 per cent) suggested that they felt their water and
wastewater service provided ‘value for money’ (9 per cent very good value; 34 per cent
quite good value).

The most positive response to this question came from those aged over 65 years, with
over half (53 per cent) nominating that their service was ‘value for money’. There were
no significant differences by location.

5.7 Perceived value for money of water and wastewater service
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Demographics

How would you rate your water and wastewater service in terms of value for money?
Base All respondents n=419; 18-44 (n=198), 45-64 (n=134), 65+ (n=87), Non-LOTE (n=343), LOTE (n=76), Owner (n=291), Renter
(n=128)

Online survey

Respondents evidenced a high level of awareness of Sydney Water, with 93 per cent of
citizens and all of the businesses surveyed indicating they had heard of Sydney Water.
However, this result should be interpreted with caution. The survey was not designed as
an awareness survey and respondents had been told prior to answering this question that
the survey was being conducted for Sydney Water.
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Most respondents identified water supply as the service provided by Sydney Water.
Around 35 per cent of citizens and 58 per cent of businesses also mentioned sewerage,
drainage or stormwater in their description of the services provided by Sydney Water.
Citizens used the words ‘sewerage’ or ‘sewage’ around six times more often than the
words ‘wastewater’ or ‘waste water’. Some 3 per cent of citizens and 2 per cent of
businesses identified catchment and dam management as a service provided by Sydney
Water.
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6 Results: customer priorities

m The outcomes that are most important to customers are:
- Clean/fresh/safe drinking water,;
- Affordable/low prices; and

- Reliable supply (particularly important for business customers).

m Other outcomes that customers value highly include:
- Quick response to leaks, interruptions and overflows;
- Reliable wastewater service;
- Water supply security;
- Protection of the natural environment; and

- Good customer service and communication.

m Other priorities identified by smaller numbers of customers include
education/water efficiency, transparency, technology/innovation, recycling/reuse
and good water pressure.

m Discussion at forums and small groups indicated there are perceptions that Sydney
Water is generally performing well with regards to quality of drinking water and
reliability (minimal water interruptions).

m However, there is a perception that more could be done to repair leaks quickly and
ensure water supply security, particularly because of the expected increase in
demand by a growing population. Participants expected this would involve
ensuring infrastructure is replaced or maintained, water being conserved or used
efficiently, and that more recycled/grey water being used where it can be rather
than drinking water.

Forums and discussion groups

What Sydney Water is doing well

To initiate the discussion about what customers value
and prioritise with regards to their water and “There is always water when
wastewater service, participants were first asked in an you turn the tap on.” Penrith
unprompted manner what they thought Sydney Water
does well and not so well currently.
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Responses were consistent across the forum locations. Sydney Water was thought to
provide a reliable supply of good quality drinking water, which was taken for granted
most of the time. Water in the Greater Sydney area was thought to smell and taste pretty
good, particularly when compared to other areas of the country (e.g. Melbourne and
Adelaide) and certainly when compared to other
countries. There were thought to be a very small
number of water interruptions with most people

“Sydney Water is the best tasting

water in Australia.” CBD

saying they could not remember ever having
experienced one.

Those who had had contact with Sydney Water generally
“If a pipe breaks they are mentioned that the customer service had been good. Any
quick to fix it.” reported problems had generally elicited a prompt
Wollongong response from Sydney Water. Those who had experienced
an interruption had generally been notified prior.

Some made a comparison with other utilities such as electricity and believed that Sydney
Water compares favourably in terms of cost and consistency of supply. The bill was also
thought to be clear and easy to understand.

The Mandarin speaking group compared water quality in Sydney with that of China and
stated that Sydney’s water is very good in comparison. All of the group had a very

limited understanding about what Sydney Water does apart from providing clean water.
They appreciated the supply of clean

water and having an uninterrupted water “The water coming out of the tap is healthy
supply. They also commented on the than the water coming out of the filter —
reasonable price and the fact that the price people don’t change their filters.”

is largely fixed, although there was little Wollongong
understanding about how the water usage
component is calculated.

What Sydney Water is not doing as well

In terms of what Sydney Water does not do well there was less consistency. Some
specific factors mentioned by a number of respondents were:

= Excessive water wastage through leaks that are not

seen to be repaired promptly. “Ageing infrastructure.

. . . There is not a week that goes
=  Too much old infrastructure that is not being g

replaced — some believed that there was less
maintenance and replacement of infrastructure now
and more ‘quick fixing’ of problems (Band-Aid
solutions) than in the past.

by when a water main
doesn’t burst.” CBD

= A lack of public awareness about the role and responsibilities of Sydney Water which
led people to believe that Sydney Water were not actively educating people about this.

= Linked to this, unclear definitions of the roles and responsibilities of homeowners,
Councils and Sydney Water so that when there was a problem it was sometimes hard
to work out whose responsibility it was (and it did not always seem fair).

{ ) wooLcoTt  www. TheCIE.com.au



Customer-informed IPART submission (CIPA) Phase 1 49

= Partially treated wastewater running into creeks and beaches (many thought that this
should never happen and it should just be stormwater rather than wastewater).

= Too much fluoride and chlorine in the water, and smell, taste or colour was an issue
in some locations e.g. Erskineville was mentioned.

= Not being notified when water is going to be turned

off (however, this might just be for unplanned “People would be a lot
interruptions). more forgiving if they

= Not encouraging people to use less water, e.g. some knew what Sydney Water
participants mentioned that the fixed charge is much does.” Wollongong

higher than the usage charge which seemed to
discourage water saving behaviours.

= Not encouraging the use of recycled water /more grey water.
= Inconsistencies in pressure for some.

= A minority mentioned the cost of the desalination plant and the fact that it is used so
infrequently.

= Closure of offices e.g. Chatswood.

There was some distrust of government in the Mandarin
“I would like to see no speaking group. They described Sydney Water like all

wastewater leave other government departments “who just tell you what to
residential properties. do and they would not want to explain more to you”.
Should be recycled.” Some participants noted that Sydney Water could do more

Bankstown to ensure water quality. A few months ago some

participants had heard about concerns about the level of
zinc in Sydney water in an online forum. As a result one
participant went to the Sydney Water website to check the quality of their water and
were satisfied with the information they found. Participants also raised concerns about
the safety of their own water pipes and noted that while they understood that Sydney
Water is not responsible for these pipes, they can impact on water quality and should be
included in advice provided to customers.

In the Arabic speaking group similar issues emerged to
those voiced in the community forums. Participants
noted that they would like to see Sydney Water do
more to collect rainwater and support householders to
collect rainwater, provide support on the use of grey
water and reduce overall water costs to the consumer.
Some participants wanted to see Sydney Water promote
the high quality of water to help reduce the use of
bottled water.

“In China, the government
would use some ultrasound

technology to sanitize the
water pipes.” CALD group

The financial hardship and small to medium business groups provided similar responses
to the forums regarding what Sydney Water is doing well and not so well.
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Values

Participants at the forums and in the discussion groups were asked to consider the future
and what they thought would make an ideal water and wastewater service provider.
More specifically, participants considered what they felt the critical factors or values
would be to ensure customers are satisfied.

The values that emerged across all the forums were relatively consistent, with the main
themes outlined below.

Good quality clean water

Perhaps not surprisingly, having good quality clean water to
drink was ranked highest in every forum. As mentioned,
participants were generally satisfied with the quality and
cleanliness of Sydney’s water and wanted to keep it as such.

“Make sure it’s
got no sediment or

bacteria in it.”

Safety was also mentioned within this value — ensuring that Bankstown
water was safe and healthy to drink. It was important to people
that water should have a good taste and smell, which Sydney
Water was thought to provide currently.

Participants wanted reassurance that Sydney Water conducts regular testing and
monitoring to ensure consistent good-quality drinking water.

Fluoridation of water was raised within the water quality value, with acknowledgement
that this is a controversial topic. Some were concerned about the potential effects of
fluoride in water, whilst others believed that fluoridation is beneficial.

Some participants questioned whether all water needs to be of a drinkable standard, and
suggested that water of a non-drinkable standard could be used for non-drinking
purposes, resulting in more cost efficiency.

Reliability

Participants believed that the ideal water and wastewater service provider would provide
a reliable service, both in terms of supplying water and removing wastewater. Some
mentioned the current situation in Cape Town where the city is planning for ‘Day Zero’
when water supply will be switched off, highlighting what customers would want Sydney
Water to avoid.

Reliability was defined by participants as water being
available all the time with consistent pressure. Participants
believed that the current level of reliability was good with
minimal water interruptions so wanted to maintain this.

“Ensuring constant
supply in the immediate
term but also future

proofing our supply Reliability as a value was also linked to maintenance.
going forwards.” Participants requested that Sydney Water should repair or
Chatswood replace pipework in the older parts of Sydney to prevent
burst water mains and subsequent water supply
interruptions. It was also linked to future proofing and
ensuring future supply.
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Affordability

Many forum participants indicated that an affordable water and
wastewater service that provides good value for money was of
high priority. Most thought that compared to other utilities such
as electricity and gas, water costs were reasonable and that hardship.”
Sydney Water provided better value for money. Ensuring cost
efficiency in providing the services was thought to be important as
was transparency around reasons for any price rises.

“Have a safety
net for financial

Wollongong

Supporting those on low incomes and pensioners was also raised as a consideration in
relation to affordability.

Future proofing/ensuring future supply

Participants were highly concerned about Sydney’s population growth to date, and the
expected growth over the next 10 years. The problems in Cape Town were mentioned by
many participants as the result of an increasing population and not enough future
planning. They wanted reassurance from Sydney Water that the organisation is focussed
on the future and preparing for the increase in future demand. They believed this
involved replacing old infrastructure, ensuring that the network is capable of
withstanding increased pressure and consideration of a variety of water supply options
for the future (dams, desalination, recycling).

Participants had a number of questions of Sydney Water
such as ‘do we need to encourage the greater use of grey
water to allow more targeted use of drinking water?’, ‘do
we need more dams?’, ‘will the desalination plant be
used more?’, ‘will outdated infrastructure be replaced
and will there be better maintenance of the network to
keep up with the added pressure of increased demand on
the system?’

“It is a concern that the
network will have to be

built up to survive the
growing population.” CBD

Future-proofing could also include ensuring that Sydney’s water supply is safe from a
potential terrorist attack, which was raised on some tables.

Environmentally sensitive

The environment was a key consideration for many at the forums. They wanted
reassurance that Sydney Water will use natural resources judiciously and environmental
impacts will be considered when managing water and wastewater services in the future.
They also requested that Sydney Water is mindful of energy use during the water and
wastewater treatment process.

There were mixed views about recycled water. On one
hand there was strong support for water reuse for
gardening and other non-drinking purposes, but on the

other there was concern about recycled water being used
o wastewater.” Bankstown
for drinking.

“Minimising harmful
impacts to the

environment for water and
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Reducing the impact of pollution on beaches was
raised at most of the forums. There was concern
about the safety of releasing sewage into the oceans
and some even mentioned paying more to stop this
practice.

“Less run off onto the beaches
from sewerage plants. I would be

willing to pay more to do it
better.” CBD

Maintenance of infrastructure

The maintenance of infrastructure was mainly related to upgrading pipes but new
filtration and treatment plants were also mentioned. It was thought to be linked to
reliability and future-proofing in that participants believed
that improved maintenance is part of future-proofing and
would lead to better reliability for the increasing
population.

“Making sure that pipes
are maintained to ensure

constant supply.”’

Chatswood Participants believed that better maintenance now would
lead to stable or lower prices in the future because pipes
would not need fixing as much.

Education/encouraging water efficiency

Education was mentioned frequently by participants as an important value for a future
water and wastewater service provider. It was thought that Sydney Water should keep
educating the public on water conservation measures to encourage water efficiency. It

was suggested that the information should continue to be made readily available to the
community through the Sydney Water website, apps, in Waterwrap and in schools.

Participants also wanted more information about what
goes into Sydney’s water e.g. fluoride, and how safe
and healthy it is to drink, along with where our water
comes from.

“Education on where water
comes from, how to reduce

waste and use water more
Education and information was also thought to be efficiently.” Wollongong
needed about water tanks and using grey water, as well
as the use of recycled water.

Some mentioned that there should be more education about the roles of different
organisations with regards to fixing leaks and stormwater management, especially in
defining the roles of Local Councils versus Sydney Water as this was an area of
confusion.

Transparency

Transparency was an important value to many participants.

This involved transparency from Sydney Water about where ‘Accountable —
money is spent, how they treat the water, how they use transparency in
customer data and what they are doing in relation to future terms of the

i ”
proofing. decisions made.

CBD
Ensuring they are compliant with the law was mentioned as

part of this value.
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Many were not aware that Sydney Water was overseen by a regulator in relation to its
pricing, and this was seen positively.

Technology/innovation/R&D

The discussion regarding this value was about making sure
that Sydney Water is using the latest technologies to increase “Attempting to come
supply, save water and also around the treatment and usage up with smarter
of wastewater. solutions to

It was thought that this value could positively impact many et (LD

of the other values, for example it was thought that it could
improve reliability, increase supply and even help save costs.

Good customer service

Good customer service and communication were believed to be important values for
future water and wastewater service providers.

Participants requested that when they call, Sydney
Water should respond quickly and efficiently, staff
should be knowledgeable, take the
question/request/complaint seriously and follow it up.

“Good customer service —
responsive to questions,

handling complaints, easy
to deal with.” Chatswood The ideal scenario would be to be given a call back if

there is a long waiting period, to talk to a person rather
than a machine (in Australia rather than overseas) and
be given a job number and so your issue can be tracked

in the system.
In terms of communication, participants requested prior notice of water interruptions.
Encouraging the use of recycled water/rainwater tanks

Participants often mentioned that there should be increased use of recycled water/grey
water and believed that other countries are better at using both.

There was a feeling that people have a lack of knowledge about
recycled water and as such are uncomfortable with the idea of “Have dual pipe
drinking it. However, there was high acceptance of its use for delivery for recycled
non-drinking purposes, in particular for industries that use large water.” Penrith
volumes of water and do not need it to be of drinking quality
standard.

Participants suggested a dual water system. Some had already experienced this with use
of a purple tap for non-drinking purposes. They believed that people should be
encouraged further to install rainwater tanks, particularly to water the garden, and that
this should be incentivised.
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Keypad polling on top 3 priorities

The values generated by all of the tables were collated and themed into a short list. The
list was then put to the participants and they were asked to select their top three, giving
them a ranking of 1, 2 or 3.

Figure 6.1 shows the indexed scores for each of the most commonly identified values.
Values deemed most important were given three points, second most important were
given two points and third most important one point. The resulting scores were indexed
so that the maximum score would be 100 (if everyone had chosen that value as most
important).

Good quality clean water was identified as the most important value with an indexed
score of 70, followed by reliability (44) and affordability/value for money (23). Future
proofing/ensuring future supply (14) and environmentally sensitive (12) were also
considered important by many.

6.1 Ideal supplier values: Ranking exercise

Good quality/clean water

Reliability

Affordability/ value for money

Future proofing/ensuring future supply
Environmentally friendly/sensitive
Maintenance of infrastructure
Education/encouraging water efficiency
Transparency
Technology/innovation/R&D

Good customer service

Encouraging use of recycled water/rainwater tanks

Good communication

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Proportion of index score

Q. Please think back to the beginning of the forum and the values that you thought were important for a water and wastewater service
provider to focus on in the future. And now please choose the top three values to you in order, i.e. choose the most important one
first, then the second most important one, then the third.

The index score is generated by attributing three points to a value each time it is ranked first by a participant, two points to a value
each time it is ranked second, and one point to a value each time it is ranked third. Scores are then indexed so that a score of 100
equates to a value being ranked first by all participants.

Base All participants (n=467)

In terms of percentages, good quality clean water was selected as one of the top three by
80 per cent of participants, reliability by 63 per cent and affordability/value for money by
41 per cent (see figure 6.2).
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6.2 Ideal supplier values: Percentage of participants selecting each value in their
top three

Good quality/clean water

Reliability

Affordability/ value for money
Environmentally friendly/sensitive
Future proofing/ensuring future supply
Maintenance of infrastructure
Education/encouraging water efficiency
Transparency

Good customer service

Encouraging use of recycled water/rainwater tanks
Technology/innovation/R&D

Good communication

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
%

Q. Please think back to the beginning of the forum and the values that you thought were important for a water and wastewater service
provider to focus on in the future. And now please choose the top three values to you in order, i.e. choose the most important one
first, then the second most important one, then the third.

Base All respondents

The top priorities for most Mandarin speaking participants in the discussion group were
water quality, the reliability of the water supply and good management of wastewater.
Some participants noted that they would like to see the price of water reduced. Education
was also a priority in that participants wanted more information from Sydney Water on
how they manage water, how water usage is measured, how water quality is determined,
along with information about saving water and recycling of water. Participants noted that
it was important to know how wastewater is treated and options for recycling water in
their households. They were interested in initiatives that could save water, for example,
they noted that in Hong Kong sea water is used to flush toilets. They were also concerned
about the treatment of industrial wastewater and its impacts on the environment.

The values that arose from the Arabic discussion group were quite similar to the forums.
Most participants wanted Sydney Water to provide a reliable supply of clean, safe water
that is delivered through well-maintained pipes. The participants noted that good
infrastructure is important for delivering a safe and reliable water supply and that this
should be a key role for Sydney Water. Good wastewater management, the increased use
of grey water and a focus on environmental issues were also identified as important.
Other factors that were important to the group included an efficient response when a
problem arises, good communication with customers and building trust between
customers and service providers. Participants nominated the top three values/priorities
for Sydney Water as clean, safe and reliable water supply; cheaper rates for water; and
looking after environmental issues.

The financial hardship groups provided similar values too, with an emphasis on water
quality, ensuring future supply, use of grey water for non-drinking purposes, cost
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