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01   Awareness of the reservoir

WHAT WE FOUND

Among those living within 5km of the reservoir, awareness has risen sharply from 72% in 2024 to 96% now.
75% of people living within the 5 – 10km band were aware of the reservoir.
19% of people across the South East had heard of the reservoir before the survey.

02   Support for the reservoir

WHAT WE FOUND

53% support the reservoir spontaneously, rising to 89% once information is shown. Both are up sharply on 2024 (37% / 78%). 
Net support rose in every distance band, while opposition stays flat at 3%.

03   Need for the reservoir vs. willingness to pay

WHAT WE FOUND

89% agree the reservoir is important to safeguard future supply (77–91% across all bands)
Only 45% are comfortable paying more (dropping to 27% at 5–10km and among lower-income and future customers).

Executive summary (1 of 2)
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Executive summary (2 of 2)

04   Likelihood of visiting

WHAT WE FOUND

74% would visit at least once a year (90% within 5km), and 'would not visit' has fallen from 16% to 12%. The closest communities 
increasingly seem to think of the potential reservoir as a regular local amenity.

05   Activities & recreation interest

WHAT WE FOUND

89% are interested in at least one activity: trails and outdoor exploration lead (75%), then community and leisure facilities (66%) and water-
based activities (47%). Interest skews younger.

06   Trust – the underlying the barrier

WHAT WE FOUND

Only 39% trust Thames Water to do the right thing (33% disagree), lowest among older bill-payers. Concern about scarcity is widespread, 
with just 31% believing supply will always be plentiful.

White Horse Reservoir Community Research  ·  Quantitative Customer Insights, June 2026
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Research methodology
A quantitative mixed-mode approach combining face-to-face and online interviewing, designed to 
ensure robust coverage across all key communities.

5

• Face-to-face interviewing was used for residents within 20km of the reservoir who will be most directly affected and 
are least reachable via online panels. In 2024, only 39 of 481 near-site interviews were achieved through panels alone, 
confirming this approach is essential for this audience. Face to face participants were offered the opportunity to 
participate in a prize draw with prizes of £1,000 for first place and £500 for two runners-up.

• Online access panel run by TestSet captures views from residents 20km+, where the larger eligible population makes 
this a practical and cost-effective solution. No incentives were provided by Accent to panel members, but panel 
members may have been incentivised by the panel provider as part of their standard participation agreement.

• While the sample reflects quotas for key demographics (age, gender and SEG), results are indicative of the surveyed 
population but may not be generalisable to the broader target population due to the self-selecting nature of the 
research. As this study is based on a non-probability sample, no margin of sampling error can be calculated. No 
secondary data sources were used. Significance tests are based on a 95% confidence level using Student’s t-tests 
(for small sample sizes) and z-tests (for larger sample sizes >30) for independent samples. 

Methodology

• The dataset was weighted to reflect the wider South East region of the UK and to ensure consistency with the 
weighting for the previous wave. Weights for age, gender, disability, distance and ethnicity were applied to the data 
set. 

Weighting



Sample
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Full details of the research design and methodology are available upon request. 

Accent conforms to the requirements of ISO 20252:2019

• Face to face fieldwork took place in the following locations:

• 0-5km – Abingdon

• 5-10km – Didcot and Oxford

• 10-20km – Ashbury, Baydon, Bishopstone, Bourton, 
Faringdon and Shrivenham

• 2,004 interviews against a target of 2,000 interviews. 

• Fieldwork was carried out between May-June 2026.

Segment Rationale

0-5km
Most affected by construction; direct beneficiaries of 

leisure provision

5-10km
Likely to be aware of the project; may have balanced 

perspective on impacts and benefits

10-20km Contextualise local vs. broader sentiment

20km+

Thames Water, Affinity or Southern customers funding the 

reservoir via bills or who would receive water from it in 

future

Future customers Not yet bill-payers but long-term beneficiaries

Digitally disengaged Captured via face-to-face to avoid exclusion from findings

Sample composition (unweighted) Total Online F2F

0-5km 152 17 135

5-10km 156 25 131

10-20km 151 24 127

20km+ 1,545 1,523 22

Future customers 142 127 15

Digitally disengaged 140 0 140

• Target group definitions:



Sample overview  

3%

9%

15%

17%

16%

16%

17%

7%

16 to 17

18 to 24

25 to 34

35 to 44

45 to 54

55 to 64

65 to 74

75+

AGE

49% 51%

GENDER

18%

80%

DISABILITY

2%

98%

DIGITALLY DISENGAGED

12%

76%

11%
PSR

20%

10%

30%

32%

7%

Under £24.500

£24,501 - £27,000

£27,001 - £50,000

£50,001+

Refused

INCOME

35%

31%

13%

21%

AB

C1

C2

DE

SEG

18% 80%

CUSTOMER TYPE

Future Current customer

Yes/ No/Refused% may not total 100 due to rounding

All participants, n=2004. Weighted base and percentages.
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Sample coverage – map
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The map illustrates the 

geographic distribution of 

participants in this 

research, based on the 

partial postcodes  

provided in the survey. 

Abingdon – reservoir area

Didcot

Swindon



Context & Attitudes 
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Attitudes towards water supply
People believe water scarcity is real and urgent, but trust in Thames Water to fix it remains a visible 
barrier.

10

11%

33%

34%

9%

10%

10%

20%

25%

29%

88%

86%

82%

67%

39%

31%

Protecting the environment and the health of rivers is

important to me

In the face of climate change and population growth, we

need to act now to protect our future water supply

Leaks are a major cause of water wastage

I`m worried about future generations having access to a

consistent supply of water

I trust Thames Water to do the right thing for its

customers

There will always be a plentiful supply of water in our

area

Net disagree Neither Net agree Don`t know

Q25r1. Here are some statements other people have made about the water supply. To what extent do you agree or disagree? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Most participants agree that protecting 

the environment and river health (88%) 

is important and that action to protect 

future water supply in the face of 

climate change is needed (86%).

Two thirds (67%) worry about future 

generations' water access.

Less than 2 in 5 (39%) trust the 

Thames Water to do the right thing for 

customers, with 33% disagreeing. 

Views on water scarcity are also more 

divided, with just 31% believing supply 

will always be plentiful.

Attitudes toward water supply – agreement scale 

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Awareness of the 
Reservoir
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Unprompted awareness
Awareness has grown closest to the site, but declined further afield, with the net effect being a 
significantly lower total figure than in 2024.

12Q11. Prior to this survey, had you heard of a proposed new reservoir which would be located to the south west of Abingdon, in Oxfordshire? Base: All Participants (2,004)

25%

72% 74%

47%

24%
19%

96%

75%

32%

16%

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

Awareness 2024 Awareness 2026

Had heard of  the reservoir before the survey, by distance

Among those living within 5km of the 

reservoir, awareness has risen sharply 

from 72% to 96%, suggesting that 

engagement and consultation activity 

has been highly effective in reaching the 

immediate local community. The 5-

10km band has remained essentially 

stable (74% to 75%).

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category

19% aware overall (2024: 25%).



Level of knowledge
Being aware isn't the same as being informed. Just 43% of those who've heard of the reservoir feel they 
know a fair amount or more; most know ‘just a little.

13

Q13. How much, if anything, would you say you know about the proposed new reservoir located to the south west of Abingdon, in Oxfordshire? 

Base: Those who have see/heard about the proposed reservoir (n=371)

Degrees of  awareness of  the proposed reservoir (total & by distance) 

14%

9%

3%

16%

30%

53%

25%

16%

29%

42%

33%

62%

43%

41%

14%

6%

13%

38%

14%

Total

0-5km

5-10km

10-20km

20km+

A great deal A fair amount Just a little Heard of it, but know nothing about it

43% 

62% 

26% 

19% 

45% 

Self reported knowing a great 

deal or a fair amount 

Highest level of familiarity was at 0–

5km, where 62% know a fair 

amount or great deal, and lowest at 

10–20km, where 38% have heard 

of it but know nothing, the highest 

of any distance band. 

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

27% 16% 23% 44%

26% 9% 25% 37%

33% 36% 15% 26%

57% 73% 39% 20%

36% 15% 9% 23%

61% 11% 2% 9%

19% 9% 7% 7%

27% 10% 3% 4%

Source of information 
People are hearing about the reservoir through channels Thames Water doesn't control. News coverage 
is the main driver and, for those close to the site, word of mouth does the rest (both fade with distance)

14Q12. Where did you see / hear about the proposed new reservoir? Base: Those who have see/heard about the proposed reservoir (n=371)

Source of  information about the new reservoir (total & by distance) 

41%

34%

27%

26%

24%

13%

8%

6%

Online news

Radio or TV programme

Social networks

Through word of mouth

Newspapers or magazine

Posters

Items or information in the post

Consultations

Other & don’t know = 5% Higher                                                 Lower

% Net agree

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Source of information – changes since 2024
Online news has grown as the primary awareness driver, while word of mouth and broadcast media have 
declined, reflecting a shift toward digital channels since 2024.

15Q12. Where did you see / hear about the proposed new reservoir? Base: Those who have see/heard about the proposed reservoir (n=371)

Source of  information about the new reservoir (changes since 2024) 

35%

38%

24%

33%

27%

18%

10%

7%

41%

34%

27%

26%

24%

13%

8%

6%

Online news

Radio or TV programme

Social networks

Through word of mouth

Newspapers or magazine

Posters

Items or information in the post

Consultations

In contrast, several traditional and community-

based sources have declined. Word of mouth 

has fallen from 33% to 26%, which may partly 

reflect the lower overall awareness in 

communities further from the site where word of 

mouth is less prevalent. 

Radio or TV have also declined, as did 

newspapers or magazines, posters, items in the 

post  and consultations. 

Consultation as a source remains low and 

essentially unchanged, suggesting that while 

the statutory consultation process generated 

evidence, it has not been a significant driver of 

broader public awareness.2024 2026

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



35%

37%

24%

31%

26%

17%

10%

6%

44%

37%

26%

20%

23%

9%

7%

4%

Online news

Radio or TV programme

Social networks

Through word of mouth

Newspapers or magazine

Posters

Items or information in the post

Consultations

26%

58%

25%

42%

48%

6%

9%

10%

23%

25%

15%

39%

9%

2%

7%

3%

Online news

Radio or TV programme

Social networks

Through word of mouth

Newspapers or magazine

Posters

Items or information in the post

Consultations

29%

38%

26%

51%

39%

23%

5%

16%

16%

9%

36%

73%

15%

11%

9%

10%

Online news

Radio or TV programme

Social networks

Through word of mouth

Newspapers or magazine

Posters

Items or information in the post

Consultations

Source of information 
In the nearest communities (0-10km), word of mouth and targeted direct communications have grown in 
importance; further away, the reservoir is increasingly something people encounter through digital news 
rather than through Thames Water's own channels or community networks.

16Q12. Where did you see / hear about the proposed new reservoir? Base: Those who have see/heard about the proposed reservoir (n=371)

Source of  information about the new reservoir (changes since 2024 by distance) 

34%

43%

28%

53%

38%

24%

16%

17%

27%

26%

33%

57%

36%

61%

19%

27%

Online news

Radio or TV programme

Social networks

Through word of mouth

Newspapers or magazine

Posters

Items or information in the post

Consultations

0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

2024 2026

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Support for White Horse 
Reservoir

17



Support for the reservoir
Support has significantly risen since 2024 both before and after information, while opposition stays low and flat. The 
gain comes primarily from fewer undecideds (15% no feelings either way in 2024 to 7% in 2026).

18Q14. To what extent do you support or oppose the reservoir? Q16. Now you`ve seen further information about the reservoir. To what extent do you support or oppose it? Base: All Participants (2,004)

BEFORE INFO  ·  Q14

53%

net support   (2024: 37%)

3%  net oppose (2024: 2%)

AFTER INFO  ·  Q16

89%

net support   (2024: 78%)

3%  net oppose (2024: 3%)

Net support BEFORE information, by distance from site

Total Net support before & after information

Net support AFTER information, by distance from site

54%
64%

76% 79%
72% 66%

85% 89%

0–5km 5–10km 10–20km 20km+

2024 2026

39%
51% 54%

37%

59%
46%

56% 52%

0–5km 5–10km 10–20km 20km+

2024 2026

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category

Sig higher than before info 
and than in 2024

Sig higher than in 2024



Support for the reservoir
Net support has significantly increased across all distance bands, most noticeably among those further 
away (20km+). Support post-information remains lower among residents closest to the site. 

19Q14. To what extent do you support or oppose the reservoir? Q16. Now you`ve seen further information about the reservoir. To what extent do you support or oppose it? Base: All Participants (2,004)

3% 3%

25%
20%

14% 15%
6% 7% 3% 2%

36%

7%

16%

8%
28%

19%
30%

6%

37%

7%

53%

89%

59%

72% 46% 66%
56%

85%

52%

89%

8%
2%

12%
9%

2%
8%

2%

Total Before Total After 0-5km Before 0-5km After 5-10km Before 5-10km After 10-20km Before 10-20km After 20km+ Before 20km+ After

Support level before & after information

Opposed

Neither

Support

Don’t know

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Reasons to support the reservoir (pre-information)
Support for the reservoir is overwhelmingly driven by a general sense that it is a necessary and beneficial 
response to securing future water supply, with climate change, population growth, and drought/ 
hosepipe-ban concerns cited as the main specific drivers.

20Q15. Why do you oppose/support/have no feelings about the reservoir? Those who supported the project – (n=1045 comments) 

Water Security & Resilience

Climate Change & 

Population Growth

Infrastructure 

Catch-Up

Environmental & 

Wildlife Benefits
Recreation, Jobs & 

Local Economic BenefitGeneral Positive Sentiment

Conservation/Storage 

Specific

"It's needed." 

"More reservoirs are good.“

"I'm assuming it's needed and a site and location has 

been chosen carefully.“

"If there's a proposal to have a reservoir it's obviously 

been worked out that's needed." 

"I don't know much about it but I can't see why it 

would be a bad thing."

"We need water security. A 

rising population and data 

centres will mean demand 

will increase." 

"There has been chronic 

underinvestment in water 

supplies for decades... we 

must be resilient to extreme 

weather.“

"We are having too many 

hosepipe bans in this area, 

so a new reservoir is 

desperately needed."

"Population growth, climate 

change, and increasing 

drought risks are putting 

significant pressure on 

existing water resources."

"We need to 

store more water 

as the climate 

changes.“

"Anything to 

keep costs 

down... more 

water storage."

"It will provide lots 

of jobs and be a 

place for leisure 

activities like water 

sports." 

“It will be a new 

place for wildlife” 

"Our useless 

water companies 

need to store our 

water and stop 

letting it leak 

away."



Reasons to oppose the reservoir (pre-information)
Opposition is concentrated in a small minority of customers and centres primarily on environmental and 
wildlife loss, with construction disruption, cost, and an underlying distrust of Thames Water's ability to 
deliver and prioritise the project appropriately as recurring secondary themes.

21Q15. Why do you oppose/support/have no feelings about the reservoir? Those who opposed the project – (n=113 comments)

Environmental & Wildlife Impact

 "Environmental costs, distrust of 

Thames Water, local disruption, 

ballooning costs." 

"Destroying a natural area and all the 

wildlife." 

"Gets rid of natural habitats for animals”

Disruption from 

Construction
"Damage to the area, traffic, 

blighted homes." 

"It will bring too much traffic 

through... additional roads would 

be needed to support”

 "Years of noise/disruption."

Distrust of Thames Water
"I don't trust Thames Water. Thames Water make 

money for shareholders”

"Thames Water are a corrupt company who should 

not be allowed to lead the project." 

"Thames Water should be investing to reduce the 

number of current leaks... rather than building new 

infrastructure."

Cost & Bill Increases
"Very expensive - they need to put that money into 

cheaper water first.“

"Water bill increase for something that will cause 

total chaos for years.“

"The total cost which runs into billions will have to be 

paid by Thames Water customers."

Project Doesn't Benefit the Local Area
"Project is useful for London, not for our area.“

"Water supply is for London... and because of the 

disruption to wildlife.“

"We do need water but why can't [they] build smaller 

dams which will have minimum impact on 

countryside."



Reasons for neutral opinion (pre-information)
The "no opinion" group is overwhelmingly driven by unfamiliarity with the reservoir pre-information.

22Q15. Why do you oppose/support/have no feelings about the reservoir? Those who had no opinion – n=688 comments 

Don't Know Enough

Not Local

General Disinterest/ 

Neutral

It Will Happen 

Regardless

"I have not heard about it, but it doesn't necessarily sound like a bad idea." 

"I don't know enough about it to give an opinion. If it is something that would 
help the environment then I am for it but I would need to know more.“

"Need more information... who is going to pay for it, how much it will impact our 
area.“

"I would generally think a new reservoir could be needed... but I don't know 
enough about the areas mentioned to know the advantages and 
disadvantages."

"It is too far away from where I live and I'm 
not sure which area it is meant to provide 
coverage to." 

"I do not live in the area so it will not affect 
me." 

"Not local to me, I don't really have any 
knowledge of whether it's a good or bad 
thing."

"I don't really care 
much about it." 

"Doesn't interest me 
in the slightest, it 
sounds very boring." 

"It's not something I 
really think about.“

"It will go ahead 

regardless as to 

what the public 

say.”

"Not sure how to 

answer... what 

happens, 

happens."



Attitudes & Perceived 
Benefits

23



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits - Need & Value
Strong agreement on the case for the reservoir and its broad benefits, but views diverge on cost and 
personal impact. 

24Q17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the reservoir? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Perceived benefits about the reservoir (total & by distance) 

29%

8%

24%

89%

45%

1%

2%

Important to safeguard future water supplies

Comfortable paying more on bills for future water

security

Net disagree Neither Net agree Don`t know

0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

83% 77% 91% 89%

50% 27% 51% 45%

Need & 

Value

% Net agree

Building the reservoir is widely seen as 

important to safeguard future water 

supplies (89%), with agreement 

consistently high across all distance bands 

(77-91%). 

However, willingness to pay more on bills to 

secure water supply for the future is lower 

(45% overall), dropping to just 27% at 5-

10km.

Higher                                                 Lower

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits - Impact & Concerns
Concerns about disruption and wildlife impact are notably polarised by distance.

25Q17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the reservoir? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Perceived benefits about the reservoir (total & by distance) 

19%

30%

28%

25%

46%

41%

7%

4%

Severe disruption during construction

Concerned about impact on local wildlife

Net disagree Neither Net agree Don`t know

Construction 

Impact & 

Concerns

% Net agree

Only 46% overall agree there will be severe 

disruption, but this rises to 89% at 5-10km, 

compared to 44% further away (20km+). 

The same pattern holds for wildlife impact 

concerns (41% overall, peaking at 89% at 

5-10km).

0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

85% 83% 72% 44%

69% 89% 54% 40%

Higher                                                 Lower

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits - Recreation & Environment
9 in 10 participants agree on the leisure and environmental benefits offered by the reservoir.

26Q17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the reservoir? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Perceived benefits about the reservoir (total & by distance) 

7%

6%

90%

90%

1%

1%

Will provide recreation and leisure spaces

Will provide environmental and wildlife habitat

benefits

Net disagree Neither Net agree Don`t know

Recreation & 

Environment

% Net agree

0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

84% 82% 91% 90%

75% 84% 90% 90%

Agreement on environmental benefits is 

significantly lower among those closest to the site 

(75% at 0-5km) compared to those furthest away 

(90% at 20km+) but still remains high at three 

quarters of participants.

Higher                                                 Lower

These benefits see the strongest agreement of any 

theme, with 90% agreeing the reservoir will provide 

recreation and leisure spaces and 90% agreeing it 

will deliver environmental and wildlife habitat 

benefits, sustained across all distance bands (75-

91%).

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

83% 85% 81% 85%

47% 31% 27% 21%

59% 51% 38% 28%

54% 53% 37% 28%

Attitudes & Perceived Benefits - Economic & Employment
Broadly, participants agree the reservoir would benefit the local economy through jobs and visitors. 
However, personal benefits feel less tangible - particularly for those living further from the site.

27Q17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the reservoir? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Perceived benefits about the reservoir (total & by distance) % Net agree

37%

41%

38%

11%

28%

21%

22%

84%

22%

28%

29%

13%

9%

11%

Will benefit local economy with jobs and visitors

My business/employer would benefit from

opportunities

I/someone I know would benefit from jobs and skills

opportunities

I/someone I know would be interested in working

there

Net disagree Neither Net agree Don`t know

While 84% agree the reservoir will benefit the local economy through jobs and visitors, agreement falls for more personal benefit statements: 

22% feel their own business/employer would benefit, and 28-29% feel they or someone they know would benefit from jobs or skills 

opportunities. Notably, the 0-5km group shows higher agreement on these personal-benefit statements (47-59%) than any other distance 

band, suggesting greater perceived personal opportunity closest to the site.

Higher                                                 Lower

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits – changes since 2024
Attitudes toward the reservoir have strengthened considerably since 2024, with significantly large gains 
on perceived benefits, though disruption concerns and willingness to pay show more mixed movement.

28Q17. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the reservoir? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Perceived benefits about the reservoir (% Net Agree) 

80%

37%

52%

42%

71%

77%

69%

89%

45%

46%

41%

90%

90%

84%

Important to safeguard future water supplies

Comfortable paying more on bills for future water

security

Severe disruption during construction

Concerned about impact on local wildlife

Will provide recreation and leisure spaces

Will provide environmental and wildlife habitat benefits

Will benefit local economy with jobs and visitors

2024

2026

Need & 

Value

Recreation & 

Environment

Construction 

Impact & 

Concerns

Economic & 

Employment

*This chart does not contain all previously mentioned statements as three were 

added in 2026

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Perception on additional community benefits & cost 
Views on additional infrastructure benefits are split overall, but those closest to the site are markedly 
more cautious about cost, even where those additions might bring local benefits

29

Q24. Which of the following best describes how you feel about providing additional benefits, such as the facilities and activities we`ve just asked you about, when large infrastructure projects are 

undertaken. Base: All Participants (2,004)

Providing additional benefits & cost

17% 8% 17% 18% 17% 10% 5% 7%

42% 22%
Infrastructure projects 

should deliver as many 

additions as 

possible...even if they add 

to the overall project costs 

New infrastructure 

projects should not 

include any additional 

aspects, keeping bills as 

low as possible

5%

3%

11%

17%

10%

2%

7%

9%

16%

7%

13%

17%

15%

16%

16%

18%

9%

9%

15%

18%

11%

16%

15%

10%

25%

24%

12%

4%

9%

23%

12%

7%

31%

12%

31%

43%

45%

63%

39%

21%

0-5km

5-10km

10-20km

20+km

£ £

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Leisure & Recreation 
Interest
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0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

77% 63% 58% 66%

57% 46% 45% 46%

74% 65% 71% 75%

11% 23% 20% 11%

Activities of interest 
Three-quarters of participants show interest in trails & outdoor exploration, and just under half (47%) 
are interested in water-based activities. Interest is consistently highest at 0-5km across all categories, 
suggesting the closest communities see the greatest personal relevance in the activities on offer. 

31Q18. The reservoir could offer a range of facilities and activities. Which of the following types of activities would be of interest to you or your household? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Interested activity by household(total & by distance) 

66%
Community and 

leisure facilities (e.g. 
visitor centre, café, 
playground, picnic 

areas) 

47%
Water-based activities 
(e.g. sailing, kayaking, 
open water swimming)

75%
Trails and outdoor 

exploration (e.g. 
walking, cycling, 

wildlife watching)

11% None

None

Higher                                                 Lower

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category

Small base sizes, interpret 

with caution



Likelihood of using land-based facilities 
Cafe/restaurant facilities have the broadest appeal, with visitor and nature education centres also 
performing well. 

32Q19r1. How likely would you or your household be to use each of the following facilities? Base: Those who are interested in community and leisure facilities (n=1,328)

Likelihood of  using land-based facilities (total)  

6%

13%

20%

21%

51%

44%

50%

56%

31%

43%

41%

40%

21%

33%

27%

25%

63%

44%

39%

39%

28%

23%

23%

19%

Café/Restaurant

 Visitor centre

Nature education centre

Barbecue and picnic areas

Children`s playground

Outdoor gym equipment

Venue for sports events

 Spaces for community hire, local businesses

and jobs training

Unlikely Might use Likely

L
e

s
s
 li

ke
ly

M
o

re
 li
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ly

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

Cafe / restaurant 54% 50% 67% 64%

Visitor centre 49% 37% 34% 44%

Nature education centre 46% 33% 34% 39%

Barbecue and picnic areas 20% 29% 42% 40%

Children’s playground 26% 22% 26% 28%

Outdoor gym equipment 18% 21% 15% 23%

Venue for sports events 17% 20% 16% 23%

Spaces for community hire 16% 20% 11% 19%

Likelihood of using land-based facilities 
The cafe/restaurant stands out as the one facility where the furthest distance bands show notably higher 
interest (67% and 64%) than those closest to the site (54% at 0-5km)

33Q19. How likely would you or your household be to use each of the following facilities? Base: Those who are interested in community and leisure facilities (n=1328)

Likelihood of  using land-based facilities (by distance)  

Higher                                                 Lower

% Likely

Likelihood of using a cafe/restaurant is notably higher 

among those furthest from the site (67% at 10-20km, 

64% at 20km+) than those closest (54% at 0-5km). 

Barbecue and picnic areas show a similar pattern, rising 

to 42% at 10-20km and 40% at 20km+, compared to just 

20% at 0-5km.

Conversely, interest in a visitor centre and nature 

education centre is highest among those nearest the site 

(49% and 46% at 0-5km) and declines with distance 

(34% for both at 10-20km). Spaces for community hire 

and jobs training are least appealing at 10-20km (11%), 

the lowest figure across all facilities and distance bands.

Small base sizes, interpret 

with caution

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Likelihood of using water-based facilities 
Beach/sandy areas and canoeing/kayaking lead interest in water-based activities, with interest generally 
lower than land-based facilities.

34Q20. How likely would you or your household be to take part in each of the following water-based activities? Base: Those who are interested in water-based activities (n=932)

Likelihood of  using water-based facilities (total)  

11%

20%

24%

27%

47%

43%

50%

34%

38%

38%

40%

29%

36%

33%

55%

43%

38%

33%

25%

21%

17%

 Beach / sandy area with fenced-off swimming

 Canoeing, kayaking or paddleboarding on the

recreational lakes

 Open water swimming

 Water sports centre (for non-motorised water

sports)

 Fishing on the recreational lakes

Sailing

 Windsurfing

Unlikely Might use Likely

L
e

s
s
 li

ke
ly

M
o

re
 li

ke
ly

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

Beach / sandy area (swimming) 47% 47% 48% 55%

Canoe /kayak /paddle-board 23% 30% 39% 43%

Open water swimming 44% 35% 38% 38%

Water sports centre 21% 25% 36% 33%

Fishing on the recreational lakes 11% 21% 16% 25%

Sailing 17% 20% 14% 21%

Windsurfing 20% 20% 24% 17%

Likelihood of using water-based facilities 
Those closest to the site show stronger interest in swimming, but lower interest in fishing and sailing.

35Q20. How likely would you or your household be to take part in each of the following water-based activities? Base: Those who are interested in water-based activities (n=932)

Likelihood of  using water-based facilities(by distance) 

Open water swimming is notably more appealing at 0-

5km (44%) than further distance bands (35-38%), and 

canoeing/kayaking is least appealing at 0-5km (23%) 

compared to 43% at 20km+. 

Fishing on the recreational lakes shows the widest gap by 

distance, just 11% at 0-5km versus 25% at 20km+.

Windsurfing, by contrast, peaks at 10-20km (24%), the 

highest of any band.

Higher                                                 Lower

Small base sizes, interpret 

with caution

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category

% Likely



Likelihood of using trails and outdoor activities
Nature trails and green/walking spaces are the most popular outdoor activities, with wildlife watching 
also appealing to a sizeable minority.

36Q21. How likely would you or your household be to take part in each of the following trails and outdoor exploration activities? Base: Those who are interested in trails and outdoor exploration(n=1508)

Likelihood of  using trails and outdoor activities(total)  

6%

6%

10%

19%

40%

47%

45%

68%

29%

29%

30%

40%

29%

22%

34%

19%

66%

65%

60%

41%

31%

31%

22%

13%

 Nature trails

 Green spaces for walking, relaxing and

leisure

Walking and running trails

 Wildlife / bird watching

 Biking trails

 Trails for dog walking

 Hire of bikes and accessibility scooters

 Bridleways and horse riding

Unlikely Might use Likely

L
e

s
s
 li

ke
ly

M
o

re
 li

ke
ly

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Likelihood of using trails and outdoor activities
The 5-10km distance band shows lower interest in walking-related activities, while bridleways and bike 
hire skew towards those nearest the site.

37Q21. How likely would you or your household be to take part in each of the following trails and outdoor exploration activities? Base: Those who are interested in trails and outdoor exploration(n=1508)

Likelihood of  using trails and outdoor activities(by distance)  

0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

Nature trails 55% 47% 63% 66%

Green spaces for walking, 

relaxing and leisure
53% 35% 59% 65%

Walking and running trails 56% 43% 59% 61%

Wildlife / bird watching 46% 21% 31% 41%

Biking trails 37% 26% 36% 31%

Trails for dog walking 28% 39% 43% 31%

Hire of bikes and accessibility 

scooters
20% 14% 14% 22%

Bridleways and horse riding 24% 10% 10% 13%

Higher                                                 Lower

Green spaces for walking and walking/running trails are 

less appealing at 5-10km (35% and 43%) compared to 

other bands (53-65%). 

Wildlife/bird watching follows a similar pattern, dipping to 

21% at 5-10km versus 41-46% elsewhere. Trails for dog 

walking, however, peak at 10-20km (43%). 

Bridleways/horse riding and bike/scooter hire are both 

most popular at 0-5km (24% and 20%), declining at 5-

10km and 10-20km (10-14%).

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category

Small base sizes, interpret with caution

% Likely



Frequency of visit to the reservoir
A majority would visit the reservoir with 32% visiting at least once a month. Those closest to the site 
anticipate visiting far more frequently.

38Q22. If the reservoir was open with nature, leisure and recreation facilities, how often, if at all, would you visit it? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Frequency of  visit (total & by distance)  

6% 3% 3% 3% 6%

10% 16%

7% 10%
10%

16%

46%

32%
20% 16%

17%

19%

16%
27%

16%

13%

5%

6%

11%

14%

12%

1%

1%

5%

12%

6%

1%

3%

4% 7%

12%

5%

12%

10%
12%

8%
4%

20%

10% 7%

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

Once a week or more 

Every 2-3 weeks

Once a month

Once every 2-3 months

Once every 4-6 months

Once a year

Less often

Don’t know

I would not visit

L
e

s
s 

o
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Almost half (49%) of participants would visit 

once every 2-3 months or more often, with 

the largest single group (16%) visiting once 

a month. Only 12% say they would not visit, 

and 8% don't know.

At 0-5km, 65% would visit once a month 

or more often, with 46% visiting once a 

month alone, substantially higher than any 

other distance band. 

Frequency declines steadily with distance: 

at 5-10km, 42% would visit once a month 

or more, falling to 33% at 10-20km and 

32% at 20km+. 

Uncertainty is also notably higher at 5-

10km, where 1 in 5 don't know how often 

they'd visit, compared to 4-10% 

elsewhere.

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Frequency of visit to the reservoir – changes since 2024
Intent to visit the reservoir has increased since 2024, with fewer people saying they would not visit and a 
notable shift toward more frequent visiting among those closest to the site.

39Q22. If the reservoir was open with nature, leisure and recreation facilities, how often, if at all, would you visit it? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Frequency of  visit (by distance)

73%
80% 79%

91%

81%

68%
74%

80%
72%

81%

16%

12% 14%

5%

16%

12%

13%

10%

16%

12%

11% 8% 7% 4% 3%

20%
12%

10% 11%
7%

Total

2024

Total

2026

0-5km

2024

0-5km

2026

5-10km

2024

5-10km

2026

10-20km

2024

10-20km

2026

20km+

2024

20km+

2026

N
o

 v
is

it

Would visit  

Don’t know

Would not visit

The proportion saying they would not 

visit the reservoir has fallen from 16% to 

12%, while "don't know" has also 

reduced.

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category

The most dramatic change is at 0-5km, 

where "once a month" has more than 

doubled from 23% to 46%. Combined 

with every 2-3 weeks (12% to 16%), 

this group seems to be increasingly 

positioning the reservoir as a regular, 

local amenity rather than an occasional 

destination.

In the 0-5km distance band, 90% would 

visit the reservoir at least once a year, 

an increase from 74% in 2024.



Length of visit 
84% of participants anticipate spending 1-4 hours at the reservoir.

40Q23. How long would you typically spend at the reservoir? Base: Those who would visit the reservoir and know how often they would visit (n=1,618)

Length of  visit (total & by distance)  

2% 3% 2%

39% 45%
34% 42% 39%

45%

53%

39%

47%
45%

10%

8%

3% 10%

4%

16%

7% 4%

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+

Less than 1 hour

1 - 2 hours

3 - 4 hours

Don’t know

More than 4 hours

S
h

o
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e
r 

v
is

it
L
o

n
g

e
r 

v
is

it

45% expect to spend 3-4 hours at the 

reservoir, and a further 39% expect 1-2 

hours. Only 2% expect to stay less than an 

hour, while 10% anticipate visits of more 

than 4 hours.

At 0-5km, 53% expect to spend 3-4 hours 

and a further 45% expect 1-2 hours, with 

virtually no one (1%) expecting to stay less 

than an hour. 

The 5-10km band stands out with the 

highest proportion expecting visits of more 

than 4 hours (8%) but also the highest 

"don't know" response (16%). 

At 10-20km and 20km+, the pattern 

closely mirrors the total, with 1-2 hour and 

3-4 hour visits dominating.

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Current leisure activities 
A large proportion of the sample reports watching television, listening to music, reading and outdoor 
activities. A much smaller percentage say they have done water-related activities in the last year. 

41Q26. Which of the following leisure activities, if any, have you done in the past 12 months? ? Base: All Participants (2,004)

Leisure activities in the past 12 months - Total

86%

83%

71%

58%

57%

53%

40%

35%

31%

25%

24%

22%

17%

15%

15%

8%

Watched Television (live or streaming services)

Listened to music

Read a book

Exercise outdoors

Gone on a trail walk or hike

Gardened

Attended food/drink events

Attended music festivals/concerts

Taken children to a playground

Attended film events/festivals

Painted or any other sorts of art and craft

Gone birdwatching, or other nature-related activities

Sewing, knitting or crocheting

Taken part in water sports

Gone open water swimming

Gone fishing/angling

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Thank you

42

Accent conforms to the requirements of ISO 20252:2019



43

Appendix



Appendix: 
Subgroup analysis

44

All figures are based on weighted data. Percentages reflect "Net agree"/"Net support" 

or equivalent summary measures unless otherwise stated. Subgroups with notably 

small bases (16-17 year olds, n≈52; Digitally disengaged, n≈32; Disabled- prefer not 

to say, n≈45) are flagged where relevant and findings for these groups should be 

treated as indicative.



Sample breakdown 
Some subgroups has notably small bases and findings for these groups should be treated as indicative.
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Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2004 27 27 26 1924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1018 978

Unweighted Base 2004 152 156 151 1545 55 219 310 288 326 337 310 157 1022 975

Weighted % 100% 1% 1% 1% 96% 3% 9% 15% 17% 16% 16% 17% 7% 51% 49%

Unweighted % 100% 8% 8% 8% 77% 3% 11% 15% 14% 16% 17% 15% 8% 51% 49%

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

Total AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer
Current 

Customer
Disabled

Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 2004 700 622 257 413 129 1875 365 1595 45 248 1528 228

Unweighted Base 2004 699 610 272 409 142 1862 409 1550 45 252 1523 229

Weighted % 100% 35% 31% 13% 21% 6% 94% 18% 80% 2% 12% 76% 11%

Unweighted % 100% 35% 30% 14% 20% 7% 93% 20% 77% 2% 13% 76% 11%

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

Total White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 2004 1665 333 32 1972 425 1580 399 204 610 646 146

Unweighted Base 2004 1601 398 140 1864 421 1583 379 205 567 601 252

Weighted % 100% 83% 17% 2% 98% 21% 79% 20% 10% 30% 32% 7%

Unweighted % 100% 80% 20% 7% 93% 21% 79% 19% 10% 28% 30% 13%

% may not total 100 due to rounding



Key observations

• …consistently show higher 
awareness, higher support 
(before and after information), 
higher willingness to pay, higher 
perceived personal benefit, 
higher trust, and higher belief in 
supply security than non-PSR 
customers. 

• This group appears to be a 
generally more engaged and 
favourably-disposed segment, 
though it's worth considering 
whether this reflects genuine 
attitudinal difference or simply a 
more engaged response style 
among those already engaged 
with Thames Water.

• …show a broadly similar profile to 
PSR participants, higher 
awareness, support, trust, 
willingness to pay, and intent to 
visit, which is intuitive given this 
group's likely pre-existing interest 
in the subject matter.

• …present a more mixed picture: 
very low awareness and 
willingness to pay, but the high 
post-information support and 
high interest in working at the 
reservoir of any subgroup. 

• This combination suggests an 
audience that has not yet 
engaged with the topic, but 
respond very positively once they 
do, making them a potentially 
valuable target for future-facing 
communications, particularly 
around employment and long-
term benefit framing.

PSR-registered customers
Environmental/water sports 

group members
Future customers

A small number of subgroups appear repeatedly across multiple measures
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A small number of subgroups appear repeatedly across multiple measures

Key observations

• …show a distinctive pattern of higher concern (disruption, wildlife) alongside higher perceived 
personal benefit and higher belief in water security, broadly more engaged with the issue from both 
a concern and opportunity perspective, though this should be treated as a directional signal given 
the sample size. (small base size)

• ..show consistently higher trust, higher perceived personal/employment benefit, and lower 
likelihood of disengagement (lower "would not visit," lower belief in plentiful supply) than white 
participants.

• ..is the single most consistent differentiator across the facility and activity interest questions, with 
under-45s showing the highest interest in nearly every activity tested and 65+/75+ showing the 
lowest, except for wildlife/bird watching and fishing, where the oldest group shows the highest 
interest of all. 

• This suggests the recreational offer may currently be more naturally aligned with younger and 
family-stage households.

Digitally 
disengaged 
participants

Non-white 
participants

Age

47



Awareness in subgroups
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Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2,004 27 27 26 1,924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1,018 978

% Yes 19% 96% 75% 32% 16% 7% 9% 27% 19% 22% 18% 15% 18% 16% 21%

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer Current Customer Disabled
Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 700 622 257 413 129 1,875 365 1,595 45 248 1,528 228

% Yes 23% 14% 21% 16% 4% 19% 18% 19% 18% 34% 17% 11%

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 1,665 333 32 1,972 425 1,580 399 204 610 646 146

Unweighted Base 19% 17% 56% 18% 30% 15% 10% 26% 19% 19% 24%

% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Overall awareness of the reservoir before the survey was 19%.

Awareness in subgroups

• PSR status: awareness is markedly higher among those on Thames Water's 

Priority Services Register (34%) than those not on it (17%).

• Customer type: future customers (those not currently paying a water bill) show 

very low awareness (4%) compared to current customers (19%).

• Environmental/water sports group members: awareness is double the average 

among group members (30% vs. 15% for non-members).

• Digitally disengaged: this group shows notably higher awareness (56%) than 

the digitally engaged majority (18%).

• Age: awareness is lowest among 16-24 (7-9%) and highest among 25-34 

(27%).

49

The higher awareness among PSR-registered customers and environmental 

group members may reflect more active engagement with Thames Water 

communications generally, rather than reservoir-specific outreach. 

The very low awareness among future customers suggests engagement activity 

has had limited reach among younger or not-yet-billed audiences.



Support for reservoir in subgroups
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Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2,004 27 27 26 1,924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1,018 978

% Support before 53% 59% 46% 56% 52% 24% 40% 49% 57% 54% 57% 53% 62% 47% 58%

% Support after 89% 72% 66% 85% 89% 93% 91% 89% 91% 86% 87% 88% 89% 89% 88%

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer Current Customer Disabled
Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 700 622 257 413 129 1,875 365 1,595 45 248 1,528 228

% Support before 54% 52% 53% 51% 27% 54% 49% 54% 32% 62% 53% 38%

% Support after 90% 91% 86% 84% 92% 88% 85% 90% 60% 85% 90% 85%

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 1,665 333 32 1,972 425 1,580 399 204 610 646 146

% Support before 53% 50% 56% 52% 61% 50% 48% 62% 52% 57% 33%

% Support after 88% 90% 77% 89% 88% 89% 86% 87% 89% 93% 76%

% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Support for reservoir by age & SEG
Younger audiences and those with social grades AB or C1 had lower spontaneous support for the 
reservoir although post-information support was comparable to other groups.

51

24%

40%

49%

57%
54%

57%
53%

62%

93% 91% 89% 91%
86% 87% 88% 89%

16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+

% Support before % Support after

Q14. To what extent do you support or oppose the reservoir? Q16. Now you`ve seen further information about the reservoir. To what extent do you support or oppose it?

24%

40%

49%

57%

93% 91% 89% 91%

AB C1 C2 DE

% Support before % Support after



Support for reservoir in subgroups
Before information, net support = 53% overall. 

52

• Support before information rises with age: from 24% among 16-17s to 62% among those aged 

75+. 

• Men show higher pre-information support than women (58% vs. 47%).

• PSR-registered customers show significantly higher pre-information support (62%) than non-

registered customers (53%).

• Environmental/water sports group members show higher support (61% vs. 50% for non-members).

• Higher-income households (£50,001+: 57%) show higher pre-information support than the lowest 

income band (Under £24,500: 48%).

• The uplift from information is largest for groups starting from a lower base: 16-17 rise from 24% to 

93% (the highest of any subgroup after information), and 18-24 rise from 40% to 91%.

• Future customers show the highest post-information support of any subgroup (92%).

• DE socio-economic grade shows the lowest post-information support among SEG groups (84% 

vs. 90-91% for AB/C1).

After information, net support = 89% overall (a 36-point increase 
from the pre-information position)



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups (Q17)
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Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2,004 27 27 26 1,924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1,018 978

Safeguard future 

water supplies
89% 83% 77% 91% 89% 87% 87% 87% 87% 88% 88% 93% 91% 89% 88%

Concerned about 

disruption
46% 85% 83% 72% 44% 36% 40% 44% 42% 52% 40% 51% 54% 47% 44%

Comfortable paying 

more
45% 50% 27% 51% 45% 24% 50% 55% 44% 43% 39% 42% 55% 45% 45%

Provide recreational 

spaces
90% 84% 82% 91% 90% 91% 90% 90% 91% 90% 88% 92% 97% 91% 89%

Provide eco benefits 90% 75% 84% 90% 90% 83% 92% 90% 91% 87% 88% 91% 97% 91% 89%

Concerned about 

wildlife
41% 69% 89% 54% 40% 43% 44% 52% 45% 38% 36% 35% 41% 43% 39%

Benefit the local 

economy
84% 83% 85% 81% 85% 74% 87% 87% 86% 82% 84% 84% 87% 85% 84%

Benefit 

business/employer 
22% 47% 31% 27% 21% 8% 29% 33% 28% 22% 20% 9% 15% 18% 26%

Directly benefit from 

jobs & skills
28% 59% 51% 38% 28% 20% 41% 43% 37% 28% 23% 10% 20% 25% 32%

Direct work 

opportunities 
29% 54% 53% 37% 28% 42% 45% 42% 34% 29% 24% 10% 17% 26% 31%

% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups

54

% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer Current Customer Disabled
Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 700 622 257 413 129 1,875 365 1,595 45 248 1,528 228

Safeguard future 

water supplies
91% 91% 84% 85% 88% 89% 86% 90% 61% 88% 89% 85%

Concerned about 

disruption
45% 48% 42% 46% 38% 46% 50% 44% 56% 50% 44% 52%

Comfortable paying 

more
52% 42% 36% 43% 33% 46% 43% 46% 30% 56% 44% 38%

Provide recreational 

spaces
91% 93% 89% 85% 93% 90% 87% 92% 71% 86% 91% 91%

Provide eco benefits 92% 93% 87% 85% 89% 90% 87% 91% 67% 86% 91% 89%

Concerned about 

wildlife
43% 41% 42% 38% 42% 41% 46% 40% 50% 57% 38% 44%

Benefit the local 

economy
87% 86% 82% 80% 82% 85% 82% 86% 62% 85% 85% 84%

Benefit 

business/employer 
24% 18% 25% 21% 12% 22% 19% 23% 12% 37% 19% 20%

Directly benefit from 

jobs & skills
31% 28% 29% 25% 28% 29% 28% 29% 28% 45% 26% 29%

Direct work 

opportunities 
29% 27% 32% 27% 39% 28% 28% 29% 25% 43% 26% 28%

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups
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% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 1,665 333 32 1,972 425 1,580 399 204 610 646 146

Safeguard future 

water supplies
88% 89% 89% 89% 85% 89% 86% 83% 90% 92% 83%

Concerned about 

disruption
46% 45% 76% 45% 45% 46% 44% 45% 46% 45% 54%

Comfortable paying 

more
44% 50% 47% 45% 54% 42% 38% 45% 45% 52% 29%

Provide recreational 

spaces
90% 90% 92% 90% 87% 91% 89% 84% 90% 95% 81%

Provide eco benefits 90% 89% 87% 90% 87% 91% 88% 82% 90% 95% 84%

Concerned about 

wildlife
40% 47% 60% 41% 51% 39% 36% 46% 42% 42% 43%

Benefit the local 

economy
84% 88% 80% 85% 84% 84% 82% 78% 84% 90% 76%

Benefit 

business/employer 
19% 36% 30% 22% 39% 17% 15% 34% 23% 23% 11%

Directly benefit from 

jobs & skills
25% 45% 37% 28% 46% 24% 22% 33% 29% 32% 22%

Direct work 

opportunities 
25% 45% 35% 28% 44% 24% 23% 34% 31% 30% 23%

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups

Importance of Safeguarding Future Supplies 

56

• Net agreement overall = 89%, and this is consistently high across almost all subgroups (83-93%). 

• Net agreement overall = 46%.

• Digitally disengaged participants show substantially higher agreement (76%) than the digitally 
engaged majority (45%).

• Agreement rises with age from 36% (16-17) to a peak of 54% (75+), though not in a perfectly 
linear pattern (45-54 also show 52%).

• Differences by gender, SEG, ethnicity, income and PSR status are modest (within a 5-6 % point 
range of the total).

Construction Disruption



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups

Willingness to Pay More on Bills 

57

• Net agreement overall = 45% - one of the most differentiated measures in 

the survey.

• PSR status: those on the PSR show notably higher willingness to pay 

(56%) than those not registered (44%).

• Environmental/water sports group members: 54% vs. 42% for non-

members.

• Age: a U-shaped pattern, willingness to pay is lowest among 16-17 (24%) 

and 55-64 (39%), but highest among 25-34 (55%) and 75+ (55%).

• SEG: AB shows the highest willingness (52%), C2 the lowest (36%).

• Income: willingness rises with income, from 38% (under £24,500) to 52% 

(£50,001+).

• Customer type: future customers show lower willingness (33%) than 

current customers (46%).

• Future customers and the Under £24,500 income band show the lowest 

willingness to pay of any subgroup. 

Willingness to pay appears closely tied to 

current financial means (income, SEG) and to 

a sense of investment in the outcome (PSR 

registration, environmental group 

membership, current customer status). 

The lower willingness among future customers 

is notable: this group will ultimately pay for the 

reservoir for longer than current bill-payers, 

yet shows less enthusiasm for doing so, 

possibly reflecting a weaker sense of 

immediate relevance or lower awareness of 

the issue (consistent with their very low 

awareness score).



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups

Concern About Wildlife Impact

58

• Net agreement overall = 41%.

• PSR status: 57% agree among those on the PSR, vs. 38% among those not 

registered, a significant difference and the largest gap on this measure.

• Digitally disengaged: 60% agreement, again significantly above the digitally engaged 

group (41%).

• Environmental/water sports group members: 51% vs. 39% for non-members, 

perhaps unsurprising given this group's likely interest in nature and conservation.

• Non-white participants: somewhat higher agreement (47%) than white participants 

(40%).

• Age shows a moderate peak among 25–34-year-olds (52%).

The consistency of PSR and digitally 

disengaged participants showing elevated 

concern across both disruption and wildlife 

impact suggests these groups may share a 

common profile, potentially more vulnerable, 

more locally-rooted, or simply more risk-averse 

towards change in their local environment. 

This is worth bearing in mind for engagement 

planning, as these groups may also be harder 

to reach through standard digital channels.

Local Economic Benefits

• Net agreement overall = 84%, and broadly consistent across most subgroups (78-

90%).

• Income: agreement rises with income, from 78% (£24,501-£27,000 to 90% 

(£50,001+) which is significantly higher agreement than the other income bands.

• SEG: DE shows significantly lower agreement (80%) vs. AB (87%) and C1 (86%).

• Those 16-17 show comparatively low agreement (74%), the lowest of any age 

group, although the difference is not significant.

This measure shows less subgroup variation 

than most others in the survey, suggesting the 

economic benefits argument resonates fairly 

evenly across the population.



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups

Personal/Direct Economic Benefit Statements 

59

• These three statements, relating to jobs, skills, and employment opportunities, show some of the widest 
subgroup variation in the survey, despite low overall agreement (22-29%).

• PSR status is consistently associated with much higher agreement: 37-45% among PSR-registered 
participants vs. 19-26% among those not registered, roughly double across all three statements.

• Environmental/water sports group members show a similar pattern: 39-46% vs. 17-24% for non-members.

• Non-white participants show notably higher agreement than white participants across all three measures 

• Digitally disengaged participants show higher agreement (30-37%) than the digitally engaged majority (22-
29%).

• Age: younger participants (18-34) show the highest agreement (29-45% across the three statements), 
declining sharply among those 65+ (9-20%).

• Future customers show notably higher interest in working at the reservoir (39%) than current customers 
(28%), despite future customers' otherwise lower engagement on most measures.



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups (Q25)
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Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2,004 27 27 26 1,924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1,018 978

Protect future 

supply
86% 94% 82% 94% 85% 74% 85% 86% 87% 84% 82% 90% 93% 86% 85%

Plentiful future 

water supply
31% 49% 47% 47% 30% 31% 45% 41% 32% 33% 27% 18% 28% 29% 34%

Worry about future 

generation 
67% 86% 57% 84% 67% 60% 65% 65% 67% 68% 63% 71% 74% 68% 66%

Leak concerns 82% 76% 90% 88% 82% 59% 68% 73% 81% 86% 85% 93% 90% 83% 81%

Trust in Thames 

Water
39% 54% 34% 49% 39% 27% 54% 49% 44% 36% 35% 25% 47% 42% 37%

Protect the 

environment 
88% 96% 93% 95% 87% 86% 85% 84% 88% 89% 83% 91% 95% 89% 86%

% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer Current Customer Disabled
Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 700 622 257 413 129 1,875 365 1,595 45 248 1,528 228

Protect future supply 87% 88% 83% 82% 84% 86% 84% 86% 73% 83% 86% 83%

Plentiful future water 

supply
29% 29% 39% 33% 30% 31% 32% 31% 20% 50% 28% 30%

Worry about future 

generation 
69% 70% 62% 64% 63% 67% 72% 66% 59% 66% 68% 62%

Leak concerns 81% 82% 83% 84% 65% 83% 84% 82% 71% 85% 83% 70%

Trust in Thames Water 39% 35% 46% 43% 43% 39% 36% 41% 20% 51% 37% 42%

Protect the 

environment 
88% 89% 87% 85% 88% 87% 83% 89% 74% 85% 89% 82%

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes & Perceived Benefits in subgroups (Q25)
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% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 1,665 333 32 1,972 425 1,580 399 204 610 646 146

Protect future supply 86% 84% 90% 85% 83% 86% 84% 78% 86% 90% 80%

Plentiful future water 

supply
29% 44% 47% 31% 40% 29% 27% 45% 31% 30% 26%

Worry about future 

generation 
68% 61% 84% 67% 69% 67% 63% 66% 65% 74% 59%

Leak concerns 84% 72% 83% 82% 80% 83% 85% 78% 83% 82% 76%

Trust in Thames 

Water
36% 56% 46% 39% 50% 36% 44% 41% 39% 41% 19%

Protect the 

environment 
88% 84% 96% 87% 83% 89% 86% 80% 88% 91% 86%

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Attitudes Towards Water Supply in subgroups

Trust in Thames Water to do the right thing 

62

• Net agreement overall = 39%.

• Non-white participants show notably higher trust (56%) than white participants (36%), one of the largest gaps in the 
survey on this measure.

• PSR status: 51% among PSR-registered participants vs. 37% among those not registered.

• Environmental/water sports group members: 50% vs. 36% for non-members.

• Age: trust is highest among 18-24s (54%) and lowest among 65-74s (25%) although 47% of 75+ trust Thames Water to 
do the right thing

Belief That Water Supply Will Always Be Plentiful

• Net agreement overall = 31% (i.e. most people do not believe supply is guaranteed, consistent with broad acceptance of 
the need for new infrastructure).

• PSR status: 50% of PSR-registered participants agree, compared to 28% of those not registered, PSR participants are 
notably less concerned about scarcity.

• Digitally disengaged: 47% agreement, again above the digitally engaged group (31%).

• Non-white participants: 44% vs. 29% for white participants.

• Income: the £24,501-£27,000 band shows notably higher agreement (45%) than other income bands (26-31%).



Likelihood of Visiting the Reservoir (Q22)
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% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2,004 27 27 26 1,924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1,018 978

% of those "would 

not visit"
12% 5% 12% 10% 12% 7% 3% 2% 3% 9% 16% 27% 25% 12% 12%

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer Current Customer Disabled
Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 700 622 257 413 129 1,875 365 1,595 45 248 1,528 228

% of those "would not 

visit"
9% 10% 11% 19% 7% 12% 15% 11% 27% 13% 11% 13%

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 1,665 333 32 1,972 425 1,580 399 204 610 646 146

% of those "would not 

visit"
13% 4% 20% 12% 7% 13% 18% 12% 12% 6% 21%

% of those "would not visit"

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Likelihood of Visiting the Reservoir

Likelihood of Visiting the Reservoir (those "would not visit")

64

• Overall, 12% say they would not visit the reservoir if it opened with leisure facilities.

• Age shows the clearest pattern: "would not visit" rises sharply with age, from 2-3% 
among 18-44s to 16% (55-64) and 27% (65-74), before falling slightly to 25% (75+).

• DE socio-economic grade: 19% would not visit, compared to 9% for AB.

• Income: "would not visit" is highest among the lowest income band (18% for under 
£24,500) and lowest among the highest (6% for £50,001+).

• Environmental/water sports group members: only 7% would not visit, vs. 13% for 
non-members.

• Digitally disengaged: 20% would not visit, vs. 12% for the digitally engaged majority.

• Non-white participants: only 4% would not visit, notably lower than white participants 
(13%).

Likelihood of visiting the 

reservoir appears to be linked 

to both age and socio-

economic circumstances.

Older and lower-income groups 

are less likely to see themselves 

using the facilities, which may 

reflect mobility, transport 

access, or simply differing 

leisure preferences. 



Additional Project Benefits & Cost (Q24)
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% may not total 100 due to rounding or missing data

Distance Age Gender

Total 0-5km 5-10km 10-20km 20km+ 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+ Female Male

Weighted Base 2,004 27 27 26 1,924 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131 1,018 978

Score 0-2 

(additional benefits 

& cost) 

42% 31% 12% 31% 43% 31% 39% 36% 37% 44% 44% 47% 54% 42% 43%

Score 5-7 (no 

additional benefits, 

keep bill low)

22% 45% 63% 39% 21% 27% 20% 27% 23% 24% 22% 17% 21% 20% 25%

SEG Future vs Current Customer Disability Thames Water PSR status

AB C1 C2 DE Future Customer Current Customer Disabled
Not 

disabled
Refused Yes No Don’t know

Weighted Base 700 622 257 413 129 1,875 365 1,595 45 248 1,528 228

Score 0-2 (additional 

benefits & cost) 
46% 43% 33% 42% 37% 43% 41% 43% 28% 35% 45% 30%

Score 5-7 (no 

additional benefits, 

keep bill low)

22% 21% 33% 19% 21% 22% 24% 22% 24% 36% 19% 25%

Ethnicity Digital status
Member of environmental or 

water sports group
Household income

White Non-white
Digitally 

disengaged

Not digitally 

disengaged
Yes No

Under 

£24.500

£24,501 - 

£27,000

£27,001 - 

£50,000
£50,001+ Refused

Weighted Base 1,665 333 32 1,972 425 1,580 399 204 610 646 146

Score 0-2 (additional 

benefits & cost) 
44% 38% 29% 43% 36% 44% 44% 35% 42% 46% 37%

Score 5-7 (no 

additional benefits, 

keep bill low)

22% 27% 49% 22% 29% 20% 21% 31% 23% 19% 25%



Additional Project Benefits & Cost 

Trade off between additional benefit & cost

66

• By age, there is a gradual shift toward cost-consciousness with increasing age: 18-24: 39% favour 
maximising benefits (scores 0-2) vs. 20% favour minimising costs (scores 5-7). 75+: 54% favour 
maximising benefits vs. 21% favour minimising costs

• While older participants are more likely to favour maximising benefits (54% vs. 39%), the gap between the 
two positions narrows somewhat with age (from a 19 percentage-point gap among 18-24s to a 33 
percentage-point gap among 75+, in favour of maximising benefits in both cases), so younger participants 
are not more pro-benefit overall, but the shape of opinion shifts slightly toward the cost-conscious end as 
age increases.

• By PSR status, the pattern is more pronounced: PSR-registered participants are notably more cost-
conscious than non-registered participants, 36% of PSR participants vote for minimising costs (scores 5-
7) vs. only 19% of non-PSR participants, and PSR participants are almost evenly split between the two 
ends of the scale (35% vs. 36%).



Facility & Activity Interest by Age (% likely use)
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Age

Total 16 to 17 18 to 24 25 to 34 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 to 74 75+

Weighted Base 2,004 52 186 293 341 325 329 343 131

Visitor centre 44% 28% 38% 48% 47% 49% 46% 33% 56%

Cafe / restaurant 63% 62% 72% 73% 69% 62% 58% 46% 63%

Nature education centre 39% 37% 30% 42% 49% 46% 38% 26% 37%

Children’s playground 28% 24% 21% 37% 50% 35% 16% 10% 7%

Barbecue and picnic areas 39% 50% 54% 52% 47% 43% 31% 18% 17%

Outdoor gym equipment 23% 28% 43% 27% 31% 25% 15% 8% 4%

Spaces for community hire 19% 26% 26% 26% 27% 19% 13% 4% 3%

Venue for sports events 23% 24% 35% 32% 29% 24% 17% 5% 10%

Sailing 21% 26% 21% 28% 25% 18% 16% 12% 12%

Windsurfing 17% 20% 20% 24% 19% 16% 11% 4% 10%

Water sports centre 33% 32% 50% 42% 37% 27% 22% 8% 24%

Canoeing, kayaking or paddleboarding 43% 61% 50% 47% 52% 38% 34% 22% 22%

Fishing on the recreational lakes 25% 22% 18% 38% 28% 22% 17% 12% 31%

Open water swimming 38% 44% 51% 42% 32% 37% 29% 33% 32%

Beach / sandy area /swimming 55% 63% 60% 61% 59% 55% 50% 33% 34%

Walking and running trails 60% 64% 77% 72% 69% 63% 53% 38% 37%

Nature trails 66% 68% 69% 75% 72% 68% 63% 50% 57%

Biking trails 31% 33% 42% 43% 39% 31% 27% 11% 12%

Trails for dog walking 31% 33% 34% 41% 37% 33% 27% 17% 11%

Hire of bikes & accessibility scooters 22% 12% 26% 32% 23% 24% 19% 11% 9%

Bridleways and horse riding 13% 19% 16% 18% 17% 13% 11% 3% 4%

Green spaces for walking, relaxing and leisure 65% 64% 73% 73% 69% 64% 60% 53% 63%

Wildlife / bird watching 41% 30% 35% 43% 44% 38% 42% 37% 57%

Significantly lower/higher at 95% 
when compared to at least another 
attribute in the same category



Facility & Activity Interest by Age

Interest is highest among participants under 45

68

• Outdoor gym equipment: 43% likely among 18-24s vs. 4% among 75+ (39pp range)

• Children's playground: 50% among 35-44s (the peak, likely reflecting family stage) 

vs. 7% among 75+

• Biking trails: 42-43% among 18-34s vs. 11-12% among 65+

• Spaces for community hire/jobs training: 26-27% among under-45s vs. 3-4% among 

65+

• Water sports centre: 50% among 18-24s vs. 8% among 65-74

The consistency of this age gradient 

across almost the entire facilities and 

activities list suggests that the 

reservoir's recreational offer, as 

currently conceived, may have 

stronger appeal to younger and 

middle-aged households than to older 

residents, with the partial exception of 

wildlife watching and fishing. …apart from…

• Wildlife/bird watching increases with age, peaking at 57% among 75+ (vs. 30% 

among 16-17s), the only activity where the oldest group shows the highest interest.

• Fishing shows a less linear pattern, with 75+ (31%) notably higher than the 55-74 

age bands (12-17%).

Cafe/restaurant remains relatively popular across all ages (46-73%), though even here 
the 65-74 group is the clear low point (46%).



Appendix: 
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White Horse Reservoir

AN ESSENTIAL NEW RESERVOIR FOR 

THE SOUTH EAST

Thames Water is proposing to build White 

Horse Reservoir to the south-west of 

Abingdon in Oxfordshire.  

Providing a secure water supply for 

millions of people across the South East, 

the new reservoir will help protect both 

water customers and the environment 

from the effects of drought.

It is being designed at the moment, and 

subject to planning approvals, will be 

operational in 2040.



A SPACE FOR NATURE, A PLACE FOR 

PEOPLE

The new reservoir would help safeguard 

water supplies for the next 100 years and 

beyond.

But it is also being designed to create a 

vibrant, inclusive space for people and 

nature. 

From new woodlands and walking trails 

to opportunities for water sports, 

education, and community connection, 

this reservoir will be a place to explore, 

unwind, and thrive.

The reservoir is being designed to reflect 

the character of the local landscape and 

to become a destination in its own right - 

supporting biodiversity, boosting the 

regional economy, and offering 

something for everyone.

1

2

3

4

1. Recreational lakes 

2. Visitor centre and café

3. Water sports centre 

4. Nature education centre

5. Wetlands  

Marcham

Drayton

Steventon

East Hanney

5



Benefits for people and 
the local economy

• Around 1,800 new jobs would be created through 
construction, unlocking economic growth and 
opportunities to businesses of all sizes, from 
apprenticeships to skilled trades.

• Once open, the reservoir would attract visitors and 
boost tourism, supporting the regional economy for 
the longer term.

• Educational spaces, water sports, cycling, walking 
and nature trails would create a safe, accessible and 
inclusive space for everyone, contributing to an 
improved quality of life.

79



Two recreational lakes would be located to the north 

east of the site. One would be dedicated to nature 

and fishing, while the larger lake would be used for 

swimming, paddleboarding and sailing.

A water sports centre on the eastern edge of the 

reservoir would facilitate non-motorised watercraft 

activities such as sailing, with boat storage, a sailing 

club, café and visitor amenities.

The proposed visitor centre would serve as a key 

entry point, with cafés, changing facilities, angling 

piers, education spaces and adventure play areas. 

Landscaped routes and open greens would connect 

all facilities, creating the social and recreational 

heart of the reservoir.

Water Recreation and Visitor Facilities
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Nature and Environment

New floodplain grazing marsh and seasonal 

wetlands would be created to the west of the 

reservoir, designed to support a wide range of birds, 

invertebrates, water voles, otters and fish.

Certain areas would not be accessible to the public, 

to protect sensitive habitats and provide quiet 

sanctuary for wildlife.

A Nature Education Centre on the south-western 

edge would provide direct access to nature trails, 

with boardwalks, bird hides and dipping platforms to 

help visitors discover habitats and wildlife.
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Validation, Verification and Monitoring

Data Verification

⚫ Thoroughly review all questionnaires for completion before analysis.

⚫ Verify the accuracy of frequencies, data tabulations, and raw data.

CAPI Validation

⚫ Validate 10% of face-to-face interviews through a combination of methods (telephone, online and SMS).

CATI Validation

⚫ Listen in on 5% of telephone interviews to ensure quality.

Data Validation – All Quantitative Responses

⚫ Subject all interviews to a computer edit with appropriate logic checks to enhance data accuracy.

⚫ Subject all responses to a thorough 100% manual edit, conducted by trained coders.

⚫ Utilise SPSS for a detailed analysis of standard questions.

Data Monitoring

⚫ Conduct meticulous report edits to ensure data accuracy.

⚫ Identify and rectify missing values.

⚫ Apply forced edits for logical consistency and verify its effectiveness through subsequent data runs.

⚫ Develop and present a comprehensive client-approved codeframe for open or 'other' questions

Tabulations and Data Outputs Verification

⚫ Perform various checks, including accuracy of tables, abbreviations, base size, cross breaks, derived data, subgroups, net totals, weighting, frequencies, 

spelling, and statistical analysis.



Additional Information

The following information on Quantitative work is available upon request:

• The fieldwork method (e.g. in-person, telephone or online, individual or group interviews, synchronous or asynchronous),

• The target group and sample selection methods,

• Assessment of sample representation of target population and respective implications,

• The sampling method, including size of planned and achieved sample, reasons for differences in planned and achieved and how any problems 

in this respect were dealt with,

• Response rate where probability samples were used and its definition and calculation method,

• Participation rate where non-probability samples were used,

• The number of interviewers or moderators, if applicable,

• The fieldworker/moderator validation methods, if applicable,

• The questionnaires, any visual exhibits or show cards, and other relevant data collection documents,

• The weighting procedures, if applicable,

• Any methods statistical analysis used,

• The estimating and imputation procedures, if applicable,

• The results that are based on subgroups and the number of cases used in subgroup analysis,

• Variance and estimates of non-sampling errors or indicators thereof (when probability samples are used).
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