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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Following continued pressure on water supplies in the UK, water efficiency had become a concern of
the government and regulators. Measures to encourage water efficiency have become increasingly
important, and both OFWAT and the Environment Agency (EA) have made clear their expectation
that efficiency measures should form part of water companies’ Water Resources Management Plans
(WRMP).

One promising device that may have potential to improve water efficiency is aerated showerheads. A
study by UU and Liverpool John Moores University suggests that these can reduce the flow rate from
mixer and power showers, without impacting the shower experience (“Water and Energy Efficient
Showers: Project Report”, 2007).

In order to gather more data about the potential of aerated showerheads, a study on the feasibility of
a mail order showerhead offer was undertaken by UU. Its main aims were to:

e establish how willing customers were to install free showerheads

e determine customer opinion on aerated showerheads and retention rates

e investigate how much water and carbon aerated showerheads could save

e understand the likely cost of distributing showerheads by post to customers to install

themselves
e establish the feasibility of using postal services as a mechanism for distributing free

showerheads

2002 domestic metered customers from across the northwest were contacted and offered a free
aerated showerhead. The aim of the study was to understand the likely take up rate of a free water
efficient showerhead offer, and to see how customers’ found the experience of using an aerated
showerhead. In total 155 showerheads were sent to customers, and 118 experience questionnaires

were received in return.

Total | Optant | New
Application Letters sent | 2002 850 1150
Applications Received 163 74 88
Showerheads sent 155 68 85
Questionnaire replies 118 52 64
Chase letter sent 79 34 45
Continue to use 83 40 41

Numbers of customers involved at each stage of the project

22" August 2008 page 3 of 30
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Using an aerated showerhead reduced customers shower flow rate by an average of 41.39%, a
saving of 39.5 litres per household per day. The majority of customers (79.13%) found the
experience of using the showerhead was better or the same as using their previous showerhead, and

70.34% of customers said they would continue to use the free aerated showerhead.

Average Flow (I/min)
Before After | % Change
11.78 6.91 -41.4

Change in flow for all customers

The estimated energy savings associated with using a water efficient showerhead are 1201kwWh/MI of
electricity and 60013 kwh/MI of gas. These translate into a reduction in CO, emissions of 12 tonnes

of CO, saved per mega litre of water.

The total cost of the cost of this project was £29.90 per showerhead distributed, and it is estimated
that rolling the offer out on a wider scale and distributing 10,000 showerheads would cost £22.71 per

unit.

Unit cost of implementation
(excluding study admin costs)/

showerhead £29.90
AlC 49.04 p/m°
AISC 15.31 p/m®

Summary of project costs

One of the biggest benefits of the aerated showerhead is shown to be the carbon and energy savings
associated with the showerhead. These savings are predominantly the result of reduced energy
expenditure on heating water in the home. Such large savings contribute to a very large

environmental benefit as valued by the shadow cost of carbon.

There is the potential for still larger social benefits if the reduced water/energy bills customers see is
taken into account, especially if customers in fuel/water poverty are targeted. These benefits could for

the focus of future research.

Overall it is clear that, even in a small scale trial, aerated showerheads have the potential to help
customers reduce their water demand at a highly competitive cost. If the results of this trial were to be

rolled up to a larger scale it is likely that costs could be reduced further.
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INTRODUCTION

Following the 2004-2006 droughts across much of Southern England and the continued pressure on
water supplies in the UK, water efficiency had become a concern of the government and regulators.
Measures to encourage water efficiency have become increasingly important, and both OFWAT and
the Environment Agency (EA) have made clear their expectation that efficiency measures should

form part of water companies’ Water Resources Management Plans (WRMP).

Although United Utilities (UU) is not in a position of high water stress, over the next 25 years it is likely
that investment will be needed in small to medium scale supply-demand schemes in the region. In
order for water efficiency measures to be accurately costed as part of UU's supply-demand
investment, detailed region-specific data about the benefits of different efficiency measures is

needed.

One promising device that may have potential to improve water efficiency is aerated showerheads
(figure 1). A study by UU and Liverpool John Moores University suggests that these can reduce the
flow rate from mixer and power showers, without impacting the shower experience (Critchley and
Phipps, 2007).

In order to gather more data about the potential of aerated showerheads, a study on the feasibility of
a mail order showerhead offer was undertaken by UU. Its main aims were to:

e establish how willing customers were to install free showerheads

e determine customer opinion on aerated showerheads and retention rates

e investigate how much water and carbon aerated showerheads could save

e understand the likely cost of distributing showerheads to customers by post to install

themselves
e establish the feasibility of using postal services as a mechanism for distributing free

showerheads

Figure 1: Water efficient aerated showerhead used in UU’s offer

22" August 2008 page 5 of 30
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THE SHOWERHEAD OFFER

A random selection of metered UU customers were offered the opportunity to take part in a trial of an
aerated showerhead (Challis aerated showerhead). Customers where sent a letter of invitation,
shower-flow bag, and an application form with return envelope (see appendix A). In order to take part
in the study the customer had to confirm that they had a mixer or power shower unit, and to agree to
take part in a follow up survey. When customers returned the completed application form a
showerhead, shower-flow bag, and survey with return envelope were sent to the customer.
Customers were instructed on how to fit the new showerhead, remembering to use the shower-flow
bag to measure the flow of their shower before and after fitting. Customers then completed an
experience survey and returned it to UU (see appendix B). All communication with customers was

conducted via letter.

In total, 2,000 domestic metered customers were contacted about the free aerated showerhead offer.
These were split between 850 customers who had opted to have a water meter (optant) and 1,150

customers who live in new homes built with a water meter (new).

Two further customers, who were not part of the original 2,000 customers contacted, also returned
applications. It is assumed that the application was passed on to them by a relative or friend who
was one of the 2,000 customers contacted, but who did not wish to take part in the offer themselves.
These two additional customers were included in the study, but it is not known whether they were

optant or new customers, and so they were excluded from certain analysis.

Customers were initially sent a letter detailing the purpose of the offer, a bag to measure the flow of
their current shower and an application form to be included in the trial. Those who applied were sent
an aerated showerhead with fitting instructions, a flow measuring bag and an experience
guestionnaire. In response to the initial letter 161 applications were received, 155 showerheads were

sent out, and 118 experience questionnaires were collected (table 1).

Total | Optant | New
Application Letters sent | 2002 850 1150
Applications Received 163 74 88
Showerheads sent 155 68 85
Questionnaire replies 118 52 64
Chase letter sent 79 34 45
Continue to use 83 40 41

Table 1: Numbers of customers involved at each stage of the project

22" August 2008 page 6 of 30
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Customers were grouped into ‘optant and ‘new’ to determine whether one type of meter owner was
more likely to choose to take up the offer of a free water efficient showerhead. As optant customers
have chosen to have a water meter installed, it was thought that they may be more concerned with
water efficiency than new customers, and might be more inclined to take part in the free showerhead

offer.

As well as grouping customers by the type of meter, 50% of the 2,000 customers sent an application
letter were also sent a leaflet about carbon saving. The aim of this was to see whether informing
people about the carbon savings associated with water efficiency would increase the likelihood of

them wanting to have a water efficient showerhead.

RESULTS

Response Rates

The response rate of all customers contacted about the free showerhead offer was 8.0%, and
showerhead packs were sent to 7.7% of customers (figure 2). Six customers applied for a
showerhead but did not receive a pack. The reasons for failure to send a showerhead pack included
some parcels being returned to sender, not all customers offered confirmation they would provide
feedback (a condition of inclusion in the study) and some applications were received after the offer
had ended. 73.3% of customers who were sent a showerhead returned a feedback questionnaire
(5.9% of all customers). If a feedback form was not received within 3-4 weeks of sending the
showerhead, customers were sent another copy of the questionnaire and a “chase letter” asking them
for their feedback. 51.0% of customers who were sent a showerhead were subsequently sent a

chase letter.

22" August 2008 page 7 of 30
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O Replied after a chase letter

@ Replied unprompted

% of all customers contacted

Applied for inclusion in Were sent a showerhead Replied to the
offer Questionaire

Figure 2: The percentage of all customers involved at different stages of the showerhead offer

Among optant customers the response rate was slightly higher than the overall rate (8.5%) whilst the
response rate among new customers was slightly lower (7.7%). The carbon saving leaflet did not
increase the application rates among customers who were sent a copy. In fact, customers who did
not receive the leaflet had a 2% higher application rate overall than customers who were sent a
carbon saving leaflet (figure 3).
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Sent leaflet Not sent leaflet

Figure 3: Difference in application rates among customers who did and did
not receive a carbon savings leaflet
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Showerhead Installation and Benefit

In order to understand how easy it was for customers to self fit an aerated showerhead, section 2 of
the questionnaire asked questions about the ability and experience of fitting the water efficient
showerhead (appendix B). There was also a question on the location the showerhead was fitted (e.g.

main bathroom), and customers were asked to record measured flow rates before and after fitting.

The majority of customers (73.7%) installed the showerhead in the main bathroom (figure 4). 94.9%
of customers found the showerhead was either easy or very easy to install (figure 5), and only 3.4%

of customers found they were unable to install the showerhead.

1% 1%
O Very Eas
O Main Bathroon i y
O Second Bathroom B Easy
0O Other O Difficult
O Not Answered 82% O Very Difficult
Figure 4: Showerhead location Figure 5: Ease of fitting
(based upon 118 valid responses) (based upon 114 valid responses)

Shower-bags were provided for customers in the original application letter, again in the showerhead
pack, and if necessary in the chase up letter. The shower-bag is a small, clear plastic bag with flow
markings and directions on how to use the bag to measure a shower or tap flow rate. There was no
supervision of customer flow measurement and the way in which a customer interprets the directions
on the bag can have a large impact on recorded flow rates, for this reason all flow measurements

should be treat with a degree of caution.

The maximum flow rate of customers’ showers fell from 40 I/m to 13 I/m once the aerated
showerhead had been installed. Before installing the showerhead, 12.0% of customers had flow
rates greater than 15 I/m, 78.6% of customers has flow rates between 6 I/m and 15 I/m and only 0.9%
had flow rates lower than 5 I/m (figure 6). This figure is consistent with the joint UU / Liverpool John
Moores University ‘Water Efficient Showerheads’ study (2007). With the new showerhead, no

customer had a flow rate greater than 13 I/m, 61.5% of customers had flow rates between 6-13 I/m,

22" August 2008 page 9 of 30
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and 15.4% of customers had flow rates lower than 5 I/m (table 2, figure 6). These figures were

roughly standard for optant and new customers.

Flow rate
(I/min) Before | After

0-2 0 1

2-4 0 13

4-6 1 11

6-8 20 40

8-10 18 17

10-12 31 7

12-14 15 1

14-16 12 0

16-18 5 0

18-20 3 0

20-22 1 0

22-24 0 0
Not answered 11 27

Table 2: The number of customers in different flow rate categories before and after fitting an aerated
showerhead

45
Before
40 ]
W After
35
30

) /)
) - A -
e AN N

0 0-2 2-4 4-6 6-8 8-10 10-12 12-14 14-16 16-18 18-20 20-22 22-24

No. of showers

Flow Category (I/min)

Figure 6: Number of showers in different flow categories before and after installing aerated
showerhead
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Overall Customer Experience

In order to understand how customers felt about showering with an aerated showerhead, section 3 of
the questionnaire asked five questions about the experience of using the water efficient showerhead
(appendix B). These related to the appearance, the water flow over the body, the water flow for

washing hair, the water and air temperature and the force of the water flow.

The majority of customers either preferred the appearance of the aerated showerhead (30%) or found
it similar to their previous showerhead (49%), whilst 21% of customers found the appearance of the
aerated showerhead was poorer than their previous showerhead (figure 7). The comments received
about the showerhead (Appendix D) show that the appearance was generally well received, but
offering a variety of finishes, such as gold, would appeal to some customers. One customer also

raised the issue of “a lack of quality” in the appearance of the showerhead.

O Better than previous
O Similar to previous

0O Poorer than previous

49%

Figure 7: Customer assessment of the appearance of the free showerhead compared to their
previous showerhead
(based upon 115 valid responses)

How well a showerhead distributes water flow over the body and hair is an important part of the
experience of using a shower and can also influence how long it takes to wash soap off, and
therefore how long is spent in the shower. Again, the majority of customers found the flow over the
body (73%) and the flow for washing hair (77%) was better or the same as their previous showerhead
(figures 8 and 9). Similar numbers of customers found the flow poorer than their previous shower
head (26% body flow, 22% hair flow).

22" August 2008 page 11 of 30
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O Better than previous O Better than previous

O Similar to previous O Similar to previous

0 Poorer than previous 0 Poorer than previous

0 Other 0O Other
Figure 8: Water flow cover of the body of the aerated Figure 9: Customer assessment of the water flow of
showerhead compared to their previous showerhead the aerated showerhead for washing hair compared to
(based upon 116 valid responses). their previous showerhead

(based upon 116 valid responses).

Among customers who found the flow from the aerated showerhead poorer than their previous
showerhead, comments consistently suggest that it took longer to shower with the aerated
showerhead because it took longer to fully wash the body and hair.

When asked about the water and air temperature of the aerated showerhead, 75% of customers
found the experience was the same as their previous showerhead. 13% found that the water and air
temperature were warmer, and 8% found that they were cooler (figure 10). The customer comments
show that one customer found it difficult to get the water to the desired temperature and one
customer found the temperature fluctuated whilst the shower was running.

O Warmer
O Same
O Cooler

O Other

Figure 10: Experience of water and air temperature when using the aerated showerhead
(based upon 114 valid responses)

22" August 2008 page 12 of 30
United Utilities Water Plc.



United

United Utilities Water Efficient Showerhead Offer UtllltleS

A final question referred to the force of the water on the skin. Only 2% of customers found the water
too forceful, with the majority (71%) finding the force of the water was just right. A quarter of

customers (24%) found that the force of the water was too gentle (figure 11).

3% 2%

" @ Too forceful
O Just right

O Too gentle

O Other

Figure 11: Force of the water against the skin
(based upon 116 valid responses)

To gain a picture of the overall all experience of using the aerated showerhead, the patterns in the
way individual customers answered all five experience questions were analysed. The most common
set of answers was to find the appearance similar, body flows similar, hair flows similar, temperature
the same and the force of the water just right. 18.2% of customers used this set of answers to

describe their experience using the aerated showerhead.

The next most common set of responses was that the appearance and flow over the body and hair
were better than the previous showerhead, the temperature was the same and the force of the water
on the skin was just right. 6.9% of customers described their experience using the showerhead in this

way.

Experience of Customers who did not Continue to Use the Showerhead

20.34% of customers who returned an experience questionnaire said that they would not continue to
use the aerated showerhead. The comments left by these customers (in both section 3 “Your
experience of using the showerhead” and section 4 “Overall Impressions”) help to show the critical
factors that deterred them from continuing to use the showerhead. These critical factors are

summarised in figure 12.
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18% O Angle of shower arm/flow projection
0

m Flow rate to low

O Perfer adjustable flow settings

m Could not see a difference
O Might try an alternative use
@ Too noisy

0O No reason given

Figure 12: Graph to illustrate the factors that people who did not continue to use the aerated
showerhead commented upon
(based upon 28 relevant responses).

The most common complaint (32.14%) among customers who did not continue to use the
showerhead was that the arm was straight rather than curved. In some instances this meant it would
not fit into customers’ existing shower clamps, whilst other customers found that the flow of water was
projected across the shower cubical rather than down onto the showerer. The reduction is flow was
also an important factor, as 21.43% felt that the flow was too restricted. The longer time it took to
shower under reduced flow was the complaint of most of these customers, but one customer did not

like the reduced flow as they felt it was “not beneficial for old people in cold weather”.

Other comments among customers who did not continue to use the aerated showerhead were that
they preferred their original showerhead as it had adjustable flow settings (10.71%); they could not
see what difference the new showerhead made and so returned to their original one (7.12%); and that

the aerated showerhead was too noisy (3.57%).

2 customers said they would not continue to use the showerhead also indicated that they would not
discard it altogether. 1 customer commented that they planned to use it over the bath rather than in a
cubical, as they believed the aerated showerhead would splash less than their current bath shower.
The second customer mentioned that they planned to give the aerated showerhead to a relative

whom they believed would benefit more from it than they would.

Unfortunately, many (17.86%) of the comments left by customers who were not planning to continue
to use the showerhead gave no indication why. For example, “We don’t use it any more and have put
the old one back up” and “Thanks for your efforts in trying to reduce my water consumption and

energy hill”. There may be other critical factors that deterred these customers that this study was
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unable to highlight as their comments were not explicit in giving their reason for returning to using

their previous showerhead.

The Main Themes of Customers’ Comments

Appendix D gives all the comments left by customers in the final section of the experience
guestionnaire. The comments were grouped into to those with similar themes and plotted in figure
13.

Number of comments made

16
14 —
12 —
10 —
8 I
6 _—
4 _—
2 _—
0 | B
Shape Apperance Temperature Noise Flow General General General
Negative Positive

Figure 13: Themes of the comments made by customers in section 4 of the questionnaire,
“Overall Impressions”.

The most common type of comment were those described as “General Positive” (31.25%), these
expressed positive attitudes without mentioning any specific aspect of the showerhead. For example,

“Overall very satisfied. Thank you for including me in the trial. 1 would be interested in future trials.”.

The shape and flow of the showerhead were the next most common themes of customers’ comments
with 16.67% of comments being about each of these. A typical comment about the shape of the
showerhead was that it either did not fit well into the shower clamp or that it directed flow horizontally
rather than vertically. Most comments about flow suggested that it was too low and so took longer to
have a shower. Some customers question how efficient the aerated showerhead was if it took longer

to shower properly than with their previous showerhead.

14.58% of the comments were “General” as they did not express a specific opinion on the
showerhead. For example, “I did have a plastic bag for measuring the shower flow it's now lost.”.
The remaining 20.83% of comments were about the appearance, temperature of the water, noise and

general negative comments (Appendix D).
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Satisfaction
Section 4 of the customer questionnaire (Appendix B) asked customers about their overall impression
of the aerated showerhead. It asked them to give an overall satisfaction rating and to tick which

features of the showerhead in a list provided they found appealing.

Overall, 53.8% of customers were very satisfied with the aerated showerhead, 28.8% were satisfied,
14.4% were dissatisfied and 2.9% were very dissatisfied. This indicated that the majority of
customers positively received the showerhead. New customers were more likely to be dissatisfied

than optant customers (figure 14).

60
O Optant
B New

50

40

30

20

Percentage of customers

10

0 — |

Very Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Very Satisfied

Figure 14: Satisfaction levels among Optant and New customers

Customers were asked to judge which features of the aerated showerhead most appealed to them;
appearance; water efficiency; energy efficiency; the potential to save them money; the showerhead’s
performance; and/or nothing (figure 15). Customers indicated that the showerhead’s water efficiency
(66.3%), energy efficiency (51.0%) and the potential to save money (50%) were the things they found
most appealing. 15.4% of customers said they found the appearance of the showerhead appealing
and 13.5% felt that its performance was appealing. Only 11.5% of customers said there was nothing

appealing about the showerhead.
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70

60

50

40

30
20
’ .:
0
Appearance Water Energy Money saving Performance Nothing
Efficiency Effciency

Percentage of Customers

Figure 15: Graph to show the percentage of customers who liked different features of the
showerhead

Retention
The final question in the survey asked customers if they would continue to use the showerhead, or

revert to their previous fitting.

When asked if they would continue to use the aerated showerhead 70.3% of customers said that they
would. Of the customers who would continue to use the showerhead all but one said they were
satisfied or very satisfied with the showerhead. One customer who said they were dissatisfied with
the showerhead said that they would continue to use it. The data shows that optant customers were

slightly more inclined to continue to use the showerhead (76.9%) than new customers (64.1%).

SAVINGS AND COSTS

How much water is saved using an aerated showerhead has implications for water and energy
efficiency, carbon reductions, and potential reductions to customers’ bills. The final part of this study

looked in more detail at the volumes of water saved and the wider implications of these savings.

Savings
The average water saving for all customers was 4.121/min, which equates to a 41.4% reduction in
flow. Table 3 shows the average flows before and after the aerated showerheads were installed and

the percentage reduction in flow for optant and new customers.
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Average Flow (lI/min)
Before After | % Change
11.78 6.91 -41.4

Table 3: Change in flow for all customers

The reduction in flow was slightly lower for optant customers (3.91 I/min) than the overall reduction

and slightly higher for new customers (4.37 I/min) (Figure 16).

Average Flow (I/min)

O Before
| After

Overall New Optant

Figure 16: Average flow before and after installing the aerated showerhead

This average saving of 4.12l/min equates to a total saving of 39.50 |/day per household, assuming
there are 2.4 people per household, each showering 0.7 times a day with shower duration of 5
minutes. These assumptions are in line with micro-component analysis used in the UU Draft WRMP

(2008). Over the course of a year, saving 39.5 I/day would reduce a metered household’s bill £18.66.

Further financial benefits could be expected as customers would be using less gas and electricity to
heat and pump water during a shower. Energy savings would also be made at wastewater treatment
works where the volume of water to be treated would be reduced. The “MTP 2007 DEFRA Energy
Enquiry” estimated that the combined energy cost of one megalitre of water being used by a domestic
mixer/pumped shower is 1201kWh/MI of electricity and 60013 kWh/MI of gas. This includes energy to
treat and transport potable water, heating water in the home, and transport and treatment of

wastewater.
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These energy savings have a knock-on effect on reducing the CO, emissions associated with
showering. The estimated energy savings associated with a water efficient showerhead translate into
12 tonnes of CO, saved per mega litre of water (based upon DEFRA’s 2005 Guidelines for estimating

carbon footprint).

These figures illustrate how water efficiency measures, such as aerated showerheads, make tangible
savings in terms of the volume of water used, customers’ bills, energy consumption and CO,

emissions.

Costs

This project cost United Utilities £5915.12, which equates to a total unit price of £37.12 per
showerhead sent to a customer (table 4). This covered the purchase of the aerated showerhead and
showerbags, the development of the literature sent to customers, the cost of postage and packaging,
monitoring the response database, data analysis and compiling the study report. Some of the study
based costs have only been incurred because of the need to receive data back from customers. If
only those costs related to the promotion and distribution of showerheads is counted (i.e. excluding
those costs related to post showerhead distribution data collection and analysis) the unit price per
showerhead would be £29.90 (table 4).

The cost of the free aerated showerhead offer was also considered in terms of the average
incremental cost (AIC) and average incremental social cost (AISC). The AIC measures the financial
cost in pence, to United Utilities, to save 1 cubic meter of water. The AIC for this project was
49.04p/m° (table 4). The AISC for the project was 15.31p/m® and includes the environmental and
social costs as well as financial costs of saving 1 cubic meter of water (table 4). The AIC and AISC
were assessed using Water Resources Management Planning best practise guidance. The AISC is
smaller than the AIC because of the carbon savings made in the customers’ home and in water

distribution and treatment when using the aerated showerhead.

Total cost of this study £5915.12
Unit cost of this study £37.12
Unit cost of wider implementation

(excluding study admin costs) £29.90
AlC 49.04 p/m°
AISC 15.31 p/m®

Table 4: Summary of project costs

Overall it is estimated that 1.6 mega litres of water a year will be saved by the showerheads installed
as part of this study. In addition 18.9 tonnes of CO,e emissions have been avoided, and 96,222 kWh

of energy have been saved (table 5).
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Water saved Ml/yr 1.6
Energy saved kWh/yr 96222
CO,e saved tonnes/yr 18.9

Table 5: Estimated amounts of water, energy and CO.e saved in one year by this study.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Uptake

It has been demonstrated that the ‘mail order’ approach to showerhead distribution can be effective.
Uptake rates for the trial were slightly lower than the 11% see for similar trials into assisted household
audits (United Utilities Home Audit Project, 2008) but this is likely to be down to the fact that not all
showers are suitable for the type of showerhead trialled. It is clear that this approach to distributing

showerheads offers a viable low cost alternative to visiting customers homes.

Overall, optant customers were more likely to apply for a free showerhead than new customers,
which may suggest that people who have opted for a water meter are slightly more receptive to water
efficiency measures, or that optant customers are more likely to own showers that are suitable for the
installation of the Challis aerated showerhead. Sending out a carbon saving leaflet did not increase
the likelihood of a customer applying for a showerhead, and it is possible that customers who
received a leaflet with a letter about the aerated showerhead were overloaded with information. To
encourage customers to apply for an aerated showerhead in future the messages about their benefits
should be simple and care must be taken not to overwhelm customers with too many

communications.

Retention
The showerhead proved relatively popular in terms of people continuing to use the showerhead -

again slightly more popular with optant customers.

The showerhead proved easy to install and most people installed it in their main bathroom,
suggesting they were keen to use it regularly. This in combination with the fact most people said they

would continue to use it means there is significant potential to save water.

Savings
The showerhead successfully reduced flow rates (as measured by customers) across a wide range of
different shower types. Showers with moderate to high original flow rates saw significant water

savings. Only showers with very low flow rates (less than 6 |/min) saw limited flow benefits.
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