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This research, undertaken by Icaro Consulting in partnership with Waterwise and Ipsos MORI,
explored householdésttitudes towards water retrofit measures. Such measures were explored
in the context of four key domains: water conservation, flood risk management, sustainable
drainage syamns (SuDS), and water pollution

The policy context

The impacts of climate clggnon water use, control and supply in England have been brought
into sharp focus in recent years with the drought in South East England06 26@4the
floods of 2007. The Government has responded with Futuré,\8&ttarg out a water strategy

for England and a vision for what the water sector will look like by 2030.

Future Watés vision cannot be delivered by Government alone and so householders, alongside
other stakeholders, will have a significant role to play. They will increasingly be@skddrt

how their decisions impact on water use, whether in terms of thasivateappliances they

install, what they pour down the sink, and how they water and drain their gardens.

The Governmeid Housing Green Papehe Code for Sustainable Hafrand amendments

to Building Regulations are all helping to integrate water me&suresainwater harvesting
through to Sustainable Drainage Systems (Sushew build homes. In addition, retrofitting

water measures in existing homes also hpettgial to form part of the wider policy mix. In
response, Defra is considering a range of homeowner initiatives to support and encourage
retrofitting. The challenge for government is to better understand homeattitedes and
behaviour so that ita design effective initiatives and interventions.

Researcho Dbjectives

The key research objectives are outlined in Table 1. In addition to specific water measures, the
research also tested a suite of policy interventions, from information campaigmsahroug
policies involving both incentives and compulsion. And, furthermore, a seriescottorgss
guestions are important to the research, including: the interplay between the technical and
behavioural impacts of any given measure; whether the meaqueeseaved to offer benefits

to individual homeowners or the wider community; and whether perceptions differ if the
measures are applieGinew build or retrofit context

'Cdzli dzNB 2 I 1SN ¢KS D2 SSDeffay®e8i Qa { 6N} 1S538 F2NJ 2 (SNJ
2 Homes for the future: more affordable, more sustainableusing Green Paper, CLG (2007)
® http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/buildingrequlations/legislation/codesustainable

Icaro ConsultihVater Retrofit Policies Outlook



http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/buildingregulations/legislation/codesustainable

Introduction

Table 1: Research question

Water availability

Surface water management

Water pollution and quality

Flood risk management

M ethodology

The research comprised four phases of work, detailed below.

|. Rapid Literature Review

A review of the evidence base was undertaken to identify and appraise key sources of existing
household research. The scope of the ressaschmited to the past ten years and to the UK

(with one or two exceptions where the research was considered to have high value/clear cross
over to the UK). The relevance of the literature was assessgitigits the following factors

i.  Whether it speddally covered household retrofit programmes;
i.  Whether household attitudes and behaviour were discussed; and
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Introduction

iii.  Whether the literature was relevant to either:

Water availability and conservation
Flooding and flood resilience, and
Surface water drainage, idcig SUDS.

A four-category system of categorisation was used, as follows:

Highly Releveasdurces that met all of the criteria, from a recent and credible source;
Relevardources that met at least two of the criteria, from a recent and credible source;

Partly Releveasdurces that met only one of the criteria; and

Not Relevardources that met none of the criteria (e.g. the subject matter was technical, not
attitudinal or behavioural).

A summary of the key findings is provided in Section 1, dndl Hikliography is appended.

Il . Deliberative Forums

A total of 89 participants took part in four separatdpdgydeliberative forums (each involving

1825 participants), held in March 2010. Each forum was divided into three smaller groups of 6

9. Rewuitment was undertaken by the specialist recruitment agency Criteria, usiodaadace
approach and according to a recruitment gue
youwdfor attending.

The locations of these forums were Hull, Watfordichlam and Cambourne. These locations

were selected to provide: (a) an urban/rural mix; (b) a geographical spread across England; (c)
locations in close proximity to demonstration homes (i.e. for the subsequent site visits); and (d) a
sliding scale of saxfe water flood experience (with Hull providimg virtue of the extensive

flooding in 2007 one end of the spectrum, and Watféravith no recent experience of
significant flooding® the other). While surface water flood experience was an important
andytical dimension (i.e. to see whether this has any material impact on attitudes and behaviours
in respect of SuUDS measures), the research deliberatively screened out individuals who had been
subject to a severe flood episode in their own home in oed@idskewing responses.

Recruitment criteria were also set to ensure a spread of meteredraateremhpropertiés

and to allocate participants according to BefBegmentation Modelan environmental
segmentation that divides the public into selustecs, each sharing a distinct set of attitudes

and beliefs towards the environment. The research combined the seven segments into three
0 u bsegments, as follows:

Segment 10 the most environmentally receptive group, comprisingtDé&fositive
GreenandiConcerned Consumer so;

Segment 20 a midreceptive group comprising Défréideline SupportéréCautious
ParticipandandWa st e Wat cher sd;

Segment 30 The least environmentally receptive group, comprisingdeD@talled
Starter@anddHone st | y Di sengaged?q.

4 Roughly one third of participants had a wateeter
® http://www.defra.gov.uk/evidence/social/behaviour
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Each segment was represented in each forum (Table 2). This consistency allowed for
comparisons to be drawn across the forums, to observe whether trends in one segment (e.g. high
receptivity to an option among Segment 1 participamatiard) were consistently repeated, or
contradicted, in the others.

Forum 1z Watford Forum 2z Hull Forum 37 Forum 4z Thatcham
Cambourne

(Cifsllls) | Positive Greens/ Positive Greens/ Positive Greens/ Positive Greens/
'\ Concerned Consumers Concerned Consumers Concerned Consumers Concerned Consumers

(€i{6llo) | Sideline Supporters, Sideline Supporters, Sideline Supporters, Sideline Supporters,
B Cautious Participants ~ Cautious Participants  Cautious Participants  Cautious Participants

and Waste Watchers and Waste Watchers and Waste Watchers and Waste Watchers

Cijellls) | Honestly Disengaged  Honestly Disengaged = Honestly Disengaged  Honestly Disengaged
C and Stalled Starters and Stalled Starters and Stalled Starters and Stalled Starters

A range of stimulus material was developed to introduce and guide the discussion, and to make
the optionseé s t erelabas gossible. These materials, presented under separate cover, outlined
key details such as costyhack times and installation considerations.-tagk@ater paak

was also given to participants to complete prior to the forums in order to gather contextual
information (e.g. their individual flood risk according to the Environment Agency website,
curent inthome watesaving behaviours, and so on).

[11. In-home depth interviews

25 participant® drawn from all four locatio@shad follow up ifhome depth interviews. These
oneto-one interviews allowed for an exploration of how tlesunes discussedthe forums

dnade sendor not) in the context of participadit®mes and daily lives. Interviews lasted 45

60 minutes on average, aadrpt i ci pant s thakyed pai d A35 as a 0

V. Site visits

16 participants (drawn from those subject to the d@ptiviews) were taken on a site visit to

see various water measures in situ. Like-timria depth interviews, the purpose of the visits

was to make the measures as real and tangible as possible, so that participants could respond to
the look and feelfofor example, permeable paving and green roofs. The visits were to:

BRE Innovation Park (Watford forum)- where a number of watelated technologies
and measures are showcased (albeit in the context of new build developments);

Lamb Drove (Cambourne foum) - a communityevel SuDS trial in Cambourne,
operated and maintained by Cambridgeshire County Council.

Participants werdolrateadingg a A40 6thank vyou

Outputs

This written report draws together the findings from each of the four strandsngréssm in
a largely qualitative format (incorporating a series of indicative quotes).
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The report also includes, where appropriate, other sources of feedback. For example, following
the forums each participant was asked to rate the measures on a0Osgdle ¢ = very

negative; 5 = neutral; 10 = very positive), both in terms of retrofitting their own home as well as
moving into a home (not necessarily a new build) with the measures already installed. These
results are presented in a quantitative faghith percentages) to give some indication of the
spread of opinions across participants, but in no way is this intended to represent a robust
guantitative analysis.

In addition to this report, a DVD film has been produgettawing on footage from the
forums, the ithome depth interviews and the site visits to BRE Innovation Park and Lamb
Drove. This was produced by Nice & Serious Limited, and the footage can be seen at
www.icareconsulting.co.uk

This repat is divided into seven sections, as follows:

o

. Findings from the rapid literature review
2. Perceptions of flood risk

3. Reactions to SuDS options

4. Reactions to water conservation options

5. Attitudes to water pollution from domestic sources

[o2]

. Reaatins to water retrofit policy options

\‘

. Conclusions
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SECTIONONE

This section of the report sets out the key findings from the rapid review of the evidence base.
The review finds good, albeit uneven, coverage across sustainable water issues, with the
exception of SuDS which is undesearch by comparison (Table 3).rétiew shows that:

Studies on water conservation represent the largest share of the literature, reflecting the
interest from Government and water companies, as well as the influence of Waterwise
(which accounts for a significant proportion of the squrddesvever, there is a notable
research gap in the literature in relation to retrofitting and, in particular, the interplay
between technical measures and behavioural responses;

Flooding is a topic that has been increasingly well researched, paiticelaHg 2007

floods. A significant proportion of this literature is focused upon flooding in general,
followed by river and coastal flooding. In contrast, surface water flooding has rarely been
researched as a separate and specific issue in its owrdegtit.the smallest proportion

of the literature (10%) relates to surface water drainademamd specifically to SuDS

(which only two sources in the literature covered).

Water conservation 38 43%
Surface water drainage 10 10%
Flooding 28 32%
Not classified 13 15%

This section of the report now goes on to explore specific findings under each of these headings.

A. Water Conservation

While the subject of watefficiencyd as a whole has been researched in depth, the evidence
base is unbalanced in its distribution across different aspects of the topic. For example:

There is an abundance of research in relation to habiheahenbehaviours (e.g.
focusing largly on showering rather than bathing, turning off taps when brushing teeth,
etc), to the extent that there would appear little need for any additional research in this
area at the current time (other than adiased research designed to assess the impact
of specific programmes of interventions);

There is a smaller, but growing, body of research in relation to haee iwater
conservation systems (e.g. rainwater harvesting);

Water Retrofit Policies Outlook | icaro Consulting



Rapid Literature Review

There is a scarcity of literature in relation to the impact of retrofit schemes (i.e. the main
focus of this research). There has been some recent research in the context of retrofitting
smaller wateefficiency measures (e.g. low flow taps and shower heads), as well as some
lessons that can be usefully drawn from research expldrorgerenergy retrofits (e.g.

DECC s Big Energy Shift). A notable gap is the research base is the interplay between
techhological retrofits and behavioural responses (i.e. does the latter, in practice, reduce the
theoretical benefits of the former).

We provide a brief summary of what the literature says about householders; general perceptions
of water, given its importaniceestablishing the context within which retrofitting decisions will

be made. We then summarise the literature in relation to water efficiency systems (e.g. rainwater
harvesting), before focusing on the literature that exists specifically in relatodittiragre

|. General perceptions of water

A major piece of qualitative research by Synovate for Defra (2009) provides one of the most
authoritative accounts of how the public in the UK currently conceptualise their water use. The
research concludes thaverall, there iimited awarenessof both water scarcity and the
environmental implications of water usage. People in water stressed areas worry about hose pipe
bans during periods of hot weather but have few concerns beyond this, and there is very low
awareness of the links between water consumption and other environmental issues (e.g. the
carbon footprint associated with treating, supplying and heating water).

The research also found some practibasit water efficient behaviourssuch as turning fof

taps or showering instead of bathing. The motivations to adopt these behaviours were often
lifestyle fit (although research by Ipsos MORI in the Thames Gateway (2007) also found that
di sli ke of owasted i n gener aeérisaaudd elBewheredner gl
the world are motivating factors for some). Patterns of us@éageneral based on ingrained

habits, beliefs that water is plentiful and a right, as well as a lack of conscious awareness and
knowledge about the issue. Regaman impact with those in water stressed areas tending to be
more aware of water scarcity issues (although even here awareness was still not high).

The literature has much to say on the subjestatdr metering Many sources point to a
positive impact \o virtue of providing households with a financial incentive to reduce
consumption. For example:

Research by Savills Research/You@®09) shows that many more people agree that
water saving is important to save money (92%) than think that saving water helps the
environment (48%). Furthermore, Walker (2009) found that respondents with water meters
are also more likely to say they haken other measures to reduce their use of water such

as having a water butt in the garden, reusing bath water or not watering the garden as much.

There is also general agreememinong those who are currently metered and those who
are not- that meteng is/would be effective in making water use a higher profile issue.
However, there is a clear difference of opinion between these groups when it comes to
whether water meters are a fair way te paly 39% of households without meters think

they are fajin contrast to 78% of those with meters.

Icaro ConsultihdVater Retrofit Policies Outlook
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Even though there is consensus in the literature that water metering has an impact, some sources
guestion its significance in the absence of other supporting interventions. For example, a
Waterwise position statent (2008) concluded that there is insufficient evidence to suggest that
metering on its own leads to a sustained, and sustainable, change in consumer behaviour.
Furthermore, Synové@seresearch (2009) found that while metering increased water efficient
behaviour to some extent, the low cost of water (relative to other utility bills) is not high enough

to drive significant behaviour change.

The literature suggests mixed attitudebldok tariffs - research by Ipsos MORI (2007)
suggests consumers are cautious of the underlying motives (potentially driven by a level of
mistrust in water companies), whereas research for the Consumer Council for Water (2007)
suggests that there is supparifoising block tariff.

Il n terms of C 0 n s ulmeaviau@l omptecknblegicaded ampmacty tioer a
research in the Thames Gateway (Ipsos MORI, 2007) gave participants two possible scenarios to
achieve water neutrality. The fiostlush and @6, focused on technology with a universal

retrof it programme. The second, oOWater Watcho,
education and information campaigns plus compulsory water metering with variable tariffs.
Participants found the techngical solutions more appealing due to their convenience (i.e. once

in place they did not have to think about them). However, concerns were raised that a universal
retrofit programme could be seen as too interventionist, as well as questions about who would
bear the <cost. The education and informatic
appeal, although participants argued it would have to be sustained to have any impact on
attitudes and behaviour.

ll. Rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling

There have been three major explorations of rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling in the
past few years, all of which poinptsitive in principle reactions This is particularly true for
rainwater harvesting, whereas the acceptability of greyeewtéing appears closely tied to

what the water is used for. For example:

Research by Savills Research/YouGov for Waterwise (2009) found that 60% of households
said they would like to have a rainwater harvesting system in their home, while 50% said the
sane of grey water recycling systems for toilet and outdoor use. However, support for grey

water recycling fell abruptly (to around one in three households) when the use of the grey
water was extended to supply washing machines.

Recent research by Icaro Qdtisg the UK Green Building Council, Zero Carbon hub and
NHBC Foundation (2009) found in the course of exploring sustainable district
infrastructured that reactions to the water elements of the proposition were the most
positive (more so than the eneamnd waste elements). This was particularly true of using
rainwater harvesting for flushing toilets/watering gardens (89% positive), as well as using
grey water for flushing toilets/watering gardens (84%). The one potential exception was the
use of grey ater to supply washing machinesile the majority remained positive (65%),

a significant minority became negative (19%). Indeed, focus groups confirmed that while
some were unfazed by the prospect of grey water across a range of uses, a significant
proportion d particularly younger responderitarboured significant concerns.

Water Retrofit Policies Outlook | icaroConsulting
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Research by the NHBC Foundation (2008) found that oveqtiagers of homeowners

would be happy to use recycled grey water to flush the toilet (78%), with almost as many
also lappy to use grey water in the garden (73%). There was far less interest in using grey
water in washing machines, with less than a quarter signalling their approval of this
application (24%). Consumer acceptance of using rainwater for toilet and outdasr use

also high (80% and 78%, respectively) and while the proportion comfortable with using
rainwater to supply the washing machine also falls back, to 40%, this is less marked than for
grey water.

lll. Retrofitting

The evidence base in relation to pulttiitides to water retrofitting is decidedly thin. There are
some interesting findings amongst the evidence that does exist, although caution needs to be
exercised in interpreting the findings because of the small number of studies they are based on.

Retrofit schemes work best when developepgartnership with either social housing
providers or energy supply companies (Waterwise, 2009);

A Consumer Council for Water study (2006) reported that, in a study carried out in four
locations in the south eadtEngland, attitudes to metering and retrofitting water saving
devices was strongly influencediibtoric resentment towards water companies

MackenzidMohr (2006) concluded that, when the price of water overall was low, the
perceivedcost andinconvenience of installing low flow showerheads was a barrier. The
most successful retrofit schemes invalmexdt installation of retrofit devices by qualified
personnel, rather than encouraging customers to fit them on their own;

The literature notes the imparta of targeting householdsraiments of change when

they are intending to refurbish their homes or when they have a meter installed for the first
time (Waterwise, 2007). The same research also highlights the importance of portraying
retrofitting as soally desirable in order to create sewial norms The research contends

that consumers are more likely to adopt environmental practices if their neighbours have
successfully adopted the measures (although also notes that this process can work in reverse,
i.e. consumers will be less inclined to invest where there has been negative coverage);

On a wider point relating to delivery, the literature notes the potential importance of
joining up and integrating water retrofitting approaches with efforts in sirfidids (e.g.

energy) so that the householder is presented with a package of options that form part of a
wider initiative on sustainable housing/living (Downing, T et al, 2003);

Finally, and drawing on recent literature from the domain of energy, Emergig Shift

(DECC, 2009) found multiple barriers to energy retrofits, most notably the upfront costs
and concerns over payback otéclmelggy, &nd worriess s k o
about disruption to the aesthetics of the house and evdeydbhgth in installation and

living with the new technology). The recommendations to encourage masthtietore
includedreduce upfront costso the householder wherever possible; increase perceptions

of immediate wins andlong term value for moneythrough the way that pricing and
payments are designadrmalise the technologieghrough exemplars and open homes;

and develop the supplya#sthetically mainstream products
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B. Flooding

A significant proportion (31%) of the literature concernsigodith much of this recent since

the 2007 floods. However, very few sources mention retrofitting directly, and much of the
research has been focused on flood defences and the response by public authorities, rather than
households taking flood resiliemoeasures themselves. The authoritative research in this
domain is led by Harries (various, 207

There is a consensus in the literature that the main factor driving behavioural responses to flood
risk ispersonal experience of floodingPeople with somexperience of household flooding

are more thagix timesas likely to take resilience or protection measures (only 6% of those with
no experience of flooding have taken any action to prepare for floods and reduce possible
damage, compared to 39% for th@ke do have flood experience).

The literature also points to other influences that hinder personal action:

The desire tdeel secureand maintain theisual look of the home(conforming to

idealised social norms of what a home should look like) defdesfpma taking actions

that would reduce the actual physical damage of a hazardous natural event. In other words,
there is a conflict bet ween mémMasiodss t hat
hierarchy) and those that protect ontologicalisecyr ( r ef erred t o by Ma s

56% of householders in flood risk areas say that meastoescasly and 42% say that
collective flood defence measures have already been put megktoey the needfor
householdevel measures (suggestaimpund impacts and unintended consequences);

Many peopleloubt the effectivenesof the measures, even when they are recommended
and paid for by the State. This stresses the importance of establishing and protecting public
belief in the ability of resiiee measures to provide emotional security; and

Threatenedwithdrawal of insurance covercan be a strong potential incentive for
implementing protection (since the very act of taking out of insurance can block other
actions, since households feel thathbeg sufficiently addressed the risk).

Harrie® analysis suggests that government policies to encourage ¢dkerotection and
resilience measures should initially concentrate on people who hfleedsea number of

times. People who have been fled only once are almost equally as unlikely to take measures
as people who have never been flooded.

Recent research by Ipse©ORI for the Environment Agency also suggests that there are
moments of heightened receptivity to undertake flood mitigation méabokes! to large

eventsd which provide kewindows of opportunity to encourage uptake of such measures.

This accords Wi findings in the field of risk (e.g. Gardner, 2009) that recent recall of a high
profile event is a powerful ©psychological he
Example Rulis influence is such that it can lead to disparities bettegiriak and perceived

risk @ for example, levels of earthquake insurance rise sharply immediately after an éarthquake

a point where actual risk is lowdsut then tail off over time as the memory of the example

fades but when actual risk is oncenageieasing.
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C. Surface water drainage

Only 10% of the literature is focused on surface water drainage in its own right (even though it is
often inextricably linked to flooding and so arguably much of the literature here is relevant, to
varying degreesjVhat is clear is that very few studies have been carried out in the UK to
establish public acceptance of SuDS schemes. Furthermore, the limited studies carried out so far
have particular features (social deprivation, weak community bonds and amensgy ttaice

make drawing more widespread conclusions from them very difficult (Nowell/Bray, 2005). The
following conclusions can, however, be drawn on a tentative basis:

Lack of awarenessabout SuDS is very higlas high as 100% in certain areas that have
been subject to research (Apostolaki/Jeffries study, 2005). Where information was provided,
local residents felt that the information provided was inadequate, while 85% requested
further information on the systems. Lack of awareness is not just linkeatetpicst
communitylevel SuDS research by Ipsos MORI for the Environment Agency (2009)
demonstrates that a third of respondents have no idea what type of drainage system their
own property has (with B8l year olds and women least likely to know).

Apostobkits research found that the public rsttdng viewsas to what they like or dislike

about SuDS, which is not dependent on familiarity with SuD8mEnéty, recreational

value and aesthetic®f schemes are major factors in determining public acceptability. On
that basis, attitudes to ponds were more positive than to swales, because the perceived
benefits (e.g. attraction of wildlife; improved amenity and recreational value of the
surroundingareas; improvement of the landscape) were considered more obvious. In
contrast, scheme function and efficiency were only of primary importance in areas
knowingly facing flood risk. In contrast, child safety around water bodies and fly tipping
consistentlappeared as areas of concern in relation to SuDS.

Finally, the Apostolaki/Jeffries research also shows the importamcirm&ation

provision, which influenced attitudes on sensitive issues such as safety. This research lends
support to other (technicalpurces in the literature which argues for the need to publicise
and inform the public about SuDS initiatives.

Icaro ConsultihdVater Retrofit Policies Outlook



SECTION TWO.

This section of the report sets out particigdrgadline perceptions of flood risk, specifically in
relation to surface water flooding. In doing so, it sets the contextual backdrop for the reactions
to the SuDS measures that follow in Section 3.

|. Perceptions of flood risk

The vast majority of parfeints did not feel at risk of flooding, a view they had formed in two
main ways:

They have never personally experienced flooding in their home (even in 2007 when the
country as a whotethey acknowledgédthad experienced major flooding); and/or

Theybelieved that the characteristics of their immediate area, in terms of topography or
distance from the coast/a river, protected their property.

Some did acknowledge that surface water flooding could happen to anyone although this was
very much a minorityiew. In addition, while participants were comfortable with surface water
flooding in theory, in practice they kept returning to risk factors like proximity to rivers.

I'm not really concerned about floods in my local area purely because there's
never beera history of it happening. It's a very hilly area as well and | live on
quite a slope so the chance of floods is quite small

Male, Segment 1, Watford

) EOOO AAT 80 OAA EO EAPDPATETIC EAOAR AAAAOOA
OAT AOEOAT U IEABh AJAKB O&A TTTAEATG EOOOAOHR O ) AA
OEAO0BO0 1106 OI OAU OEAO EO xi 180 EADPPATh AOGO
xEAT EO8O0 OAET AA EAOA AT A OEET GCO 1T EEA OEAO

Female, Segment 2, Cambourne

Participants in Hull proved, to some extent, to bexaeption with some participants very

alive to flood risk as a direct result of having family or friends who were affected by the flooding
in 2007. They acknowledged, however, that the§ teadly thought about it much before then.

In contrast, partipants in Watford, in line with their actual experience, were the least concerned.

y 8 OA T AOGAO OAAI T U OEI OCEO AAT OO &I TTAETC 1 OE
think certain areas are going to flood come what may, because of where

OEAUGB OA OE GnérhatedsAlfke thisk &rd pkobably never going to

AlT1T A8 ) 1T AU AA xOilL.ich AOO OEAGB8O Eix ) OEETI

Female, Segment 3, Watford
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Attitudes to Flood Risk

)y EAAT 80O OEI OCEO AATI 66 EA AAE OAh AOO A 1160
friend of mine, she became ill, and she had to move into a small caravan, so it

opened my eyes a lot with the floodsSo, | have looked into it, and | would

not move to where a house had been flooded

Female, Segment 1, Hull

ll. Perceptions of future flood risk

The majority of participants acknowledged that climate change would lead to a greater risk of
flooding. This islso reflected in the analysis of thetasking questionnaire (Figure 1), which
demonstrates that around one in four (28%) think climate change will lead to a large increase in
flood risk, and almost half (45%) who believe that it will lead to a modeeatse in risk.

Figure 1¢ Perceptions of risk of future flooding due to climate change

Question To what extent do you think climate change will increase the risk of flooding?

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. NB. This is not intémdegresent a
robust statistical analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums thems

No increase in

risk- 0%
Don't know-
12%
Low increase in
risk- 15%
Moderate
increase in risk
45%

Those participants in the more environmentdigptive Segments 1 and 2 were more likely to

cite the potential impact of climate chaogeflooding, whereas there was more scepticism
among participants in Segment 3 @hather than rejecting climate change outrigbtbted

that the impacts would be as severe as some had suggested. Some participants also cited
alternative explanationacluding poor maintenance of drainage systems, land management
practices by farmers and a cycle of increasing population growth, urbanisation and car ownership
leading to fewer green spaces:

| think it will get worse in the future because of the generainchte changes
that we see, you know heavier rain falls, more snow, and warmer days, just
think it's very evident that things will change

Female Segment 1, Watford
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Attitudes to Flood Risk

It [climate change] might makea A E ££A OAT AA AOO ). OEET E EO80 A@:

Female Segment 3Watford

More people are paving their drivewaydecause there are more cars and
parking is difficult. | just think it all has a knock on effect

Male, Segment 2, Hull

l1l. Flood resilience measures

Very few participants had done anything to makehihveies more flood resilieahd, &en

among the handfulhe had adoptetheasuresnosthaddone so for reasonseaonnecteavith

flood protection (e.g. having tiles instead of carpet because it was the design they wanted, or
choosing gravel rather than ceterfor the driveway because exdusity benefits). mother
participant had installed a soakaway as a condition of planning consent for a home extension. In
fact, only a few individuals in the Hull Segment 1 group hadtwely taken measures in
respone to the floods in 2007 (including the removal of carpets downstairs, putting vented caps
on cavity vents, and raising electricity points) and, even here, the majority had taken no action.

The reasons cited for a lack of action correspond closely & $1@ri f (Sectidn Imaneely:

1. Without personal experience they do not feel directly at risthis was as true in Watford

(with very little incidence of flooding) as it was in Cambourne, Thatchamitmdnly a few
exception® Hull. Personal expgence is key, sinexen thagkose immediate surrounds had

been flooded, but not their own home, assumed that this meant that they would not be flooded
in future (i.e. it would be the same houses flooding again).

2. They could be spending unnecessarilyparticipants had reservations about making any

kind of significant financial outlay to guard against a potential risk that may never happen. For
many, having insurance in place met the need to safe guard against low probability / high impact
events, anthey could see no reason why they would need to take action beyond this.

3. Impact on the aesthetics of the homeparticipants were loathed to undertake any measure
that detracted from the look and feel of the home. Once again, lack of personal experience
reinforced the view that undertaking aesthetically negative @hereges commensurate with

the level of risk they faced.

4. Doubts over effectivenessthe sense that flood protection measures would prove

insufficient in the event of a serious flood exdent across all participaet®n thagko had
already undertaken measures themselves.

V. Responsibility for flooding

There was little evidence of a resigned acceptance of flooding, with participants believing that it
is both necessary and pdssiio actively manage the situation rather than accepting periodic
flood events as a fait accompli. Flood protection was largely felt to be the responsibility of other
agents, including water companies (for maintaining drains), Government (for promsohiag ph

flood defences) and the council/developers (for preventing development in flood risk areas and
ensuring that sufficient drainage infrastructure is built into any new plans). The latter, in
particular, was a recurring theme across the forums.
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There has been a massive amount ofew building without the proper
infrastructure, it should have been foreseen [by the local authority]

Male, Segment 1, Cambourne

Prompted to think about their own responsibility, views were decidedly mixed. Some felt that
too much responsibilitg across a range of issdes now placed on individual homeowners.
Others were more accepting that they had a role to play, typically in relation to their own homes
(even though, as previously noted, they have not yet taken anpagatiathérome insurance).

4EA " T OAOT T AT O AT A ET AOOOOU EAOGA 110 ATTA ATl
our responsibility.
Male, Segment 3, Thatcham

The research also explored the interrelationships and tensions between developments in one area
impacting on communities downstream. Unlike in relation to their own homes, where
participants were comfortable discussing their own personal risk and tlaeyboundhere

their own responsibility begins and ends, the issue of cross boundary fairness was difficult for
them to conceptualise aédn the absence of any specific examples or planning appdication

was too abstract to elicit detailed discussion.

However, they did acknowledge the potential for cross boundary impacts (noting examples of
houses from their own area that were lo@tpdn low groundAnd, as a matter of principle,

they thought it was only fair that steps be taken to protect theséllaeemain caveat was if

they were personally put in a position of having to accept something unsightly, obtrusive or to
their detriment. Such a caveat is interestingjibuhe absence of a specific example to explore

a trade off situatioditwasnopossi bl e to establish what cons
flood mitigation measure as opposed to one that is an unfair imposition. The local authority was
widely seen as the best arbitrator of any tension given their strategic overview sk, flood ri
although several participants did not feel that their local authority always planned on this basis:

[The defences] protect0-odd houses but the number getting flooded further

AT xT EO £AO i1 OA OEAT OEAO8 ) 6deenEOOO 11 0 00O
to get a few ideas and go with that rather than looking at the bigger picture

and plan it all out

Female Segment 1, Cambourne
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SECTION THREE

This section of the report looks at reactions to SuDS, providing an overviewkey the
motivations and barriers, before setting spetcificreactions to three optiords permeable
paving, green r oof stngpomds, walasiand sspkaway®.n s d (i nc o

. Overview

The research reveals a notable divide in reactionsthoeth@ptions. On the one hand there
werepositivein principlee s ponses to both per melchbppliedoavi ng
equally across the forums and the Defra segments (with no discernable pattern according to
environmental receptivityl tontrastthere were notably dividexsponses to green roafyd,

moreover, there wasclear divide between Segmeatsdl?2 (who were more positive, although

by no means universally so) and Segment 3 (who were generally negative). The research identifies
the following as key influences on reactions to SuDS and the propestsdfittthem

Awareness there is very Yo awareness of SuDS, but the concept is familiar, easy to grasp and
there are no in principle barriers of note. In fact, the discussions pointed to curiosity and
demand among participants to learn more aboutgstré®@&DS measures in their area
(supportiy Apostol akids (2005) conclusioh about t

)y AEAT 860 OAAI EOA ET OEAOA TAx EIT OOET ¢ AOOAOA

AT A PIT1 0 OEAO OEAOGB8O AAOBAIT U OF Al xEOE 00O«
Female Segment 2, Cambourne

4 EAUBIGAA All OEEO xi OE ET A AEEAIT A TAAO 1T A Al

worked because it floods all the time. | thought they had made a right mess of
EO8 "OO NOEOA bpi OOEAI U OEAU Al O1I A EAOA ATTA
up with water. They should telfou, it would make a difference

Female Segment 1, Watford

Salience while the reaction to SuDS was positive, the general low level of awareness, combined
with participantsd perception that they are
considered to be a relatively low priority. The exception was where participants felt directly
60t ouchedd by a wadmallrscaliks & poaly dramnwvgegardes.o met hi ng

SuDSsoun@ OAAO AOO ET OEA C aoldoidgtohddtdel A T £ OEET CO

Ol 1T £ 110606 pAiT bl AG6 ACAT AAG8 )& UT O xAOA AO
Male, Segment 1, Cambourne

y8A AA ET OA cals® DA iddIE bf oud gakéhoodsfa lot.Next

door have got a swimming podh T A AAAAOOA OEAU8 GA DPAOAA OEA «x

garden over it causes all the water to go into our garden

Female, Segment 3, Watford
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Costs and paybackthe costs associated with S@8th the exception of green roéfaere

not considered to be a major barrier. Several participants did consider certain permeable paving
options expensive (relative to other materials like asphalt), although they were still within the
realms of considation. The choice of options on offer was also an important factor in this
respect, allowing participants to decide which price range worked for them. Only in the case of
green roofs was the initial outlay so large that it instantly removed thi®as eossideration

for the majority of participants (even those who were positive).

4EAO Kui DPONI x1T OI'A AA DPOITEEAEOEOA A O i
haveto haveixUT 08 OA Cc1 O OEA 11 x A] 0O T BPOEITT Ol

Female Segment 1, Cambourne

Ah A
I xEI

Switching from outlay to payback, participants perceived little potential for direct cost savings.
The drainage charge element of their water bill is not something they take much notice of, so the
potential to eliminate this was met with both limited uaddisg (many guessed it could save
£10) and a degree of scepticism that the water company would allow it.
4EAUBI 1T EOOOEEOOE OOBA AAOGBTI @GP Kut OEAUSIIT xAT
Male, Segment 1, Hull

Aesthetics:the aesthetics of SuDS (or, manep$y put, how good they look) is a fosder
consideration, reinforcing Harriesd (2009) f
protecting, idealised norms about the look of a home. In all cases it was the visual impact on the
house/ gardend r i veway that governed parti ocotapyant s o
second ordeconsideration. For example, permeable paving evidently had aesthetic appeal
among participants, and the variety of styles was anamgadtor to cater for @nge of

personal tastes. Likewise, swales, soakaways and ponds were judgedl gwithariiyerature

review predictedin terms oboththeir aesthetic and amenity valueflaotl protection

The permeable paving is particularly appealing becauss ithe kind of look |
already have on my own front garden

Female Segment 1, Watford

Aesthetics are important to the extent that, in the case of greeit wadthe principle factor

in determining whether they were liked or disliked by participaetead/features that stand

out from the norm are sometimes desirable (:
wi th the Jon e snbtlevidenhforgreem aoefsatdeast rtotaat tinel cyrrent time.

In fact, the opposite was truehwtarticipants keen not to stand out from their neighbours. On

this basis, many participants either dismissed green roofs or saw them working only under
certain circumstancé$or example on sheds, flat roofsn new build.

It would look absolutely riliculous- because it would be the only house in the
street with it and it would just look daft

Male, Segment 1, Thatcham
)y 08 O A bQtlabit@1sEcAnfudi EOET C8 8
Male, Segment 1, Hull
y xI O1AT60 POO EO 11 1 U Ekdtodgh EO 1T TEO Ax/£EOI

Female Segment 2, Cambourne
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Windows of opportunity. the research highlights that SuDS retrofits must fit i1 aittl take
advantage ot he househol dds <cycle of repair and
households are looking tede their garden, driveway or roof. This went someway to negating
the weak cost savingsce it was considered an outlay that they would have to make anyway.

(@}

i AATh Ui 660A ciETC OF AT OEAO AT UxAU

)
AT A EAE EOGsbrGughyithed iCA OOEAT xEU x1 01 AT80O UI

Female Segment 1, Cambourne

A
A

O ¢
. -~

) xEOE )B8A ET1Tx1 AAI OO0 EO AAZE OAh AAAAOOA T A
it would have been easier to put it in then, because we had diggers in the
garden, everything wasip - that would have been ideal

Female Segment 3, Watford

Maintenance the level of maintenance required for SisDeé5 significant consideration, and
notable again that both permeable paving and rain gardens were perceived to be low
maintenance, in contrast to green roofs which were perceived to be high maintenance (with lots
of questions asked about how often tkeemroof needs to be watered, mown and weeded).

Effectveness I n | i ne with Harriesd r esappyingthall( 2009
three SuDS options testet their perceived effectiveness at reducing the risk of flooding. In

Hul, or exampl e, the key question to which pal
hel ped in 200706 (and there was a gener al con

| just think, for the amount of water that little square is going to soak up, it
seemed bit irrelevant really, unless every house had it

Female Segment 3, Watford

Confidence in installers participants appeared uncertain as to whethé@verage build@r

would be aware of SuDS optioiibere was a consensus that a qualified and ezpérien
installer would be important to install permeable paving or green roofs to make sure the job was
odone correctlyd (even though at the same ti
participants seemed much more confident of undertakinky’ adproach to the various
features of a rain garden (which wandtheyt ypi c
thoughtthatthe costfor professional instalment were extremely high.

| think you just need that guarantee of having it done coctl/, and someone
to go back to, to maintain it or if it goes wrong

Female Segment 1, Cambourne

Demonstration: the research demonstrates the 1 mpor
a means of building confidence and establishing new social norms. The site visits had a notable
and positive impact on perceptions, with participants often noting thatsheemeses different

to how theydd imagined it (even with the mat

I was really impressed, the grassed areas were wonderful. And someone had
01 PIETO 1 OO0 OEA PAOGEI ¢ AAAAOOA ) x1 01 AT80O E/

Segnent 1, Cambourne
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Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) Section 3

| was so impressed by how unobtrusive this looked, and in fact they were

attractive z they were features of the landscape. They made the area look

i OAE TEAAO OEAT EO xI OI A 1T OEAOXxEOA EAOA AAA
explanation as wdl

Segment 2, Cambourne

|l ndi vidual sdé rating of SuDS measures

Each participant was asked to rate the measures on a scal®®dDO= very negative; 5 =

neutral; 10 = very positive), in terms of (a) retrofitting their existing home, as well as (b) moving
into a home (not necessarily a new build) with the measures already installed. The distinction
between these contexts allows for an assessment of the gapibgtiezpleactions and the

realities of installation (and associated barriers likediraurttay, hassle, risk and disruption).

This analysis provides a tentative indication of the spread of opinions (albeit one that is heavily
caveated, given that this is not intended to provide a robust, quantitative analysis).

The results demonstrate tthlaree quarters of participants (75%) were positive to the idea of
retrofitting permeable paving in their home, as were 60% of participants in relation to rain
gardens (Figure 2). However, fewer than one in three (29%) gave a positive rating tb the idea o
retrofitting a green roof to their home, in contrast to 61% who were negative.

Figure 2¢ Attitudes to SUDS measures (retrofitted in existing home)

Question In terms of where you live now, on a scalé-&D how positive, negative or neutral would you be in
having each of the following measures installed in your home?

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. NB. This is not intended to represent a robust statis
analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums thesselv

B Very negative () ® Fairly negative (3}) ! Neutral (5)
Fairly positive (&) m Very positive (8L0)

Rain garden

Permeable paving
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The ratings for each measure improve marginally in the context of moving into a home with the
measures already installetbst notably for green roofs where posi@tiegs increase to 39%
(Figure 3 However, and overall, views do not radiclaiipge suggesting tddbor permeable

paving and rain gardens at |éaglte challenge of retrofitting in existing homes is far from
insurmountable.

Figure 3¢ Attitudes to SUDS measures (already installed)

Question And, thinking about moving home in the futunew positive, negative or neutral would you be in buy
a home which already had each of the following technologies/measures installed?

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. NB. This is not intended to represent a robust statis
analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums themselves

B Very negative () = Fairly negative (@) Neutral (5)
Fairly positive (&) m Very positive (8L0)

Rain garden 13% 20%

]

Green roof 10% 10%

Permeable paving 0 12% 12%

The results also support the finding that there was relatively little difference in reactions to
permeable paving and rain gardens acred3etnia segments (Figure Btheresult for green

roofs demonstrates two thingja) there are clear differences between Segments 1 and 2 on the
one hand, and Segment 3 on the other; b) even among Segments 1 and 2 the ratings are not
strong (and reflect a strong polarisation betweea wios were very positive and those who

were verynegatied he end result of this 6l ove; hated
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Figure 4¢ Attitudes to SuDS measures (retrofitted in existing home)

Question In terms of where you live now, on a scal8-@D how positive, negative or neutral would you be in
having each of the following measures installed in your home? [MEAN AVERAGE SCORES SHOWN]

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. NB. This is not intended to represent a robtisaktati|
analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums themselves

m Segment1l = Segment2 m Segment3

Permeable paving Green roof Rain garden

Il. Reactions to specific SuDS measures

This section sets out reactions to each of the three SuDS measurépéesiedble paving,
green roofs and O6raind gardens.
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Permeable paving

Permeable paving was widely liked, largely because it serves a very practical purpose, looks
attractive (with a range of choices and styles to cater to different tastes), and is considered low
maintenance/ low risk. The costs are in lie with expectations and, if fitting in with the natural
cycle of house renovations, are not considered to be an additional expense. The main barrier to
uptake, other than the time delay to fit in with the cycle brenovation, is a lack of knowledge on
where to find out more, and confidence in the capacity of local installers.

APPEAL BARRIERS
A O- AE A O z6éedyitcuAderstand A Weak economic incentives
A Plenty of different options to suit a A Need for a qualified contractor to
range of budgets and tastes i AEA OOOA OEA ETA
A Either aesthetically neutralor potentially representing an additional
positive, when compared to existing cost and effort
paving A A few questions and concerns raised

about performance, maintenance and
durability compared with standard
paving

A Low maintenance

A Low or no additional cost if fits in with
replacement cycle of previous paving
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Green roofs

Attitudes were strongly divided, with aminority of participants really liking them in contrast to

a (larger) group who disliked them. Costs are a key barrier (and a deal breaker in many cases)

in terms of the initial outlay, but the issue that really causes the split in attitudes is the aestlie

impact on the house (while almost all participants agreeOEAO EO OO Owdsddidd OO 6 h
in opinion as to whether thiswas a positive or negative).Concerns about hygiene, safety and
maintenance are also significant. Acceptance was much greafor garages and flat roofs. The

SuDShenefits were a low priority consideration, while other potential benefits were stronger at
selling the conceptz particularly environmental, biodiversity and insulation benefits.

o Do Do Do Do

APPEAL

(for some) aesthetically pleasing

Biodiversity benefits (urban habitats
for bees, birds)

Extra insulation so save on energy
bills

Extends the life of the roof

Higher acceptance and appeal for
garages, flat roofs and new build
developments (e.gGrand Designs

Recognition of a SuDS function
(although a notably secondary benefit
and some doubts as to how significant
it would be against flooding)

Do Do Do Do Do

S

BARRIERS

(for others) aestheticaly weird/ugly
Up front costs far too high

Concerns about plants wilting in
summer and looking ugly
Concerns about impact on building
structure

Questions about how much
maintenance is required (e.g.
watering, cutting)

Concerns about lack of qualified
installers / who to go to

Worries that will lead to more
insects/bugs in the house
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Rain Gardens

The main advantage of rain gardens is their visual appeal adon a community scale- their
local amenity value in terms of providinglocal green and blue spaces (with associated quality of
life and wellbeing benefits). Their flood protection function apeared to be secondary. The key
barrier was the threat rain gardens might pose to children (and pets) and the threat of
vandalism and dumping of e.g. shopping trolleys (which, conversely, would detract from the
liveability of the area and negate one of thestrongest selling points). This barrier was
particularly prominent among women and incity locations / working class areas (e.g. Hull).

To Io o

APPEAL

Improve the look of the garden
Inexpensive if a DIY measure

Familiar z some participants had made
OEAEO 1 xI OF AEAxAUO
col O1 A6 Q

Attractive on a community scale and
ET AOAAOGET ¢ OiI EOAAAE
Some designs have very lite noticeable
AEEEAOAT AA AOT T 000
xAOA Ai 1 OEAAOAA A O

BARRIERS

Costs expensive if installed by a
contractor

Safety concerns re children playing,
particularly in viewof OEA 5+ 8 O
DAOAARAEOAA OAIT I PAT O
general lack of experience having water
spaces close to where people live

Higher maintenance in the garden

Lack of maintenance in community
spaces would lead to vandalism and fly
tipping (e.g. dumped shoppingrolleys).
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SECTION FOUR .

This section of the report looks at reactions to water conservation measures, providing an
overview of the key motivations and barriers, followed by an assessment of four specific options
0 water butts, rainwater harvesting, grey watrcling and commily-scale rainwater
harvesting.

. Overview

In principle reactions to the measures were positive. Water butts and rainwater harvesting
immediately stood out, if for different reasdrise former because it is familiar, simple and
cheap, the latter becaus i t i s consi dered i nnovative (wit
i t) as wel |l as resonating at an intuitive
Reactions to grey water recycling were also positive, altholirgd with the litature revie\d

much depended on what the water is used for. And while reactions to community rainwater
systems were likewise positive, concerns about the practicalitiegeipdohcommunities

sharing aystem soon overtook the discussion.

The resealt identified the following key influences on reactions to the measures and the
propensity to retrofit them in existing homes.

Perceptions of water availability in line with the literature review findings, perceptions of
water were strongly guided by kebé¢hat it is an abundant resource in the UK and that any
historical shortages have either been the result of one off droughts or the failings of water

companies. Although participants said that t
by ageneral dislike of waste, recognition of water as a precious resource and, in the developing
wor |l d, a | imited one), the perception that

consistency and strength of the rationale for action. Such vievesidame across all of the
environmental segments and forum locatiaspecially so in Hull but also in Watford, where
even the recent experience of the drought in@®@s insufficient to challenge the prevailing
view of water as an abundant resource.

Our country is green because it rains

Female Segment 3, Thatcham

Water is also considered to be cheap, with agreement among participants that water prices are
low relative to other bills. In terms of water metering, many particigiantsat it either has

had d or would haved some impact on their water consumption. However, others were less
convinced by the impact because they could not physically see their meter, and thus could not
make a direct link between behaviour, consungtwbihe bill.

| suppose water is a natural resource and there might be shortage in the
future so it makes sense to save it, but I'm more concerned about me

Male, Segment 3, Watford
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Water Conservation Measures

|1 ETE Kyoy A UAAO A& Ocil@ekA xAOAO OAOA
AO. A xARE &I O xAOAO
Male, Segment 3, Hull

) Al
| o)

Qu

0

Familiarity with water conservation measuresmany had not heard of rainwater harvesting,

while even fewer had heard of grey water recycling or community rainwater systems. Attitudes to
retrofitting water conservation measures evidently lag behind those towards energy. For example,
a number of participants said that t heyodod
insulation, cavity/solid wall insulation and solar panels. While thane Ibamiers to energy

retrofits (which, in keeping with tBeg Energy Shéfsearch, focus on cost, payback, disruption

and confidence in the technologies) participants were comfortable discussing the options. This
wasless true of water retrofit measures, even amongthesnvironmentailgceptive.

%OAOUT T AGO OAIl EET Q thiAkhthisGs@ biggergssud in ® OET T O
general psyche- and that comes down to water being undervalued as a
resource. | mean, iheeds to be ramped up, how important it is, how much

energy it takes to produce clean water

Male, Segment 2, Cambourne
y8OA 1106 OAAIT 1T U OAAT OI i AGEET C 1 EEA OEEO rC
information needs to sink in a bit and then you might respbto it a bit more
)y AEAT 8O0 EIiT AAEAOGAI U OAOPITA bPIC
11 086e 'TA ) OEETE EO060. EOOO AAAAOOA ) EAOAT &«

Male, Segment 1, Cambourne

Upfront costs with the exceptioof water buttsgost emerged as a primiaayrier. Participants

were immediately resistant to the initial outlay and the disc@gsianing on price thresholds

- revealed that anything above £1,;0802,000 was considered prohibitive and an immediate
6deal breaker 8. Wétneore affordable athough, reven here, participaets e d
were not willing to spend large amounts of money and £100 seemed to be a natural limit for
many (and for this outlay they believed that they should get@|agehe rangavater butt).

) 8 AEIOI ®DAET xAOAO EAOOAOOET ¢cyh AOO EOGBO EOOO
Female Segment 1, Cambourne

)y 060 Oi i AOGEET C ¥ xAOAO AOOOY ) AAT AEAEI OA 11T x

EiiAh EZE@ EO OI OEA OEAA AT A ET OOAT OI U )di

[rainwater harvesting] is out of my pocket for at least 180 years

X

Male, Segment 2, Cambourne

Payback participants were strongly motivated by cost savings (especially so in Segment 3 where
this represented the m@mand sometimes ondyreason for taking an interasthe measure).

The payback periods represented, at best, a weak motivation. Participants were looking for
paybacks of-20 years, not 280 years. At worst, they signalled that water retrofit measures
made no real financial sense, confirming for someigents that it only applies to those who

are committed to the environment (banishing it immediately to a niche market).

You will eventually get a return of investment but it could take -PB years
for me that'sobviously a long time to wait to get an investment

Male, Segment 1, Watford

Water Retrofit Policies Outlook | icaro Consulting



Water Conservation Measures

The thing that sort of surprised me was how little the saving was. When you

put all the figures in like it costs x amount, it would take x years to recoup the

savings, and so on thought that was quite a surprisel was, like, weighing it

Obh xAO T EEA8iih T1O0 I OAE ET AAT OEOGA OEAOA

Female Segment 3, Watford

Unlike the findingsf the Big Energy Shiftere participants were found to be cognisardaraf

sensitive toward$ the potential for future increases in energy prices (which would thus make
energy measures more attractive), there was little feeling that water prices would change to the
extent that it would alter the fundamentalbesefit equation. The prospect of addialue to

the house was also a consideration, although views on whether the measures contributed to this
aim were mixed. There was general consensus that none of the measures would have a negative
impact on house prices (with the possible exceptioaesf gyofs). At the same time, however,

few participants believed that it would add significant value, largely because the measures were so
novel that there is little public awareneédeaifalone demandor such innovations.

80 WxAD OBRATNTABEAB8 ) x1 O1I AT80O PAU |
| 01 AT86O0 Al OEAO T A AEOEAO
Female Segment 3, Watford
] COAOAT OAA Y81 CciETC O OAII
AAT 00 xEQIOOUKEBOOAA AT A xEAO UIT O EAOGAT 80
Male, Segment 2, &mbourne

Instant rewards in general, water retrofit options were perceived to offer little in the way of
oinstant gratificat i on 0 ;cosebenefiisdike cdmfor and stylea | | y
To participants, the measures are either hidolanview, payback slowly, or provide insurance
against a future event (e.g. flooding) that may or may not happen. Rainwater harvesting is one
exception, given that it was perceived to have an element of innovation about it. Nonetheless,
even this fared bgdwhen compared to the instant and tangible rewards associated with other
home improvements, such as kitchen or bathroom upgrades.

In a new build people are going to instantly reap the benefits of those cost
OAOET ¢cOh. AOAT 80 OEAU
FemaleSegment 1, Thatam

When you spend money, you want to see something for it straight away

Female Segment 2, Hull

Confidence in the technology and installeranany participants voiced concerns that some of

the measures are relatively new and therefore constitute a risk. Several pointed out that, as with
all specialist systems, maintenance and repair costs for the first movers will be high. Others
noted thath ey woul d be oOoOguinea pigso6 for the fir:
stand to benefit later on from cheaper and more reliable versions.

The risks involved would be if it hadn't been thoroughly tested and you were
a guinea pig in case the siems were to flood themselves, or go wrong or
stop working. As long as they are easy to maintain and they work efficiently
and you've got a long warranty then that would be absolutely fine

Female Segment 2, Watford
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Water Conservation Measures

Feeding concerns over the technologsewquestion marks over the capacity of installers and
the comprehensiveness/length of warranties likely to accompany the measures:

91 06 A A@bAA @ bodidast x0A€naBuL itblld become part of
the scheme where they repair your boiler oipes, the Homesure thingy

Female Segment 1, Cambourne

Demonstration: participants were very keen to hear whether these systems have already been
6tried and testedod6 in the uiKverdalocall fd umore pe) ,
demonstration. Parfcia nt s evi dently | acked any kind of
measures with current systems, and so had difficulty imagining how they work, what they look
like and how they would impact on their own home.

| would like to talk to people who havactually been through the process of
EAOET ¢ EO ET OOAI 1T AAn O1T AAOOAIT T U OAITE O1T OEA
I AGET 001U A Ai1TAAOT AT A 1T AUAA EOGBO0 110 AO AA/

Male, Segment 2, Cambourne

Indeed, the site visit to BREnovation Park to see the measures in situ had a discernable and
positive impact on perceptions (more so than had been the case when the measures were
outlined 6on paper o).

My views have definitely changed. When we spoke about these kinds of things

[rainw ater harvesting] on Saturday | would have said no, 100%. But actually,

EAOET ¢ OAAT EO ET AAOEITh ) OEETE EOGBO A CIT
Male, Segment 1, Watford

y AEAT 80 AAOOAIT U EAOGA Al EAAA xEAO EO xAO ¢
Ei ACET Ah O1OKIOIBWD OARAE®E HAGDO Al 1l OAOU xAl Il

AOO EOB8O Ei pi OOAT 6 OEAO Ui 6 AAT OAA OEAO EOGB
OAl1l EOBO0 110 CciEITC O AEATCA OEA T1TTE 1T &£ U«

Male, Segment 3, Watford

Disruption, hassle and loss of spacesomepar ti ci pantsd defaul't a
retrofitting these measures would involve massive upheaval, over a period of weeks. However,
moderate levels of disruption (involving days rather than weeks) were considered more tolerable.
Participants were alstelatively accepting (albeit begrudgingly) of disruption at the
neighbourhood level, noting that things like road works had become a normal part of everyday
life. The impact of the measures on existing space in the home was also a prominent concern for
sone, especially in relation to grey water recycling which was perceived to require a significant
amount of space in bathroom areas.

91 O80A CiEIT ¢ O EAOA O1 AiTi A ET OEOI OCE OEA |
you, to get the pipe work into the house. Omaw build | think all these
things are wonderful but to do it into a house like this it would be a big.job

Male, Segment 1, Thatcham

Building on the findings in the literature review (e.g. Downing, T. et al, 2003) about the potential
to integrate differen r et r of i t options, Opackagesd of r
improvements at once were welcomed.
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Water Conservation Measures

Clear benefits for new build reflecting concerns about the disruption and hassle associated
with retrofitting, participants were much more erahtis about the measures in relation to new
build developments, a context in which they received near unanimous support (with several
participants noting that they woalttuallype disappointed if they bought a new build and it did

not include such syasts):

| can see in new property, in new build, especially offices, that sort of thing,
UAAEh OEAO030 xEAOh OEAO xi1 01 A AA pOI
ET AO OOAT AAOA xEAT OEAOA8O A 11 O A
bathrooms out toput that in.

AAAT U OE
00 OEAOA

Male, Segment 1, Thatcham

My dream home is an ultra green modern home with all these features. |

would absolutely love it. But practically speaking rainwater harvesting would

be a serious challenge to get in here because of the lack of aatdiss back,

01 ) Ai160 OEET.E EOB6O OAI AGAT O &A1 O EAOA

Female Segment 1, Cambourne

Aesthetics this was prominent only in relation to water butts, since some participants did not

|l i ke the | ook of water butts aastdhene weretfeavdr 6 mor
concerns raised about rainwater harvesting and grey water recycling, since these were considerec
to be measures that would | argely,dicg Oi nvi si

|l ndi vidual sd ratings of the measures

As with the SuDS measures, each participant was asked to rate the measures on-4Gcale of 0
(0 = very negative; 5 = neutral; 10 = very positive), both in terms of (a) retrofitting their existing
home as well as (b) moving into a home (not necessawybaild) with the measures already
installed. As before, this analysis provides only a tentative indication of the spread of opinions
(given that this is not intended to represent robust, quantitative analysis). The results
demonstrate that water buttslative to the other measures, are very highlyoratezt three

guarters of participants (77%) say they would be positive about having them at their current
home (Figure 5). Reactions to retrofitting other measures are more evenly divided, with 45%
postive to rainwater harvestinghiome, 36% to communiscale rainwater harvesting, and

31% grey water recycling (in contrast to roughly similar proportions who are negative).
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Section 4 Water Conservation Measures

Figure 5¢ Attitudes to water conservation measures (retrofitted in existing home)

Question In terms of where you live now, on a scal8-@D how positive, negative or neutral would you be in
having each of the following measures installed in your home?

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. NB. This is not intémdegresent a robust statistical
analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums themselves

W Very negative (€) W Fairly negative (@) " Neutral (5)
Fairly positive (&) m Very positive (8L0)

Community rainwater 22% 13%

Grey water recycling 23% 12%

4

Rainwater harvesting 17% 22%

Water butt 9% 12%

The differences between retrofitting the measures and moving into a home with them already
installed are much more marked than they were for SuD3esi€Bgure )6 The proportion

of respondents who rate rainwater harvesting positively, for exam@dojga%s (in line with

the percentages quoted in the literature review), while grey water and cacateurgiywater
harvesting are rated positively by 55% and 53%, respectively. This confirms that barriers around
installation (finding installers, cdefice in the technology, hassle and disruption, etc) are highly
significant. In contrast, and behaving more like some of the SuDS measures, there is little change
in the ratings for water buttseflecting their ease of installation in existing properties
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Water Conservation Measures Section 4

Figure 6¢ Attitudes to water conservation measures (already installed)

Question And, thinking about moving home in the future, how positive, negative or neutral would you be in |
a home which already had each of the following technologies/measusesled?

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. NB. This is not intended to represent a robust statis|
analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums themselves

W Very negative (€) W Fairly negative (@) " Neutral (5)
Fairly positive (&) m Very positive (8L0)

Community rainwater 22% 10%

14% 17%

1
I

Grey water recycling

Rainwater harvesting 16% 17%

Water butt 13% 9%

The results of the rating exercise also go some way to substantiating the finding that there is very
little difference between the views of those in Segments 1 and 2 according to the Defra
Segmentation model (Figufe In contrast, there is a clear distom between both of these
segments and Segment 3 whwith the exception of water butisare less positive to all
measures.
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Section 4 Water Conservation Measures

Figure 7¢ Attitudes to water conservation measures (retrofitted in existing home)

Question In terms of where you live now, on a scal8-@D how positive, negative or neutral would you be in
having each of the following measures installed in your home? [MEAN AVERAGE SCORES SHOWN]

Base: 89 participants attending the deliberative forums. Nis i§ not intended to represent a robust statistical
analysis, purely to outline the spread of opinions across the forums themselves

® Segmentl = Segment2 = Segment3

Water butt Rainwater harvesting Grey water recycling Community rainwater

Il. Reactions to specific water conservation measures

This section sets out reactions to each of the four eeatservation measures tesiedater
butts, rainwater harvesting, grey water recycling and consualeitsainwater harvesting.
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Water Conservation Measures Section 4

Water Butts

Water butts were generally the most attractive measure to conserve water, due to affordability,
familiarity, the tangible and immediate benefit, and the perceived ease of installation. Some
participants suggested that they would have even more appeal ifely could be linked to a pump

to allow for hose use, rather than having to use a watering can. Barriers, in contrast, were few in

number but did include: the higher price of some of the larger versions of water butts, their

visual appearance, their abilityto fit into tighter garden spaces and; in a few caseg questions

about the smell of the water / potential to attract insects. Their appeal, however, is limited to

those who do (any level) of gardening, and the prevailing context of low water costs andkaof

i AGAOET ¢ 1T AAT O EO EO OAAT 11 O0OA AO A OCIiT A OEETC

APPEAL BARRIERS

A Cheap and easy A Aestheticsz some people find them ugly
A1 Oi 000 EAOAE A O AA /want different designs
A Little need for awareness buildingz A Space constraintg demand for slim-
considered self explanatory and easy to find line) designs
A Rain water is perceived to be better for A Questions from some about the
plants than mains water potential for smell, algae and insects
A Conserving water / precious resources A Cost of the larger butts.
A Need for a nudge; several said that they
EAA AAAT TAATEIC O
CAOOET Cc 1TT1TA8 j AOO
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Section 4 Water Conservation Measures

Rainwater harvesting

2AAAQGET T O O OAET xAOAO EAOOAOGOEI ¢ xAOA OAOU bpI O
intuitive option, and there is also, for some, an associate®x 1 x8 A£AAOI O ET 0OAO
technology. All participants were comfortable using the water as a source for toilets and

gardens, and many were also comfortable sourcing washing machines, dishwashers and even

showers. However, this in principle support is tepered by questions and concerns about

installation, risk and maintenance. Furthermore, the financial equation (both initial outlay and

payback) is criticalz for those most engaged with the concept it provides only a weak incentive

at best; for those (manstream) participants who are interested but less engaged it is nothing

OET OO0 T &# A AAAT AOAAEAO OEAO OAI ACAOAO OEA 1 AAc
absolutely no intention of exploring further. In terms of location, outside& underground was

considered better than outside &over ground (because of fewer impacts on space and the look

of the garden), but several would prefer putting in a gravityfed system in the loft (as per their

current system).

APPEAL BARRIERS
A Using a natural resource A Initial costs
A Better for plants/appliances than mains A Poor rate of return on investment (and
water zero rate if not on a water meter)
A Potential double win of saving money and A Disruption of installation in retrofitting
the environment ) o A Risk of the new- questions about how
A L EEA OEA EAAA 1T £ O0E proven the technology is
50% (compared to savings of 1680% A High maintenance costs from only
savings which were perceived to be much specialist providers
A less S|gn|f|ca.nt an-d impressive) A Perceived lack of trained installers
Could potentially increase house _value A Some participants expressed discomfort
(although not everyone was convinced) : . - . .
L o | I S at using for things like washing machine,
A #1711 OEAAOCAA A OT1 AOA showers (reflecting concerns about how
reliable the filter system would be)
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Water Conservation Measures Section 4

Grey water recycling

Reactions to grey water recycling, seen as something that is similar to rainwater harvesting,

were also positive in principle. However, there appeared to be less resonance of this as a

01 AOOOAT 8h ET OOEOEOA 1 POEIT 1 h ndihndvatizelandlekcidirig in AAE A A
contrast, it was considered functional and a good idea). Furthermore, the specific use of the

water took on more significance- toilets and gardens were again considered acceptable but

more concerns were raised about extendig to other uses.Costs and paybackwvas a major

barrier, simply ruling it out as a genuine consideration for many. Concerns were raised about

installation and the impact on space in the homeg the schematics shown as part of the

supporting materials led somA DPAOOEAEDPAT OO OEAO OEEO xAOI 80 A O
space in their bathroom.

APPEAL BARRIERS

Initial outlay and paybackz (far) too
much and (far) too long, respectively

Space constraints likely to reduce the
amount of liveable space in the home

Upheaval of installation (e.g. knocking
down walls, re-plumbing entire house)

Concerns over using the watebeyond
toilets and garden

Risk of the new- questions about how
OPOI OAT 8 OEA OAAETI
High maintenance costs

Perceived lack of trained installers

Need to get used to it

A Great for new builds

A A very useful and functional way of saving
water

A Potential double win on cost savings and
environmental benefits

o o P P P o o T»
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Section 4 Water Conservation Measures

Community -scale rainwater harvesting

This measure was considered to have all the same advantages ehiome rainwater harvesting,

with the added benefit of reduced upfront costs. However, conces around installation and the
OOEOEET AOOS T £ OAAE kindrd significabt) Ordahy/Bart@iaintd collddndt AT A
easily conceptualise the idea of a communitgcale system, and within a short space of time a

number of barriers were suggestedn terms of fairness, free riding and communities in the UK

011060 xI OEET ¢ 1 EEA OEEO0O88 7EEI A OEA E1T DOET AEDI A
to understand how this could possibly work in anything other than a new build development

where the systemsz and responsibilities of individuals z were designed in and made explicit

from the start. Many also suggested this would be ideal for commercial / public buildings (and

could not understand why more had not been done with these buildings).

APPEAL BARRIERS
A Using a natural resource A Major concerns around retrofitting
A Better for plants/appliances than mains A 0! 1 éohckply lack of any reference
water point/understanding of how this could
A Potential double win of saving money and work
the environment A Concerns about lack of communitg
A Considered great for new builds and perceived need to get on well with

neighbours to make this work

A Questions about maintenance,
responsibility and what happens if the
OUOOAT OFGICKO x

A #11TAAOT O AAT OO OEOA
neighbours using up all the water or using
an unfair amount

commercial/public buildings
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SECTIONRHVE

This section of the report outlines key findings in relation to water pollution from domestic
sources. The discussions focused on two consequences pblaien: pipe blockages and
phosphatdased pollutants entering the aquatic environment.

The report now looks aach type of pollution in turn although, as an overarching comment,
when prompted to think about different ways in which households costl mallution,
participants immediately and spontaneously focused on substances that could lead to pipe
blockages, including food scraps, oil and hair. In contrast, while some patrticipants raised the
issue of chemicals going down the sink this appeargdlg $econdary concern.

|. Pollution leading to pipe blockages

High levels of general awareness about the need to avoid putting certain things, like oil and food,
down the sink appears to have only a limited impact on actual behaviour. For exanple, whil
some had adopted behaviours like tipping fat somewhere to let it solidify before disposing of it,
others continued to put these things down the sink anyway, accompanied by a range of dubious
practices that they believed counteracted the impact (eligg fa@udown the sink with hot
water/washing up liquid, or pouring it down the toilet or gutter rather than the sink).

y £# EO86O OAETEIC 1 OOO0OEAA ) AAT 60 AA AT OEAOAA
the hot water on

Female Segment 3Thatcham

Sometimes | put things down the toilet instead of the sink to avoid it getting
blocked

Male, Segment 1Watford

Even though participants fel't t hat Knowi ng
sensebo, t he educati on omaitems that pasticipardsnwere hegyl e s s
surprised to learn should not be disposed of:

Y O8A OEEIT E toilet@ipes* IODIAA T/ @ OET Oe

Female Segment 1, Cambourne

My seven, eight and ten yearold use &k x EDAO8 ) x1 O1 AT 80O OEAT C
offthemd A OO EO E1 OEA AEI 8 ) Ai1806 xAT O O1 0O
Al xT OEA 1118 4EAO0GO xEU OEAU EIT OAT OAA OEAI

Female Segment 3, Watford
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Attitudes to Water Pollution

Reactions to water companiesd®0 campaigns was
had seen TV programmes (e.g. Grimebusters) that had raised their awareness oivttike issues,
a few others had heard a radio advert in their local area. None had heard of, or seen, a fat trap.

There was something on theadio recently about, you know, people pouring

OEAEO AiTEETC TEI Aix1 OEA OETEke ) ATT180 OAI
that, but they were just saying how bad it is and how, you know, in some

places sort of pipes that are maybe sort of half a metre wide are down to like

a few centinetres or something

Female Segment 2, Cambourne

Turning to key motivations, it was ewidthat visual representations of the problem had a
strong I mpact on participants, partly becau
immediately began to personalise the issue and think about how it could affect their own pipes
(and the proleims that thegouldfacg. Any focus on communitgvel impacts (e.g. problems

with sewage and draining systems in general), appeared to be a less powerful motivator as it was
6awayd0 from them and considered to be the wa

IthinE EO8O0 11 OA AAT OO Ei x EO8O0 CcliEICc O AEEAAO
an effect than seeing a couple of fish dying. Bring it close to hgrhew it
affects you

Male, Segment 1, Watford

When | saw the pictures that really did make you think, oh by this is
really bad, when you see it like that. think people should be made more
awareh AT A OEAOAGO A AEAZAOAT AA ET OAUET ¢ EO Al

Female Segment 2, Cambourne

[l. Pollution leading to phosphates in the aquatic environment

As notedabove, the issue of phosphate pollution was not spontaneously raised as much as pipe
blockages. While the pictures shown in the forums were ethetwaking sadness at the
thought of despoiling natural areas and killingfisrticipants seemed to ddycdisconnect

the impact from their own behaviour. Some, for example, did not think that household products
like dishwashing tablets or washing powder could lead to the situation depicted by the photos,
believing that this could only be caused by imdusttirces of pollution. Others immediately
suggested that other actors should take action, for example manufacturers to reduce the level of

phosphates in products, or water companies to design systems that remove phosphates before
they reach rivers.

How about taxing them more [the bad products] to bring the price up so the
€C0 ones are more competitive

Female Segment 1, Cambourne
With garden products they cut the levels of bad things in there by law but
OEAUBOA OOEIT 11 OAIATOBAADEGEA OAI DI AODRAAD
7EU AiI180 OEAU EOOO Ai OEAO £ O 1 0O0EAO bHOI AO
DET OPEAOA 1 AGAT O AAI?80 Cci AAT OA A AAOOAET DI

Female Segment 1, Cambourne
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Attitudes to Water Pollution

When pressed further on their own responsibility, several participargblevéoepoint tad

and namé products on the market that are more environmentally friendly (e.g. Ecover). Most,
however, felt that these products are not as effective and/or are more expensive than their
ostandarddé equival enthem).(even those who were

)y 080 Al OECEO EAZ£ UIT O80A ci 60 A EAx AEOO OEAO A
Al T OEAOR O1 xA1 O AT A OAA Oi xA1l 6 AT A OOOAEE |1 EE!
fresh when it comes out either

Female Segment 3, Watford

Given the scenario of trading off a little
environmentalifriendly product, mixed views were evident across the groups. Some
participants claimed they were willing to accept a little less performandsofonental gain,

others seemed relatively unwilling to compromise on the cleanliness of the dishes, while a few
suggested somewhat half heartediyhat they would be happy to at least try them (particularly

if from amain brand). There was, howeverpstigor the notion of regulation to set limits, as

well as a wider belief that it would be perfectly possible for companies to innovate to reduce
pollution without significant impact on performance and/or price.

| think | would consider trying themeri 8 ARA- OEAT h UT O ETT xh OAA8 )
if the dishes are clean, fine

Female Sgment 2 Watford

) AI1T60 ETTx EZ ATU 1T &£ OEA AEC 1 AT OEAAAOOOAOC
0AOOEI [ AAA OT i AOGEEI C 1T EEA OEAO OEAT )B8A AA
ikehavi ¢ A | AEA OEAO ) OAAI Gl EOA8 ) «xIi AT 6 C

Female Segment 3, Watford

Qu
O
>
O
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SECTIONSIX
Reacionsto  Water RetroftP  olides

This section of the report sets out partic
presented and discussed at the forums. None of the options represent official government
policy, but rather were chosen to represent a mix of different appaohes focused on
information, encouragement and incentivisation; others on rules, minimum standards and
compulsion. The section looks first at the common features that underpin, and govern,
participantsd reacti ons, boandiedua polciesirstemt i ng a

[. Overview
Participants were asked to consider each option and place it on a uadhaone axis
representing oOopublic acceptabilityodé and the

four main groupings byhich to categorise the policy (8)ig

Figure 8. Analysis framework for policy discussions

Effective

Unacceptable Acceptable /
| Effective Effective

Unacceptable Acceptable

Unacceptable Acceptable /
I Ineffective Ineffective

Ineffective
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

The combined result of the mapping exercise, drawing together the results for each forum and
each environmental segment, is outlined in Faldarker shading represents areas of general
consensus, while lighter blue shading represents minority positions. The analysis highlights the
following:

For some policies there vggneral consensus for example, communitgitiated/led

schemes were iy considered perfectly acceptable but ineffective; compulsory water
metering was considered acceptable and effective (by all but two of the Hull groups), as
was smarter billing; while, in contrast, new rules for drainage connections was widely
consideretb be effective but unacceptable;

In other cases there wer@o dominant reactions - information campaigns, for
example, were considered acceptable by all, but there was a clear divide in terms of
perceived effectiveness. In contrast, both planningtressriand a policy of designated
assets were both widely considered effective, but split the groups in terms of
acceptability;

Other policies elicited a range of views withclear or consistent patternd for
example, schemes that are commimitysed wre considered to be, variously,
acceptable/effective; acceptable/ ineffective and unacceptable/effective. A policy of
higher prices also received quite different reactions across the forums.
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Table 4¢ reactions to policy options Acceptableg effective Acceptablec ineffective Unacceptableg effective | Unacceptable; ineffective

Information campaigns Hull Seg 1; Seg 2 & Seg 3 Thatcham Seg 3
Thatcham Seg 1, Seg 2 Watford Seg 1 & 3
Cambourne Seg 1 & Seg 2
Watford Seg 2

PAYS Hull Seg 1 & Seg 2 Thatcham Seg 1 & Seg 3 Hull Seg 3 Thatcham Seg 2
Cambourne Seg 1 Cambourne Seg 2
Watford Seg 2 Watford Seg 1 & Seg 3

Planning Restrictions Thatcham Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg| Hull Seg 3 Hull Seg 2
Cambourne Seg 1 & Seg 2 Watford Seg 1 & Seg 2
Hull Seg 1
Watford Seg 3
New Rules for drainage connection Cambourne Seg 1 & Seg 2 | Hull Seg 3
Hull Seg 1 & Seg 2 Thatcham Seg 3
Watford Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg
Thatcham Seg 1 & Seg 2
Compulsory water metering Thatcham Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg Hull Seg 2 & Seg 3
Cambourne Seg 1 & Seg 2
Hull Seg 1
Watford Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg 3

Water restrictions Cambourne Seg 1 Hull Seg 1 Hull Seg 3 Watford Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg
Thatcham Seg 2 & Seg 3 Hull Seg 2
Cambourne Seg 2

Designated assets Hull Seg 1 & Seg 3 Thatcham Seg 1 Thatcham Seg 3
Cambourne Seg 1 & Seg 2 Watford Seg 3
Thatcham Seg 2 Hull Seg 2
Watford Seg 1 & Seg 2

Hull Seg 2 Hull Seg 1 Thatcham Seg 1
ThatchamSeg 2 & Seg 3

Thatcham Seg 1 Watford Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg| Hull Seg 2

Cambourne Seg 1 & 2 Watford Seg 3 Watford Seg 2

Watford Seg 1

Community schemes 2 Thatcham Seg 1 & Seg 2 Hull Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg 3
Thatcham Seg 3
Cambourne Seg 1 & Seg 2
Watford Seg 1, Seg 2 & Seg 3
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Turning to some of the common overarching themes to emerge, it was evident that participants
used aseries of heuristics 8 or mental short cutd to rapidly form judgements about the
acceptability of a policy:

The need to understand thérpose of the policy was a recurring line of discussion and, for

this reason, having information campaigns was considered importawasTlass so in

terms of a means of achieving behaviour C
narrativeo on the reasons why the policy wse

Participants attempted to judge the costs (in terms of both money and time) of
administrating and policing the policyi.e. could the policy be achieved at reasonable cost,
or would the costs of administration outweigh the benefits of the policy. This factor led
participants to generally dismiss fines as a viable option and worrypaltioytcd water
restrictions or extending the reach of planning regulations.

Participants applied what can best be describedbaBthegy B r o0 ,ti.dn doesithe poticy t

involve an overly authoritative move by the state to achieve its objdubweser well

intentioned- at the expense of the rights of home owners. This had particularly important
ramifications for designated assets, since assessments of this policy went from completely
acceptable under a certain set of implementation circumsteances & O pr opor ti on
aimed at strategically important, commiengl SuDS) right through to completely
unacceptable (1. e. i f there was a O6designa
smal | scale SuDS ianpsopfesd gaedenhbe. | Rapgt
into acting, and language and tone indeed played a key role in influencing reactions (e.g. with
sever al participants i mmediat el y willidexkb ng ury
in the policy description).

A key question that participants used to guide them was whether the policy was perceived to
involveincentives (i.e. carrot) or compulsion (i.e. a stick)While it is not surprising that
incentives were favoured, theirusn in the policy mix was also seen as an important way

of justifying, and counterbalancing, penalties and minimum standards (i.e. to demonstrate that
Government is on the side of residents and wants their support in delivering the policy aims).

Polices which gave householdsclmice were less contentious. However, there is a
fundamental distinction to be made between different types, or levels, of choice. For example,
there was less resistancé end even positive backing fthe notion of choicediting,

where choices could be adapted to favour specific options or rule others out. Several forms of
choice editing were in fact suggested spontaneously, for example that manufacturers should
be compelled to remove nparmeable paving from sale altogetThis was because the
choices that participants really cared abanitl wanted to preserveas the right to choose

the style, cost and brand of paving, not whether the paving is permeable or not. A similar
discussion was evident in relation to phatgs in household washing prodicts the

choice architecture was structured so that all products simply had less phosphates, then
consumers could focus on the choices that they are familiar and comfortable making (e.qg.
cost, brand, special offers, etarticipants also expressed a desire for guided support,
acknowledging thatgi ven t heir l ack of familiarity wi
harvesting and grey water recyelthgy needed help choosing the most appropriate option.
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Optio ns

Participats were looking for policies to l@#ir6 0 a concept which had various
manifestations, including whether or not the policy applies equally to everyone, whether it
impacts disproportionately on vulnerable groups,darrdicially- whether it would be

appl ed retrospectively or 6from this moment
discussion about designated assets). Retrospective application of policies was widely
considered unfair because it did not allow households to make a choice, wheagias appli

of the same policy but moving forward was considered much more acceptable because a
household could chose to do something or not, or buy the property or not.

The ones | really dislike are where they could retrospectively do something. |
completely d AAOOOAT A OEI OCE EAZ EO AiTi A0 Ob 11 OEA
uir 6 AAT 80 OAIT OA OEAO AAAOOOAh OEAT OEAO8O O
into. But if they all of a sudden can come round to your house and tell you

Ol i AOEET ¢ch OEAT atjdeahtial 80 OAAI 1 U |1 EEA OE

Female Segment 3, Watford

Qu

Responses to policies were also evidently influené&ekelsyof trustin water companies

and the local council. For example, in Hull there was a very high level of mistdssthewa

councild participantdeleved thatheyhad already extracted large amounts of money from

them without getting much work done in return, and so they thought the implementation of
SuDS would be no different. There was much less distrust towards the council in Thatcham
and Cambouen while in Watford there was a general ambivalence towards the council
alongside a recurring theme that they wer
therefore did not want to pay any more.

The discussions point to sokey variations In terms ofdcation, the most notable distinction

was the general antipathy of participants in Hull to water restddtie@ysfound it hard to see

past the fact that water is abundant in their region and therefore perceived that they would be
subsidising areasglik t he Sout h East, where it wasnot.

Turning to variations by environmental segrttergein Segment 3 tended to want little burden

placed on them individuafiyeading them to prioritise policies, like planning regulations, where

the state dictates whatan and candt be done (which was ¢
reaction to O0Big Brotherd approaches). Thos:
supported, rather than compelled, them. Interest in receiving information on wates aleasure

varied quite dramaticallgeveral participants in Segment 3 conceded that they would personally
have no interest in hearing mavbgereas thersin Segments 1 and 2 were more engaged and

called for a more comprehensive approach to communicating issue, using a combination

of TV, radio and leaflets (although some still doubted how much impact this would have).

Finally, participants appeared to prefer a strategic approach (involving a combination of
coordinated policies, deployed sequentiadly time) over single policies. Indeed, thae w
support for the notion of @olicy road map for water for the next 10 years, and some
participants had suggestions for how the policy deployment should be phased. For example,
there was a near universalwthat the information campaigns, compulsory water metering and
demonstration new build devel opments were a
ot her policies (i.e. the i nformation campali
would give households a reason to change behaviours and spasitiemeasureshile the
demonstration homes wouldopide confidence and normaliand give households evidence

that other people are doing this).
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

The first things areinforming peopleand meters because | think those two
would make the biggest immediate difference. The other thing that we all
spoke about is obviously installing these systems into the new builds as well,
which | think would be fantastic, because then, if you were logkat a new
property, you could have it already done for you, rather than having it put on
an older house where, you know, it could be a lot of upheaval. Then, finally,
introducing the Pay As You Go scheme for people in the older houses as well

Female Segnent 2, Cambourne

This information could be followed by something else like legislation. So this
could be preparing residents for future action or consequences

Male, Segment 1, Cambourne
91 AAT 80 EAOA OEAOA bDPil1EAEAO iseEOET 60 xAOAO
Al 160 1 AEA OAT OA

> O

o
Male, Segment 1, Watford

ll. Reactions to specific policies

The following section sets out details of each of the policies that were tested, alongside
participantsd reactions to them.
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

PROS
Information Campa|gns A Norestriction of choice A (1 Q& R2 gy (2 AYRAQGARdzZ ta
B e e o e T e megmpper e A Need for a big narrative (i.e. Why. this is important) to raisegdfile of the issue .
blocked because of household behaviours andvant to make a changes A A goodway fore.g.water companiesndlocal authoritiego demonstrate leadership
around my home. A There is a need for information on specific actions and what kinds of support is
My water company and local authority available for homeowners
team up to provide more information . . L
about household drain pollution. A An important first step to help support othevater policy initiatives
A Event Y2y 3 {83YSyid o GKSNB ra + @Ads (K
| find out about it from a campaign run through
my local school / social / sporting group.
CONS
I now know what items { | A Lackofinterest (especially among Segment 3)
down the sink or flushed down the iep . .
toilet i | use the bin instead. A _leflcul_t to get the message acrossven some in Se_gments land 2 gdmlt to
: immediately throwing awagupplementary information that comes with the bill
| put a small bin in my bathroom to reduce the
temptation to flush bathroom rubbish. A Information on its own will not change anythiqgeeds to be joined up with other
Plus | can get free fat traps from my local authority. pOliCieS that pomote Specific actions
| put them out with the rest of my waste collection.
| see the
remi nds
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Pay as you save scheme

ljona 6épay as you s avV eprosideshtieerogportunityl

for me to buy new technology for my home.

/. They send aregistered advisor, identify the best
options for me and THEY pay the cost upfront

/I pay by instalments in my water bill or local
council tax

| got to pick the package suited to my budget. For £4,000 | could choose from ;

A rainwater harvesting
package (below ground
system plus some water
efficient appliances &

fixtures for my homg)

| save money from reduced water bills.
/L Over 20 years my savings offset the \ /ORI pay a hit more but
repayments, after this it is mine. it is mine quicker.

When | sell my home, the repayments stay with the house.

A SUDS paving
package (permeable
driveway, paving and
filter strips)

A SUDS landscape
package (swales, a
soakaway, pond and a
green roof for my shed)

| save money from reduced drainage charges.

PROS

A No upfront cost (removing a key barrier)

A Money comes out of savings in water bills

A It made some participantseriously consider options like rainwater harvesting

A Important in demonstrating households are being supported to do things, n
mandated (i.e. carrot rather than stick)

CONS

A Lots of questions on how it would work (etge balance between repaymén
and savingsfixed price instalmentstterest freeloan?)

A Questions abouthe agenda of the lender needs to be independent, impartia
advicecy 20 ¢ GSNJ O2YLI yASa WIiNRBAYy3a (2

A Would need to create/choosé K SA NJ RIg FS QLR ® Y S| & dzNJ

A Some would need a financial incentive, not jfisancialneutrality

A Payback period too long looking for 510 years

A Worry about theimpact on selling house

A Belief that grants are simpler, so long as they are large enough to offer a

WAAIYAFAOIY(IQ NBRdAzOGAZ2Y Ay dzLJFNR Y
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Compulsory water metering

By law all homes will be required to have a water meter.

A1 édm in control now. A |havasmaelsing Mysbillbareeasy to r
the water | use in my home read because | can see my average

household water usage and compare
| can save money by using less water.

how much | use throughout the year

/I got a smart meter to record my water

use. Information is sent remotely to my

water supplier, no one needs to come
out to read the meter.

Plus the smart meter can detect leaks in my pipes. |
can get them fixed before they become a problem.

PROS
t SNOSLIiA2Yy Al 62dzxZ R Odzi 61 G§SNJ O2y ]
visible metersy; giving households an incentive to do things differently
Considered a positive step by some; an inevitable change by others

The principle of payingased on usés considered fair (and there is a precede
in terms of gas and electricity useut only if everyone has one

An important means of supporting other water policies (there is no financial
motivation for undertaking measures like rainwatemasting without it)
I:Iig!hJeveI of engagement with tremarter bjllinformation (across all groups,
S@Sy (K2aS ¢K2 al AR GKF{d GKS& RARY
High level of interest in knowing how much water they use, broken down by

different appliances and behavioursuggestions that such information would
immediately change household behaviours

CONS

Household needs more protectianif there is a leak, or if the bill is higher thaf
it should be (examples of horror stories fromnse participants in the group)

Impacts disproportionately on larger families

| icaro Consulting
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Planning restrictions

Surface water flooding is becoming worse in England.

By law all homes will have to meet certain requirements for surface water drainage.

| will need planning permission to:

MPave (or repave) over my rear gardens unless | use permeable materials.

Anstall a garden shed unless | have a rainwater harvesting &/or a SUDS system

N\~

I f | dondét use per me{
must seek planning permission first

| can save on my drainage charge if | put in
enough SUDS to disconnect my surface water
drainage from the sewer altogether.

PROS

A Simpleandcleard (i KS NMzt Sa&é¢

A Familiar to people

A Fair because it is the same for everyone

A AySOSaalNE WLIAY Ay GKS INERSQ

A New ruleshave a symbolic value in communicating the importance of the isg
CONS

A Worries that the council could take their powers too far, i.e. looking at small

GKAY3a Ay GKSANI I NRSykerdgllLISGG2Q RS

A Concerns about how this could be enforced, and the cost of enforcement

A Seen as a bureaucratic and slow process

A Concerns that contractors would not know / would not tell households,

exposing them to the risk of the Council fining them
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Designated assets

By law both SUDS and designated assets cannot be removed or tampered with in order

that they function properly and protect people and homes from risk of flooding.

By law, if there are UDS on my land that
are shared across neighbouring properties,
my local authority will maintain it for us;

i They will provide written notice to access my
Unless | have consent from my local authority property when maintenance (e.g. grass mowing, de
- . silting, replanting) is required (2 -3 times per year) i
/. But | will be able to; = =
[ Continue its normal use PRIVATE || SHARED

[ Keep it in good condition

[ Apply for an alteration, removal or
replacement to the feature

[ Apply to have the designation cancelled

[ Appeal against a designation notice or
against a decision on applications to alter,
remove, replace or cancel a designation

/. If the SUDS are wholly within my property, |
dondt have to maintain

But its in my interest to look after my SUDS.

By ensuring | look after my SUDS or designated assets, I candt block it, build oJve

I dm making a contribution to fill with rubbish as it may cause my property or my
to myself and my neighbours. neighbours to flood

If | damage or remove any SUDS within my property
boundary | will have to pay to fix it.

To o Io I

PROS

/| 2YaARSNBR FFIANI AF GKS RSaAxdyl GAzy
retrospective (i.e. giving households choice to e.g. buy a property or undert
a change knowing what they are buying into/what the implications are)

Low cost optionassuming maintenance is basesponsibility of council
If applied sensibly, a fair policy that protects the community from flooding.
The council is considered the right actor to protect the wider community

Considered more appropriate for communigalefeatures or shared assets,
less so for smaller private features

Do Do o Do Do Do

CONS

Unacceptable if applied retrospectively

Pyl OOSLWIilFotS AT LINRPOSaa w3azsSa G2z
Unease around designgtion ot small, private features (mgdjn a garden), )
AAPAY3I | asyasS 2F W. A3 . NPUKSNXD U
Unacceptable if high maintenance ¢®$time burden on individuals
Questions about how easy it would be to appeal against a designation
Concernshared responsibilities coulthuse disputes between neighbours.
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Higher prices

As water becomes scarcer, the cost for everyone will increase.

Water bills will become higher

Additional levies may be charged in
summer during periods of drought

If I had a water meter | could save money by

using less water.

| could install
water efficient
appliances... a grey water
or rainwater

harvesting

system

Payback periods on rainwater and
grey water harvesting would reduce
with higher bills.

My surface water (or drainage charge) is
based on the size of area around my house
and the amount of impermeable materials

The greater the area of impermeable
materials the more | pay on my surface
water charge

Based on the size of my house and the sizg
of the area around my house

N~

Water is becoming more precious and letting
rainfall runoff go down the drain is both
wasteful and causes floods. If | had SUDS or a
rainwater harvesting system, | could

disconnect my surface water from the sewer.

| could save money on my water bill through
reduced surface water charges...
by using rainwater instead of mains water

PROS
Acceptance (often begrudging) that the policy would be very effective and
would make water saving measures look more financially attractive

Some thought this was fair because homeowners could still choose whethe
not theywanted to make cossavings by taking action.

There was a feeling that higher prices are inevitap#ad acceptable within
limits - if water is scarce (comparison made with petrol)

ST S S W

CONS

Concerns about impact on vulnerable groups ¢ I (I8 KX NIi & ¢
A view that thigsjust a way for water companies to make even more money

Some believe that they pay enough already (energy bills, council tax, etc) a
too much burden is being placed on the householder

Scepticism that water is a scarce resoutttat requires price increases to
reduce consumption

Scepticism of block tariffs becaug@erception that watercompanies could say
water is scarce as an excuse to put up pricesraideduce them later.
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

I
Water restrictions

summers are getting drier. Hosepipe
ght into place in summer months.

Water is becoming scarcer

restrictions are routinely b

Water restrictions include;

/. Hand watering gardens with a hosepipe
(no sprinklers) between 6am -8am on
allocated watering days only

[ Even numbered (and no number)
properties 1 Saturday & Tuesday

[ Odd numbered properties i Sunday &
Wednesday
[ No watering on Monday, Thursday, Friday
/. Washing cars with buckets only
/. No washing down paths, patios or
driveways with hosepipes or buckets

| can avoid water restrictions by installing
greywater or rainwater harvesting systems
for outdoor use.

If | had a water meter, | would save money
because |1 6m forced t

My garden is important to me. With water restrictions in place | would consider;
Aplanting a drought resistant garden or;
Ainstalling a rainwater or grey water harvesting system to avoid water restrictions.

o o

o o

PROS

Effectiveand acceptable measure if circumstances demand it (i.e. drought)

Not much of an imposition if applies only to hosepipes (a feeling that peopld
shauld have water butts and adapt gardens to cope witirmer weather)

No costs
Familiar policy

To Do Io o Do

CONS
Feeling that water is plentiful in the UK so this can only ever be acceptable
exceptional circumstances
Resistance to the idea of neighbours spying on each other
Blame focused on water companies for not plargnbetter / preventing leaks
Questionsabout effectiveness and cost of policing the measure
I 2YOSNY & | 62dzi a2 Y ®ddam everkKnBusanyirSoars |
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Fines

| am responsible for the actions | take in and around my household i how much water

| use, what | put down my drains, how | choose to manage surface water runoff.
But if | do the wrong thing, | could be fined.

1 Use mains water outside during a hosepipe
restrictions

Cause a blockage in the public sewer from
flushing the wrong items down your toilet, sink
or gullies

Remove or damage a designated asset for flood
defence on your property

' Remove or damage a SUDS on your property

1 Pave over my garden with impermeable paving

U

U

I dondt care—i g € I do car e,
fined want to pay fines
I dondét care, | Wwodoétcgee, chadpghtf ol

PROS
A Sometimes an effective and necessary way to impose the Law
A Familiar with these and accept finesest of every day life if you break the
fro &2dz2QNBE FAYySR
CONS
A Some question the effectivenesthey compare it to speeding / using mobile
phones while drivingg KA OK 1LJS2 L)X S R2 lyeéglesx
GkKSeQft 3ISG Ol dAKGO®
A Ineffectiveif no-one polices it; but conversely too costly if it is properly police
A Resistance to the possibility of being criminalising homeowners.
A wSarxadlryoS G2 GKS &aLINBIR 2F a. A3
A In the absence of other policiesgd much emphasis on the stick and not

enough on the carrot
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

e — PROS
New rules for drainage connections A Widespread agreement that it woulse effective
- : ‘ A Some think it ight be acceptablé the Council / water companies took the
SIEEE UETER 06l [ DO T U5aliess [ (S £l : lead in terms of implementing the measures in public spadast would need
By law all homes will have to meet certain requirements for surface water drainage. lots of lead in time (10+ years), information and support for households
By law all homes will be F - -
. eatures could include:
disconnected from the surface IConverting impermeable paths and
water sewer: driveways to permeable areas CONS
(note: surface water only. Foul sewer will not be Foermeable paving on paths & driveways
gisconnected) e lawn or arden bed ar A Logistically impossible
The | aw wondt come intjo orc/&él flgr %omg ygagrs. . . .
) oo ad ) >1Rainwater harvesting systems A High cost of implemention
The government will provide advice on the A x A P A g x
types SUDS features that can be installed % KGreen roof A tA2ftlU0Sa K2YS2g y SN& Q NA IKUa
around my home. ASoakaway A Impact on vulnerable groups
A Authoritarian/Draconian measureonly acceptable if all other optiors
As a homeowner | must show that at least H H H H
one type of SUDSare used around my house !nclu_dlng support and encouragemeghave failed and there is a clear and
before | am allowed to reconnect. imminent threat
| can save on my drainage charge if | put in

When | sell my house, information on

the drainage (including SUDS and
rainwater) is provided in an
information pack for buyers.

SUDS to disconnect my surface
water drainage from the sewer altogether.

| icaro Consulting
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Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

Community schemes 1

The local council and/or water company redesign surface water drainage in our streets

The side of the road is relandscaped into planted SUDS,
and rainwater from the houses is connected to them

The road is re-surfaced to make it permeable

Some | ocal parks and roads
are flooded during storms i so that houses are not

The local authority maintains the SUDS

Above: Landscaped curb with
permeable paving Source: Martina Keefe

I may be asked to

contribute, or pay

higher taxes or
water bills

| may pay lower
water charges

Is the effort worth it? It looks nice but...

donét know if my house is at r

Above: Landscaped curb extension AM'y h ouse migh t st i <| I f lood if p4g
with planting Source: Martina Keefe action 1 although the SUDS will make this less likely

PROS
Responsibility transferred to the council (where some participants think it
should be)

Communitywide effort so a) fair (i.e. everyone involved) and b) more likely t
be effective (i.e. lots of SuD&her than one or two ineffective changes)

Some felt that at least the,y wquld see spmething tangible fqr their councd t4
Fa t2y3 a UKS SEUNFX OKFENBS Aa ayid
More acceptable if water companies also made a financial contribution

b T P o

CONS
A feeling among somiiat it should be done anyway, i.K.2 dzA SK2 f Ra
have to pay extra since they believe they pay enough Council Tax already
Some lack of trust, and scepticism, in the capacity of local government to
coordinate and maintaithe scheme properly
Uncertainty around whether households would be willing to invest time in
participating (beyond just taking up options suggested by the council)

There was also a perception that water companies had a role to play and
should make a contoution to the cost of making the modifications.
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Section 6 Reactions to Water Retrofit Options

PROS

Community schemes 2 A Great idea in theory
| joined my local community scheme to tackle surface water flooding A Commuqltyw!de effort so a) fair (i.e. everyone mvolvgd) and.b) more likely t
‘ be effective (i.e. lots of SuDS rather than one or two ineffective changes)
As a community we decide we want to do something about surface |
water, so our properties wonot
Awe work together to decide what needs to be done ZOV_V DO WE PAY?
AWwe fit out our own properties |OE:|'§el;?§Lgﬁney CONS
fe.g. with SUDS, rainwater harvesting donations and
AWe bring in experts and share skills and knowledge business? A Concept of community is difficult
AWe identify public spaces to converted to SuDS ﬁﬁgg%;ﬁ:rﬂgﬁts A Would Ki . h effort/ti di .
JBy the side of roads, local park, schools e Would not work in practice too much effort/time to coordinate, community
Awe help design &/or build and install the features ﬁFfllmd itolllrsellves? R2Sa Y Qu NBIffe SEA&auUk3ISI A y g2t JSR
. . L | .
Awe ask the local authority to maintain it Sovernment neighbours over what are the best measures to use, some people wotld

budgets?
Avater company?

3SUG Ay@g2t OSRkO2y iNROGdziS odzi 62dzx R

Above: SUDS in courtyard

Source: Bob Bray

WHO HELPS US DELIVER?
/. Local authority
/A Water company
/ Self-driven (with/ without government advice)

/A Low carbon community/ with energy efficiency
schemes

/A Community initiatives (e.g. Muck-in-for-life)
/. School groups, scout groups

Above: SUDS street plahters
Source: http://www.portlandonline.com
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SECTION SEVEN .

This final section of the report draws together the findings, outlined in the previous sections, to
answer the key reseageiestions that formed the basis for this research.

Water availability

i. To understand homeowner attitudes towards water conservation, especially in relation to installin
and using rain water harvesting and grey water systems in thieome:

ii. To explore how likely owneroccupiers are to consider water efficiency and conservation with/
without a water meter

The research reveals significant potential for water conservation retrofit options. Supporting the
findings of the literature review, many participants were positenciple- about a range of

measures. This was particularly true of rainwatertimagyveghich benefits from resonating at

an intuitive | evel (i . e. taking advantage ¢
innovatived and water butts (which are cafexred cheap, easy and fanhiliar principle

reactions to grey water rdmyg were also positive, although much more depends on what the
water is used for, while for commusitale rainwater harvesting systémoncerns about

the practicalities of communities sharing a reshatgeresented an immediate barrier

While there is a widespread perception that the measures should be widely applied in the context
of new build developments, the situation is less clear cut for retrofitting. The research identifies a
series of barriers to uptake, which draw strong avaltlelthose identified by tiBeég Energy

Shifffor in-home energy systems. For example:

Upfront costs, weak pay back and disruption present the key direct barriers to uptake;

In addition to direct barriers, there are a series of questions and caveatgpénan

principle support, particularly around maintenance, confidence in the technologies (and
suppliers) and understanding how the a sur es wo ul dA pmoesskof 6 f or
demonstration (leading to familiarisation and normalisation) would gowagnte
addressing these concern]s and take away th

The current framework within which households make decisions about water consumption
provides little motivation for change. Pleeceived low cost of watetative to other bills,

the absence of comprehensive water meteaindefault perceptiothat water is an
abundant resource in the UK, and the low priority attached to water relative to other issues
(e.g. energy, recycling)calinbine toprovide little impetus for change and senlg to

maintain the status quo.
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Conclusions

However, and unlike the findings from Bg Energy Shifis research suggests that the public

are some way offeriously contemplaginwater conservation measures.several cases
participants were hearing about the measures for the first timataheé other end of the
spectrum not even the environmentallicre pt i ve 0 f i r sdlreadyaonvesteds 0 , w h
energy efficiency/renewable energy measures, had yet taken any action.

The research suggests that one of the first steps required to increase the profile of the measures
and encourage uptake is a O0Obig nachseastouraved t h
coordinated and sequengialicy roadmap moving forward.

A different kind of informatio focused on operational information (i.e. how much water does
each appliance or behaviour use) and delivered via either smarter billing and/oreterarter

0 would also provide motivation teview theirconsumptionand considerspecificwater
conservation measures.

Action is required to address the fundamental balance between upfront costs and ggayback
the former an initial cost of anymore entiran around £1,000 appgashobitive on the latter
anything longer than1® years provides, at best, only a weak motivation. The proposition also
needs to provide more in the way of immediate gain and instant gratification.

Concerns about hassle cook addressed through better integration across water measures and
0 potentiallyd integration with #home energy retrofits, to present households with a package of
measures that could be undertaken at the same time.

Finally, here is a need to normalite use of water retrofit measures, highlighting the
importance and potential for alesed approaches (i.e. whether street by street,
neighbourhooavi de or 6whol e aread) . Rat her t han |
distributed example (which caa Hismissed as something different to the norm, or an
interesting oneff exception), the evidence suggests the need to establish a concentration of
exemplars in a given area to reach a criticabnthdsallenge prevailing social norms. These
exemplarsieed toinclude new build and retrofit houses, as well as commercial and public
buildings.

Surface water management

i. To explore owneroccupiers attitudes towards retrofitting SuDSn their properties, taking account
of voluntary and regulated actions.

ii. To explore owneroccupiers perceptions and attitudes towards SuDS in hew
builds/redevelopments z do they see them as an effective measure for tackling flooding, can they
create amore pleasant place to live, and do they add or detract from house values? Would they
consider purchasing a home served by SuDS? What concerns do they have? What would overcomé
them?

ii. To explore owner-occupiers opinions on responsibility for SuDS matenance

iv. In addition to SuDS, many homes have features such as garden walls and embankments that ca
as flood defence measures. What will encourage homeowners to value and look after the features tl
provide them (and their neighbours/ neighbourhood) protection from flooding?

While awareness and recognition of SuDS is low, the principle is familiar, easy to grasp and
considered a 6good i deabd.
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Conclusions

Attitudes to different measures vary. In terms of both permeable paving and rain gardens, the
relatively |l ow costs of i nstallation, parti
considered new technologies that represent a leap into then)nlamalatheir positive impact

of the aesthetics of the home and/or the amenity value of community spaces means that there is
significant scope to encourage uptake among homeowners, in both a new build and retrofit
environment. In this respect they diffemi major water conservation measures (which were
considered highly desirable in the context of new build developments but met with caution in
relation to retrofitting). Both measures also benefit significantly from the choice of options
availabléd which affords for different tastes, styles and budgets. The flood protection role of
SuDS is a motivating factor for uptake, but it is secondary.

Perceptions are quite different in relation to green roofs. Costs are very much a key barrier in
terms of the initlaoutlay which is considered prohibitive (by some margin), closely followed by
the fact that they are considered ©o6visually
terms of how they | ook, green ramdteconfomo!| at e
to idealised norms of what a home should look like. This was not true in all cases (with several
participants positive to how they looked) but more often that not participants were only
comfortable with the look of green roofs in speaiitexts Grand Desigmsw builds, sheds,

flat roofs), and they did not want their home to stand out from their neighbours.

Turning to barriers to the uptake of SuDS, the research points to the following:

Lack of direct experience of flooding, and hefamkaf personalisation of flood risk;

At a communityscale,lte safety of communitlgvelSuDS (e.g. ponds) for children arel t
potential for poor maintenance and/or fly tipping to despoil the liveability of the local area
(and, in doing so, turn a kmysitive selling point into a negative);

Questions about the effectiveness of SuDS in reducing the risk of flooding;

Uncertainty about how whether contractors would be aware of SuDS options, whether they
would be qualified to install them correctly, amethver there is such a thing as a specialist
SuDS installer.

While certain SuDS measures are considered desirable, there was little evidence that they are
sufficiently high ranking priorities for people to look out for them when making home buying
choicesln order to maximise the potential for uptake, the research suggests two issues are key:

Normalisation through demondtiateom t i ci pants wanted to see
reassured that they are 06 nahemmaré dopting®®.ur e s
The site visits to Lamb Drove in Cambourne and BRE Innovation Park had a notable and
positive impact on perceptions;

Windows of opportuénipropensity to install SuDS is highest at key junctures when
households are looking te-do their garden, driveway or roof. This went someway to
negating the weak cost savings argument, since it was considered an outlay that they would
have to make anyway. The literature review suggests that a second moment of potential
change is followingegere flood episodes, where heightened receptivity to risk provides a
(short) window of opportunity to promote the uptake of SUDS measures.
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Conclusions

Turning, finally, to maintenance of existing SuDS, some combination of awareness, support and
formal designation ofesponsibility emerge as key motivations. Irrespective of scale (e.g.
communitywide, shared assets between groups of neighbours or individual properties),
awareness of strategic SuDS is very low, and participants suggested that the very act of becoming
aware of these features would increase the likelihood they were valued and maintained. Where
maintenance goes beyond low cost/low effort actions (that were considered reasonable to expect
householders to undertake), this provides an opportunity for khcaiti@s or other actors to

support households and demonstrate that they, too, value SuDS. Furthermore, in terms of
supporting future maintenance a policy of designated assets was widely backed if it was
demonstrably for the benefit of the community (exiépplied retrospectivebywer zealously).

Water pollution and quality

i. Explore owneroccupier perceptions and attitudes towards polluting household drains. Are they
aware how their actions may affect their household or the broadezommunity, especially the risk of
local flooding? Do they care?

ii. Explore current behaviour of owneroccupiers. What do homeowners do now?

ii. Explore triggers or levers that could lead to a positive change in ownerccupiers behaviour

The research demonstrates that participants made a distintcticeveral key respeéts
between pollution that causes blockages as opposed to pollution that causes eutrophication.

On the for mer, participant sod rble sopmmediagely de mo
identify sources dfousehold pollution (e.g. ddpd scraps); (b) they were surprised to learn of

other things that should not be disposed in the sink/toilet (e.g. baby wipes); and (c) awareness of
the impacts in terms of communitpidage systemdsand the potential to cause/contribute to
flooding 8 was low (instead, the impacts were thought of in terms of their own pipes and
drainage). However, high levels of awareness about the need to avoid putting certain things
down the sink amars to only have a limited impact on actual behaviour. For example, while
some had adopted behaviours like tipping fat somewhere to let it solidify before disposing of it,
others continued to put these things down the sink anyway (accompanied by dubiogs o

practices that they thought counteracted the impact).

Overall awareness of phospHased pollution was much lower and this issue did not have the
same traction. Even though the images shown in the forum session weredemokire
sadnesstdhe thoughof killing fishd participants quickly disconnected the impact from their
own behaviour/responsibility (believing that could only be caused by industrial level pollution).
Furthermore, few participants said that they regularly purchdésenelty products, with the
majority continuing to perceive that the products are more expensive and less effective.

Turning to key motivations, it was evident that visual representations of pipe blockages had a
strong impact on participants, partly because t he 6gross outdé factor
immediately began to personalise the issue and worry about their own pipes and the potential
problems that they may themselves face as a result of any blockages. In contrast, a focus on the
wider community (g@. problems with sewage and draining systems in general) was easier to
di smiss as it was Oawayd6 from them persona
responsibility. In terms of phosphates, the main focus was the actions that other actors should
take, i.e. manufacturers to reduce the level of phosphates in products and water companies to
design sewage systems to remove phosphates before they reach rivers and streams.
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Conclusions

Flood risk management

i. Explore perceptions, attitudes and behaviour towards how householder actions (or inactions) can
help manage flood risk on a wider community basis. The three other issues to be explored in this
study each provide actions that ownetoccupiers can undertale to help manage flood risk.

ii. Explore levers that can help respondents to understand their potential impact on communities
downstream (e.g. awareness, education), and to take positive action, especially where individual
properties may not be at riskof flooding.

The issue of communilgvel impastwas difficult for participants to conceptualise, largely
because their immediate interest and focus was on their own home and thelravionr

While they were able to recogrtise premiseof communites collectivg comingtogether
(sceptical though they were that this would happen in practice), they did not see their own
individual choiceadding up tgpart of a bigger whol&o, for exampleheir concern about

water pollution leading to blockedgsipvas in relation to their own pipes; likewise their demand
for permeable paving was in relation to making their homes look nice.

However, irrespective whether they were consciously aware of wider community ifgact,
research showsgery clearlythat participants were personally willing to adopt a number of
measures that woull in the endd offer benefitsat the community leveFurthermore,
participants were very evidently influenced by what others around them are doing, reinforcing
the signifiance of social norms and the potential for commsralg approaches to establish

new social norms in favour of SuDS measures.

The community dimension wowllsoundoubtedly resonateore if it were by other agents,

such as local authorities and watampanies. d&ticipants weraccepting of such agents
working at a communicale on their behalor example, andilgject to questions about cost
and local disruptigrthere wasupport for the idea of tHecal council initiating community
wide SuDSchemes in the area (as well as intarestg participants to firmait more). Indeed,

such an approach wouddsoaddress the perceived ineffectiveness of SuDS if they are not
widely applied in an ayeehich acts as a barrier to uptake.

And, finally, participantid recognis¢he potentl for cross boundary impact&laas a matter
of principle, they thought it was only fair that steps be {agam by the council, as an
independent arbitrator who could adopt a strategic perspeqgbinsect areaat particular risk
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