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1. Introduction

This document corroborates data from the 2008 OECD Household Survey on Environmental
Attitudes and Behaviour. Firstly, so@dlemographic data is comparedthiofficial sources to check that
the sample is approximately representative and unbiased. Secondly, survey results are compared with
other data sources across the five subject areas: waste, transport, energy, organic food and water. The
survey containg section related to environmental attitudes and asks what might motivate respondents
to behave in a more environmentally friendly manner. Unfortunately this data is not easily comparable
with other sources and consequently are not included. Nine reket@@ms involved in the analysis of
the survey have contributed to this corroboration paper, providing formal and informal statistical
comparisons with other surveys and national statistics. Analysis taken directly from the research teams is
presented intext boxes. See Appendix Seven for a list of the research teams with their country and area
specialties.

The survey was carried out in Janu&sbruary 2008 in ten OECD countries: Australia, Canada, Czech
Republic, France, ltaly, Korea, Mexico, Ndtdms, Norway and Sweden. Approximately 1,000
households were interviewed in each country using an intetreeded questionnaire resulting in a total
sample of 10,000 households. Information was collected on household characteristics, environmental
attitudes and household behaviours in five key areas: waste and recycling, transport, energy use, organic
food expenditures and water consumption.

Companies providing internet surveysreciuiS 2 L S G2 06S02YS | YSYOoSNI 27
become eligibleo complete survey questionnairesUsually, dmographic information is collected on
panel members and panel members are given rewards for taking part in surveys. The OECD chose the
survey provider with care in order to minimise problems that can be@atml with online surveys, such
Fd O0AlF&aSR &l YL Saz LINRPFTSaarazylf NBaLRyRSyida FyR 3
size, recruitment, managemeand representivenessere scrutinised

The OECD chose Lightspeed research to cartytto survey. Lightspeed Research recruits
respondents through hundreds of websites in each country and uses ‘oeaath portals with niche
websites to reach rarer demographic targets. Potential panel members are contacted through
newsletters and online@dvertising campaigns with partner sites. A respondent cannot choose to seek
out the Lightspeed panel to joiit; they can only become members via the methods above. Once
recruited, chosen panel members are contacted by email and invited to respondetiesk surveys. An
algorithm conducted by MARSébftware is used to select respondents based on stratification variables
and the panel management rules (for example taking into account maximum number of surveys a
panellist can respond to each year).

Toensure data quality thehoseninternet survey provider utilises techniques to ensure all people
on their panels are reallP addresses are checked to avoid those with past fraudulent behaviour,
computers are tagged to ensure only one registrant per campuemail addresses verified and
respondents postal addresses confirmed. New panel recruits must agree to country specific terms and
conditions and successfully fill out a registration survey containing demographic and household

! http://www.marsc.com/



information which has irdrnal data quality checks. Panel members and their responses can be removed
if they do not respond to surveys satisfactory. For instance, the time taken to complete a questionnaire
and certain questions is recorded and respondents are removed if thegiorese times indicate that they

are not responding properly.The survey provider offers a points system (redeemable for goods, gift
certificates etc) or prize draws to motivate respondents.

To ensure a representative sample and avoid sample bias, theywras stratified by income, age,
gender and region in each of the ten countriekor the income variable, a different approach was
adopted for each country due to differences in data collection practice and availablilitg. data was
stratified by eitter two or three classes based on either household or personal income, aigtloss or
income net of taxes. However, within the questionnaire, respondents were requested to indicate
household afteitax income which allows for a cdstent treatment of thedata. The stratification was
adjusted based upon the distribution of responses to this question in a pilot stddye was stratified
using the following groups: 134, 2534, 3544, 4554 and 55 years and oveGender was approximately

half male and hdlfemale, with slightly more females in all countries. Region was stratified by as few as
four regions in Italy and as many as ten in Canada. See Table 7.1 in Appendix Seven.

Along with stratification, the size of the survey panel was considered keysiaring that the sample
was representative. A largeanelwas especially crucial in countries where internet penetration rates
were low. For this reason, a smaller sample (approximately 700) was taken in the Czech Republic where
internet penetration raes were low and the panel size relatively smadls the survey provider could not
ensure that a larger sample would be representative. Internet penetration rates for the survey countries
are high with the exception of Mexico and the Czech Republic,igaeeH.1 Appendix Seven.



2. Summary

2.1 Sociedemographic

Area

Notes

Stratification  variables: age
genderandregion

Age and gender comparisons are complicated by

selection criterion requiring respondents to have nmary
or shared responsibilitior purchasing decisionHence, the
survey results for these variablesll not necessarily mirro
the population statistics. Nevertheless, age data is
presentedfor Canada, Australisand the Czech Bpublic.
For gender, amparisons have been includday individual
research teams and in addition, an overall table of

gender splitn included in Appendix One.

Regiondata corroborates well for Mexico and the Czech
Repubic

Income, enployment, occupation
and education level

Household net incomecompaisons are available for
Australia, Canada, Mexico, Norway and Sweden. N
with the exception of Mexicand Canadahe comparisons
deal with averageincome, not the income distribution
Income bands by country are presented tbe surveyto
show thatthe income variable is reasonably distributed.
Employment¢ Norway provides a fulime/part-time split,
while datais also provided fottaly.

Education¢ data is presented for theCzech Republic
Mexico, Norway and limited comparisas availablefor
France Italy and Australia

Household  structure  (singl
adult, multiple adult, number o
adults/children)

Household structure ata is included for Sweden, Norway
Mexicq Australia, Italyand theCzech Republic.

House characteristicewnership,
resdence type €.0.
apartment/house etc) size (M),
size (numbe of rooms), location
(e.g. urban/rural) and age of
residence

=a = =4

Ownership¢ data included forSweden, Czech Republ
France Mexicoand Australia

Residence type Koreg Australisand theCzectRepublic
House size Czech Republic, Frandely and Mexico
Location (urban/rural, data presentedfor Czech Republi
andKorea

Age of Residencedata presentedor the Czech Republic




2.2 Survey ares

Topic Notes
Waste

Frequency and charging ofixed waste collection 1 Although te proportion of household:s
who are charged for mixed waste i
important variable unfortunately there is
little corroboration of this variable
France provides an official figure of 0.5
having pay per throw compared 10.9%
(OECD 2008this being omparable, but g
tiny fraction of the population.

Availability and frequency of recycling services ] Availability of recycling services
compared forCanada

Amount recycledy material 1 Average recycling rates for glagsastic,
metal and paper are compared for Frang

Transport

Number of cars, detail of cars (fuel type, a i Number of cars¢ the survey data ig

seating capacity, engine size) compared wih International Road
Federation data for all 10 countries
Canadian and Australianmotor vehicle
(owner, number per household
information corroborates well however,
car ownership is too high for Mexic
France 2007 per capita car figuselower
than the survey data

Public transport accessibility weekly détance 1 Canada provides length of commute

driven by respondents, commuting times to wo work (minutes) along with mod

commuting time for various activitiegccurrence (specificdly car and public transport).

of various transport behaviourd.€. car pooling,

using recycled tires)

Mode of transport for different activities i Australian data for mode of work
commuting corroborates well

Energy Use

Energy Sources and whethdnouseholds arg 1 Czech Republic, Swedand Austalia

charged by amount consumed

Renewable electricity (do you buy it, if not why 1 Data provided orsweden

and willingness to pay)

Appliance ownership 1 Data presented for theCzech Republic
Mexicq Franceand Australia




Energy efficient appliance ownership 1 GCompact fluorescentightingfor Canada
Organic

Organic food expenditures (proportion of ea i Little data is availableto corroborate this

food category that is organic) Food categories area Data presented for Australi&rance

fresh fruits and vegetables, dairy products, eg and Italy.

meat and poultry, and finally bread, pasta, rice g

other cereals.

Motivations for consuming organic food (includir

health versusenvironmental), willingness to pay

organic labelling.
Water

Price structure of water (freemetering, fixed 1 All countries.

charge etc)

Water consumption per year and water cost 1 All countriesfor consumption France and

Mexico for water costs
Water saving appliances 1 Canadaand Australia(low flow shower
heads and low volume/dual flush toit)

Consumption of tap water for drinking, satisfacti 1 Data available foKoreaand France

with tap water and willingness to pay for improv¢

tap water




Part A - SocicDemographic Gorroboration

Socicdemographic data is collectéd the survey on avide range of characteristics. These
include gender, age, household size, number of children in household, region, education level
employment status, occupation, household incohmme ownership, residence type, number of
rooms, size(m?), garden/terragbalcony, residence location (rural/urban etc), age of residence and
time lived in current residenceData is collected for each household framadult who has either
primary orshared purchasing responsibility filve household with respect to suchrihs as utility
bills and grocery shopping. The so@oonomic data mostly relates to the household as a whole, but
such fields as gender, age, education, employment status, occupation are collected for the individual
responding to the survey and as suhbls complicategomparisons of these variables with population
statistics

In order to investigate the possible biases creatdtidoyespondergelectionprocess;Table 1.1
in AppendixOne shows the proportion of respondents who regard themselves @srtéry income
earnerexcluding single persaen single parerst and those households where people are sharing
accommodation with nefamily members It is quite likely that he primary income earner is likely
to be better educated, on average older anckerikely to be in full time employment than other
members of the same househaltl this should be considered when comparing data specifically on
individual respondents for countries with high or low primary earner proportibhe.proportion of
responénts who consider that they are the primary income earner is approximately 50% for most
countries, the lowest proportion is found in Korea at 38% and the highest in France at 55%.

Before comparing data from the OECD Survey with other sources, we loekagrgand income
variables from the survey. Table 1.2 in the appendix shows the gender split by cQurergll 48%
of respondents ammale and 52%re female which appears sensible. The country with the smallest
proportion of males is Sweden with 448lowed by Australia at 45%Norway has the most males
at 52%. The comparatively even gender split ensures the behavioural and motivational questions
based on the individual are unlikely toliased

Net household income is a crucial variable arglgaificant for a number of econometric models
built using this dataThe service provider was only able to stratify by couspgcific socie
economic classes. This complicated efforts to ensure that we had a representative distribution of
income levelsMoreover, data omicome isnotoriously difficult to collect in a survey. As such, in
order b ensure a reasonable response ratespondents were asked to choose one of 12 income
bands. The bands were adjusted for each country following thetgatein order to ensure a
reasonable distribution across the different bands. The distribution or responses by income band for
each country is shown ifable 1.3 in the appendix.

For modelling purposeshese responses were converted into a continuous incaneble,
expressed ifcuros Midpoints werdgaken for 10 intermediate bands for each country, converted into
Euros and noHdinear curves were fit for each country in order to generate the values for the lowest
and highest income bands. This gives a totdl20 possible values&lsing the converted data we ¢an
forexamplec ompar e Austr al i ad sfromthesurveipfoappsorirhately §1,000n ¢ o me
AUD a week vith figures from the Australian Census 2006. The data compares @@thparisons
of the aerage income footherselected countries follow in the text.

Sociedemographic emparisonsbetween the OECD survey and other data souiaksv for
Australia, Canada, Czech Republic, Fraritady, Korea, Mexico, Norway and Swedeff.ablesl.4,
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15 and 16 in the appendixxompare demographic results from the OECD survey with data from
Statistics CanadaThe corroboration suggesting that the survey respondents were slightly wealthier
and better educated than the Canadian populafitve income oOECD survey respondents appears

to be higher than expected with just 28%Q&ECD respondents havingn after taxhouseholdncome

of under $35,000, compared to nearly 38% from Statistics Capadalable . Similarly the high
income households are over repented with nearly 26% reporting income of over $75,000 compared
to 23% reported by Statistics Canadeable 1.5 compares educational attainment with data from the
Canadian Labour Force Survey. Just 6% of respondents of the OECD survey had no high schoo
gualification compared to 20% found by the Labour Force Surdaple 1.6 compares aggoups

for Canadathe survey data is similar to the population statistics provided by Statistics Qrittada
slight oversampling of those under 44 and undamplirg of those 45 or over

Table 17 in Appendix Onecompares th@roportion ofKoreanhouseholds living in apartments
and housesalong with the proportion living iran urban area. The OECD 2008 survey data
corroborates fairly well with other sources: thevey having 88% living in an urban area compared
to 89.8% and 62% living in an apartment compared to 53% from other sources.

Table 1.8 and 1.9 compare selected Australian stemoographic variables with the 2006
Australian Census. The Australian samipées too few one person households at 14% compared to
24% found by the census, see table 1.8. However, the average number of persons per household in
the OECD survey (2.8) is only slightly higher than that found by the Australian census, 2.6, see table
19. The OECD survey average individual weekly income ($465) and weekly median household
income ($998) compares well with the Australian census, $466 and $1027 respectively. The
comparison for the highest level of education is mixed, but it does noatadhat the OECD sample
is either more or less educated than the census. Nearly 65% of households in the Australian census
own their dwelling, compared to 58% in the survey. In the OECD survey 77% of respondents live in
a detached house compared t®o78 the Australian Census 2006 and 13% (OECD) live in an
apartment compared to 14% in the Census.

Table 110 compares selected Italian sociemographic characteristics with data from the 2001
Italian census. As is the case with other countties,ltalian sample has too few single adult
households with just 12% compared?®f6 found in the Italian 200Jensus In addition, the OECD
sample has a higher proportion employed 64% compared to 46% in the Italian census. Some of this
difference can be @kained by the census counting adults over 15 while the OECD survey is
restricted to those over 18. The numbers of unemployed are similar from both sources. The OECD
sample is better educated than the Italian population with 30% having a bachelor ategoese
compared to 10% in the census. Also, the size of residence appears to be larger with nearly 20%
living in a residence of more than 105 compared to 10% in the census.

Comparisons for the Czech Republic, France, Mexico, Norway and Swedereseated in
boxes below. Czech Republic data is well corroborat&imilarly, the French comparison is
favourable with the possible exception of an oversampling of famili&seden also has too few
single adult households along with Norway. In addijtibe Norwegiansample has a higher income
andis better educated than the general population. The samples do not appear thwithade
exceptionof Mexico who causes the most concern. In Mexico internet access is not widespread both
geographicallyand socieeconomically, and thus the OECD sample is younger, wealthier and better
educated than expected.

Box 1.1 Czech Republic

The sources used to corroborate Czech Republic data cémes microcensises of Czect
Statistical Office (SILC 2007, @BQ7) that uses random sampling, and fréme household budget
survey (SRU 2006, SRU 2007) that uses quota sampling based on quota frame derived freor
censusThe results are displayed in the Tabl&llin AppendixXOne We have also tested differencg

10



between sample and population mean usingst at 95%level.

The Czech sample did not differ significantly from the population in terms of gender,
groups, average number of adults in the household, number of children in the householl
number of clidren less than5 years in the household. Further, educational characteristics of
sample are not statistically different from those of the population either. Average income il
sample is somewhat higher from that of the population, but not sigaiily at 95% level. Th
sample is not different from the population also in proportion of fbaners, proportion of people
living in detached and sendietached houses, or in terms of average number of rooms in flat
the household inhabits and area tife flat/ house. Further, the Czech sample is not different fr
the population in terms location of the household in the village or metropolitan areas. Also the
of construction of the flat/ house where the household lives is similar to that of thpelladion.

As to the regional subpopulations, we have compared average age and proportion of ma
the 8 regions, the result is displayed in Tabl&2ln AppendixOne We could see in the table tha
age characteristics of the sample for some regiores different from the population. Sample hg
significantly lower age for the Central Bohemia and Moravia, while it has higher age fq
Bohemia.The gender proportion is not significantly biased for the regions.

Box 1.2 France

We compare figures obtaed from the national institute for statistical and economic stud
(INSEEwith figures computed from the 2008ECDsurvey. The main sources of soegconomic
data are INSEE (2005, 2006, 2008), Enquétes annuelles de recensement (2004, 2006), Rec|
de la population (1999, 2004, 2005), Enquétes Emploi (2007), Enquétes Logement (2006) an|
(2006).

Size of dwelling (number of rooms in the residence)

From the OECD survey, the average number of rooms in France is 4.75 and 50% of the
househotls have a residence with oms. ININSEE (2006Enquétes Logementhe number of
rooms is a categorical variable. The national data indicate that in 2006, 48% of the properti
between 4 and 5 rooms.

Size residence (fn

In the OECD survey, the amge size of the residence is 95.mlmost 50% of the householq
have a residence with a size between $1and 100mi. In INSEE (200@nquétes Logementhe
average size of the residence is 91 m

Status and tenure of residence

In the OECD survey, 58%tbe households have ownership status, 42% live in an apartr
and 59% in a house (detached or satatached). In INSEE (2005), the share of owners is 57%
of household live in a detached or sed@tached house and 44% live in an apartment.

Househotl size

The OECD survey (2008) indicates an average household size dh3SBEE (200 nquétes
annuelles de RecensemdD04, 2006)Recensement de la populatidhe average household siz
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in France is 2.3. The discrepancy between these twodgaray indicate that families have bef
oversampled in the OECD survey.

Education level

The comparison between the OECD survey and national surveys is not easy beca
categories (in terms of level of education and age group) are differdptvever he comparison of
two distinct categories corroborates reasonably. Firstly, 28.7% (INSEE) compared to 34.2%
did not graduate from High School. Secondly, 10.0% (INSEE) compared to 13.4% (OECD) |
graduate degree.

Income

In the OECD surveg2008), the average income is 32,349 euros. In INSEE (2006), the
disposable income was 32,551 euros.

Box 1.3 Mexico

A comparison is made between data obtained from the 2008 OECD Household Sur
Environmental Behaviour and data obtained from&an governmental sourcespecifically, the
last wave of the Household Income and Expenditure Survey (ENIGH) carried on.iTRi308Burvey
is a representative sample of Mexican households with respect to quarterly income
expenditures.This compason reflects some differences between the latter with the former. 1
issue probably arises due to the wbhsed gathering of information that most likely affected t
randomness of sample selection, causing that collected data from Mexico to be fromehHubds
which share certain characteristics. In particular, it seems that the OECD sample contains
and wealthier people, with a higher schooling level, more men, and a larger proportion of p
who use and own a car compared with a representatbaanple of Mexican households. It
considered that this issue mainly affects the Mexican sample, being less important for
countries where Internet access is considerably larger.

Tenure of residence

The proportion of Mexican respondents who statedhify member of the family owned th
primary residence is equal to 74.2%. From Mexican official sources this proportion is equal to
A chisquared test gives a statistic of 28.3 indicating that these proportions are signifig
different. Observinghese data it is possible that the respondents of the OECD Survey are wei
than the whole Mexican population.

Size of dwelling

There is not an official indicator which measures the size of dwellings in Mexico. Howeve
the Mexican Housing Oveewi 2008 an estimate of the average size of Mexican dwellings cal
obtained. With this data it is estimated that the average size of a Mexican dwelling is equal t
squared meterSwhich contrasts deeply with the one obtained from the OECD Survey dich is

2 published by Softec Corporation.

3 The cited publicatin actually shows an average size for five categories of dwellings in accordance to its price. Thus, the
total average was obtained by estimating an average of the sizes of each category eitietedntribution of
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of 114.2 squared meters per dwellifigt is important to note that several assumptions were mz
to obtain these averages (which are detailed in footnotes); thus one should take with car
comparison between them. However, this differenseso large that it may be effectively indicating
bias for the Mexican sampléSource: Mexican Housing Overview 2006)

Size of household

| 2dz2aSK2f R aAl S 461 a 200l AYySR FTNRBY ((G(KS h{
members above 18 years old pldgetnumber of children younger than 18 years old in household
definition, the distribution of these data is truncated because respondents could not cho
number above five. For this reason, a household size variable from official Mexican sourc
generated following the same procedure as in the OECD Survey.

At-test and chisquare tests were carried on to compare means and proportions, respect
Results indicate that there are not significant differences between these variabiesalde of-1.62
was obtained when comparing the means and only one difference between proportions is four
95% level of confidence for households with four members. Nevertheless, it seems thai
distributions are quite similar.

Schooling

Important differencesdbetween the Mexican sample and population parameters are found
respect to schooling. In tabla below there are shown absolute and relative frequencies for e
level of schooling. Strikingly, the largest proportion of Mexican people did not gradwmeHigh
School, which contrasts with the largest proportion observed in the OECD Survey that refleg
GKS YIFI22NAGe 2F NBalLRyRSyda KFER . OKSft 2
the OECD questionnaire was consulted to deterntigecorrect correspondence with official data.
is not likely that these differences come from an incorrect translation, as long as each lev|
defined with the right Spanish word. In contrast, this picture suggests that in fact the OECD
respandents had a very high level of schooling. However, these discrepancies are not so se
the case of other variables; so, to give an unequivocal conclusion seems complicated.

Table A. Schooling Level

OECD Survey ENIGH 2006
Frequency*
Level Frequency % (millions of people) %
Did not graduate from High School 2 0.2 27.8 42.2
High School Graduate 45 4.5 15.0 22.8
Some Post-Secondary Education 344 34.1 9.1 13.8
Bachelor's Degree (BA) 479 47.5 13.2 20.0
Post Graduate Degree (Master or PhD) 118 11.7 0.8 1.2
Prefer not to answer 21 2.1 n.a. n.a.

each category to the total stock ofvallings. These weights were calculated by taking an average of the
proportion of new dwellings from 1991 to 2005 for each category.

4 Since data from OECD Survey were taken from a frequency table, the average size of dwellings was calculated by taking

the midpoint of each class. For the last class (residence size is more than 200 squared meters) it was assigned a
value of 259.3 squared meters, which is the estimated average of the biggest residences as shown in the Mexican
Housing Overview 2006.

5 In the developing of the work OECD (2009) several specifications were tested to determine the effect of the schooling level

on transport decisions. However, in most of them there was not found a significant effect, which was probably
due to these discrepancies.
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Total 1009 100 65.8 100
*The sample includes only people with an age of 18 years old or more.
n.a. not applicable

Stratification variables comparison

The OECD Survey was stratifiedsbgiceconomic status (income used as proxgpe, gende
and region. To test if sample characteristics are affine with true Mexican data, a comparison i
for each one of these variables.

Income
In the OECD Survey income is represented by an integer whichtesl that annual househol
income is between certain brackets. When proportions of observations in each of these brack

compared independently with those obtained from the ENIGH it is observed that they
statistically different in ten of the twige brackets. This is depicted in Grajgh

Graph A. Income differences
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n.s. difference is not significant.
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at-test is not rejected, indicating that there et a significant difference between the mean of bq
variables.

Age

At-test for the case of the age variable indicates a significant difference between means,

5 Refer to the methodological aspects of the Expert Meeting held in Paris, September 2008, where it was discussed the

convenience to O6transformdé this -pomtsdfbrickess. t o a
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the mean obtained from the ENIGH 2006 greater than the one from the OECD Survey
different measures of age from the ENIGH 2006 were taken on account: age of the he
household, age of all residents in households older than 18 years old, and age of all resid
households between 18 and 72 years old. This approach was takert ib s&sistical differences ir
age were due to comparing different populations.

The OECD Survey respondents need not to be the head of their households, thus g
expect differences in the mean age of only those that are head of households and O&EY,
respondents. However, when comparing all kind of residents older than 18 years old there is
significant difference between means. Finally, one can observe that the maximum age in the
sample is 72 and 97 in the case of the ENIGH 2006. foher¢éhe difference could arise because
this. However, comparing the mean age only for those between 18 and 72 years old the stg
difference persists. It seems that the sample from the OECD Survey is younger, probably |
younger people tendo use more Internet.

Gender

A slight difference is found with respect to gender. In the OECD sample 49% of responde
women and 52% in the case of the ENIGH 2006 samptbigjuaredproportion testindicates al
statistical difference at the 10% lelv The population that was the basis of comparison include
residents in households. Clearly, it is not correct to compare only the proportion of women wh
head of their households because in Mexico only one of each four women is the head
household. In addition, when only the population above 18 years old is compared the stal
difference is larger. This result may reflect that men use Internet more extensively.

Region
There are not found differences in the proportion of respondentsardomg the region of
Mexico where they have been living at the time when the Survey was carried on. In all eight 1

the chisquaredtest indicates that the geographical distribution of the OECD and the ENIGH
samples are the same.(Source: ENIGB620

Graph B. Region differences
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Box 1.4 Norway

Figure A: Household size in the full sample and by country in the sample. N = P31
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Source: OECD Survey on Household Environmental Behaviour 2008

Many of the variables used in the analysis are thsulieof the aggregatéehaviourof all
household members. It is thus important to see if the distribution in the sample with respe
family size is representative of the population. Figiérdlustratesthe distribution of households
according to familgize by country in the sample. We see that the household size varies consid
between countries with much larger households in e.g. Korea and Mexico than in e.g. Swed
the Netherlands. This may be a result of differences in family structure sacmstries or becaus
the sample is not representative with respect to household size. If we compare two countries
sample which should be relatively similar, namely Norway and Sweden, we find that they diffe
much with respect to householdza. This is an indication that some of these differences may be
to sampling problems.

To test whether the Norwegian stgample is representative of ¢hNorwegian population
Figure Bcompares the household size in the Norwegian-saimple with the Nonggian population
as given by the Norwegian Population and Housing Census 2001. We see that despite that
has one of the largest shares of eperson families in theample;there are far too few ongerson
households in the sample compared to the Wegian population. We cannot make any cle
conclusions with respect to the other sisamples, but it appears that the share of small househ
is too small.

16



Figure B Household size in Norway, 2001, and in the Norwegian sample, 2008.
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Source: Swey on Household Environmental Behaviour 2008 and Statistics Norway, Population and Housing Census 2001

FigureC Share of singleand multi-adult households in the Norwegian sample and in Norway
population, 2008.
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Source: OECD Survey on Household &mviental Behaviour 2008 and Statistics Norway 2008

Figure Ghows that the share of households in Norway with more than one adult is much |
in the sample than in the Norwegian population. This means that saujét households are muc
underrepreseted in the Norwegian subample. We also see that the distribution in the Swec
sub-sample more closely resembles the Norwegian population, which is an indication that thi
sample has a better distribution with respect to sirglfult households. Adgia, we cannot make an
clear conclusions with respect to the other ssdimples, but it appears that the share of singthult
households is too small in most countries.
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FigureD: Share of males and females with full and part time jobs in the Norwegiample and in
Norway, 2007
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Norw ay, 2007 Norw ay, sample
Source: OECD Survey on Household Environmental Behaviour 2008 and Statistics Norway 2007

This impression is enforced when we compare the share of males and females with full a
time jobs in the Norwegian sample with théfioial statistics for the population (see Figupg We
see that the participation in the work force is quite similar in the Norwegian sample as compa
the population, but the number of full time workers is too high, especially for females. Bagbip
we would expect the income level in the Norwegian -saimple to be higher than in the populatig
(discussed in Figufeand F). It is, however, possible that some respondents working longtpag
(90- 95 %) will define themselves as ftithe workers. If this is the case, the difference between 1
sample and the population diminishes.

Since we have too few single adult households in the Norwegiaisaniple, we would exped
to find that the reported mean household income is higher than in the jatmn. This is indee(
GKI G 6S FTAYR® ¢KS b2NBSAALY YSIy A\WORWEmdarn
AyO2YS F2NJ Fff K2dzZAaSK2f R (@& LX0a (NOKA11B® Eve it
mean household income is higher in theriegian subsample as compared to the Norwegi
population, the household income in the Norwegian population is still much higher than the
household income in the Canadian ssdmple, which has the second highest income level in
samplewithamed G0 € oy pny® ¢KA&AX (G23S3GKSNI ¢ Aan
singleadult households is relatively small for many countries, is a clear indication that
respondents have interpreted the question as personal and not household eacom

To see if the high income in the Norwegian sample is due to too many large households
the sample, Figurd= compare the mean income in singland multiadult households in the
Norwegian suktsample and in the Norwegian populatibnVe see that themain difference in
income between the Norwegian stdample and the population does not seem to stem from
lack of single adult households in the sample. The figure shows that the mean income in the
adult households is much higher in the sampgiart in the Norwegian population while the me
income in the multi adult households is higher in the population. One possible explanation f
last finding is that some Norwegian respondents have interpreted the question as personal a
household itome. An explanation for the high mean income in skaglalt households in the
sample may be that the respondents in this group work moretifuk than what we see in th¢

" The income labelled Norway in thegtire is based on the 20@%ome in the Norwegian population with a 10 percent
growth added to it, which was the average growth in income from 2006 to 2007.
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population (see the discussion of Figude Another explanation may be that themsple is more
educated than the population, and thus earn more.

FigureE Mean gross household income after taxes in single and multi adult households in Nor|
and in the Norwegian sample. NOK
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Source: OECD Survey on Household Environmental Behaviouar2d@3atistics Norway 2006

FigureF Education level in Norway and in the Norwegian sample.

100 -
- _ @ Higher
90 education
(long)
80
70 A O Higher
education
60 (short)
50
O High
40 A School
30 A
20 A | Did not
graduate
10 A High
0
Male Female Male | Female
Norw ay, 2007 Norw ay, sample

Source: OECD Survey on Household Environmental Behaviour 2008 and Statistics Norway 2007

To see if the high income in the Norwegian sample may be due to #®o high education
level, Figurd-shows the education level in the Norwegian population compared to in the Norwe
sub-sample by gender. The classification used for different education levels in the questionn
not directly comparable to the Norwén statistics in that area, but by combining two mid
OL§832NRSE Ay (KS 4§ &O2§R2WEI PREO6GR2YE ¢ ¥
OFiS3I2NR &l AIKSNJ SRdzOF A2y 6akK2NIoé ¢S 3S
figure that there are very small gender differences in both the Norwegian population ar
sample, although males have a tendency to have a longer education. The most striking differ
the figure is that the education level in the Norwegian sampk is much higher than what we s
in the Norwegian population. There are too few in the two lowest education categories, an
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many in the two highest categories for both genders. This means that even if Norway is &
educated country, the sampliqocedure used haviavouredrespondents with high education

Box 15 Sweden

Because of the particular manner in which the sample has been collected, it will be us
2001 Ay &a2YS ARSH I 02dzi GNBLINBaSydal A gsye
websample obtained is a representative sample from the population. | cannot provide a tho
analysis of this issue here, even though it is crucial for mapping any of our conclusions to th
population.

Some of the analysis below is redumdain the sense that the sampling process itsel
designed to secure certain properties of the sample. Nevertheless, it is usefulcteec& some o
the numbers. Beginning with the first question (Q1), there are 55% in the Swedish samp
describedi KSYaSt #Sa a dGal NNASR 2NJ fAGAy3 & |
is438¢ K24S oK2 OfFLAY G2 atABS t2yS¢ | NB om
from the official statistics gives about 479%. 2005 Ek$urvey sows that Sweden has the highe
percentage of single households in the unt8iThis is also true for the households in this surv
b2G4S GKIG GKS adaNWSe Ffaz2 AyOfdRSa GKS 2L
sample). Briefly, thereseems to be slightly more married/couples in the survey relative to
general Swedish population. This hypothesis can certainly be tested formally, but, aga
comparison here is informal.

Turning to Q3 (sex), the official statistics for Swedesdate74 has 50.5% men and 49.5
women, the survey has 44% and 56%, respectively. A cursory look at the demographi
suggests that the demographics of the sample are similar to the Swedish population (in the r¢
cohorts)™ 49% (51%) in the sampbevns (does not own) their residence (according to Q13)). Off
statistics suggests that owners might be a larger proportion (about 60%), although the compa
not straightforward to carry out?| further note that 7% of the respondents describégmselves as
unemployed, which is not too distant from the official numbers. Income is notoriously diffict
measure in any survey, not the least because of a potential reluctance to state it, but also bec
the subtle concept itself. At any rataet household income in the data is on average 28743 E
These numbers are based on theS O NB (irandfdrrhatio &f the original data. Official statisti
from 2006 gives the mean Swedish net household income at 230408 BEKpears as if mean ne
household income in the sample may be slightly higher than the Swedish average.

To summarize: an informal review of some of the characteristics that describe the s
suggests that there are, indeed, certain differences compared to the Swedish popdate whole
Yet, | do not find very significant concerns and the data is certainly useful for further analysis.

8 http:/iwww.sch.seftemplates/tableOrChart 163554.asp

9 http://www.scb.se/templates/tableOrChart___ 163554.asp
10 The survey suggests 47%, http://svt.se/svt/jsp/Crosslink.jsp?d=22620&a=392402.
11sCB, fPopul ation7Befobk(SwgdRe@7st a6i s t7idc sy ebaurse aou ,d ofpopul
12 http://www.scb.se/templates/tableOrChart 14704%agpests that 64.2% of the population either lives in a small
house or an owned apartment. Whether or not the owner lives in hesiolerrce is not shown. Therefore, the
statistics are not directly comparable.
13 http://www.sch.se/templates/tableOrChart___ 163552.asp
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Part B - Waste and Recycling Corroboration

The OECD survey lools at areas ofvaste generation and recyclimgth questionghatrelate b
frequency and charging of mixed wastdlection recycling availability amounts recycledecycling
behaviours and motivations along with willingness to farly a waste collection and separation
service The main areas to be corroborated aresthedure of mixed waste collectiortjarging and
frequency, availability of recycling and the amount recyclediVe are unable to corroborate the
amount of mixed waste generated per househotleasurvey question is based on how many bags
are put out for cdlection each week, the bag size being indicated pictorially, and is not able to be
usefully compared with official mixed waste figures.

Table 2.1 2.2 and 2.3n Appendix Twoshows access t@nd use of recycling programs in
Canada by provice, comparinghe Canadian blusehold andEnvironmentSurvey 2006 with the
OECD survey data.Overall, he OECD survey has higher access rates at 99% compared to 93%
found by Statistics Canada, and lower use of services 89% of those who have access compared to
97%. Beang in mind that the two surveys are conducted in different years the results are not too
dissimilar. Looking specifically at glass, Table 2.2, the OECD survey has higher access rates, 95%
compared to 88% from the Canadian source, but identical usess gicycling services, 94%. A
similar pattern is observed for plastic recycling, see Table 2.3.

Box 21 France

We compare figures obtained from the French environment and energy management a
(ADEMIEand figures computed from the 20@BECBurvey.

Mean recycling rate:

1. Glass bottles/containers: 4 (Ademe, 2005), €6* (OECD, 2008)

2. Plastic bottles/containers: 19% (Ademe, 800676 (OECD, 2008)

3. Aluminium tin and steel cans: 60% (Beage Can Makers Europe, 2008)%{OECD, 2008

4. PaperfCardboard: 5% (Ademe, 2005), 66 (OECD, 2008)

/| 2YyaARSNRAY3a GKS AySEFOG YSiKzRlingzatéskhe figares
are approximately similar for glass, metal and paper. However the figures for plastic are
different.

% of household paper-throw: <0.5% (Ademe), 0.9% (OECD, 2008)

4 The OECD survey collected the approximate amount of each type of recyclable waste that households recycled, with the
possible responses of nothing (0%), 25%, 50%, 75% and 100%. The mean recycling rate averages these
percentages for France.

21



Part C - Transport Corroboration

The transport section incluslguestiors on the number of cars and motorbikes owned or used
regularly by the householdar specifications (age, capacity, fuel type ,etkiving distances, and
public transport access and usEhe key areas corroborated are car ownership and transport mode
used for commuting to work.

Table 3.1 inAppendix 3 compares the number of cars per capita by country using data from the
InternationalRoad Federation.The number of per capita cars found by the OECD survey is higher
than those supplied bydhnternational Road Federationhi§ is particularly notable for Mexico and
Korea. Note thatasmuch of the IRF data is oltlis expected tshow lower rates of car ownership.

Table 3.2 intheappendixprovides Canadian figureshowingthe number of cars per household.
The comparison is very favourable with the OECD having 86% of households owning at least one car
compared to 83% from Canadi&tousehold and Environment Survey 2006. The figures for the
number of cars per household are very close, with 47% of Canadian households having one car as
compared to 49% from the Canadian 2006 survey. The figures for 2 car households are 40% (OECD)
compred to 39% (Canadian Survey) and for 3+ car households, 14% (OECD Survey) compared to
12% (Canadian survey).

Similarly, Table 3.3 shosv thatthe number of cars per household frahe OECD survey
corroborates well for Australia with data frottme 2006 cesus. The OECD survey finds 7.1% of
Australian househoklwithout a car compared to 9.8% from the 2006 Australian census, 40.8%
(OECD) compared to 37.8% (ABS) for one car households, 39.6% (OECD) compared to 36.8%
(ABS) for two car households, 8.5% (OECE&mpared to 10.7% (ABS) for three car households and
finally, 4.2% (OECD) compared to 4.8% (ABS) for households with four or more cars.

Table 3.4 in the appendix compares th@deof transportatiorusedto commute towork andthe
length ofcommute in Caada. The OECD survey $ihigher usage of public transport and lower use
of cars for commuting to work in Canada, but the results are similar enough and the commuting times
almost identical. Table 3.5 shows the mode of commuting to work for Australianemghused one
method of transport, the data corroborates very well.

The boxes below provide comparisons for France and Mexico.

Box 3.1 France

We compare figures obtained from the national institute for statistical and economic stt
(INSEE and the French environment and energy management agenmsREME with figures
computed from the 200ECBurvey.

Car ownership: 0.59/capita (Ademe, 2007.),6(OECD).

% commuting to work by transport mode§EE1998):
Walking: 8%, 31% (OECD)

Car/ motorcyle: 73%, 52% (OECD)

Public transport: 6%, 15% (OECD)

Bicycle: 4%, 1% (OECD)
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Here theOECDsurvey results and the national data do not really match, maybe becaus
urban households have been oversampled in the OECD survey.

Box 3.2 Mexico

Car owner§ip

Official data regarding to car ownership is very different to data from the OECD Surve
median from Mexican official sources is equal to zero cars. In contrast, the median from
Survey data is one car. As can be seen in the next table thébdtiin of different levels of ca
ownership is very different when comparing both sources of data:

Table A. Car ownership

OECD Survey ENIGH* 2006
Frequency (thousands

Number of cars in household Frequency % of households) %

0 124 12.3 15,485 58.3
1 407 40.4 8,017 30.2
2 330 32.7 2,322 8.8
3 93 9.2 544 2.0
4 44 4.4 130 0.5
5 or more cars 11 1.0 44 0.2
Total 1009 100 26,541 100

*ENIGH (Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares) National Survey of Household Incomeratiaifexp
These data give more evidence to consider that the households from the OECD sam
wealthier than the whole Mexican population.
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Part D - Energy Use Corroboration

The energy section inclugguestionson type of energy sour¢cavhetherchages depend on usit
consumedrenewable electricity usage and willingness to pay, household appliance ownership, energy
conservation, energy efficient appliances and possible motivations for reducing energy consumption.

The type of energy source useddiwellings corroborates well for Australian data, see Talle 4.
in AppendixFour. The table compares OECD survey data with Australian data from@D@Hd
although the categories are not identical, the results are very similar, for example, 98.7% of
housholds (OECD) use electricipomparéd to 99.9% (Australian comparison), 12.0% (OECD) use
wood compared to 13.5% (Australian comparison) and 9.1% (OECD) of dwellings have a source of
renewable energy (wind or solar) compared to 7.1% using solar energy aseggy source
(Australian comparison) Table 42 corroborates OECD survey data for Australian appliance
ownership with AustraliarBureau of Statisticglata. Again the proportions are very similar, for
example, 44.4% (OECD) of households have a dishwasimapared to 45.1 (ABS), 56.5% (OECD)
have a clothes dryer compared to 55.6% (ABS), 66.9% (OECD) have air conditioners compared to
66.8% (ABS) and 93.4% (OECD) have a microwave oven compared to 91.7% (ABS).

Table 43 in the appendixcompares lowenergylight bulbs (compact fluorescent) in Canada.
The OECD survey found a significantly greater number of households witerievgy light bulbs at
84% than the Canadian survey at 56%.

The boxes below provide comparisons for the Czech Republic, Swederg Brahiexico.For

appliance ownership, the rates are too high for the Czech Republic and for Mexico, but the
corroboration is favourable for FrancRenewable electricity is investigdtin the Swedish section.

Box 4.1Czech Republic

Table 44 in Agendix 4 compares data from the OECD survey with SRU 2007 (Hou
Budget Survey). We observe some differences between the sample and the populatio
characteristics of energy consumption. Our sample is different in that significantly lower num
people reports to have electricity, and more often to have gas, and oil. The sample differs
that significantly more people have washers, washing machines, freezers, microwaagess, Tahd
t/ Qad
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Box 4.2 Sweden

A basic feature of the Swedisksidential energy market is the dominance of district heating
is a dominating heating source in multhit dwellings. Official statistics shows that 77% of
heated area in multdwelling buildings was heated by district heating in 26061 the Swedh
sample, 598 respondents live in apartments and 249 of those (or about 42%) subscribe to
heating services. This is a surprisingly low proportion. | will return to a possible explanation
FI O 6KSy 6S |yl t &WchdtffieSoldving sdzicesdEenethy do you ast
your primary residencé?v @

As background information fahe empirical analysign attemptwas maddi 2 |j dzI y G A
electricity demanded in Sweden. According to Kageson (2002), about 5% of total tiyndoic
St SOGNROAGE AYy {6SRSy @SIFNJ wnnn oFa OSNI
Sweden)® Sundqvist (undated, p.5) suggests that this figure increased to 9% in 2001 (to a |
about 14 TWh). Ek & Sdderholm (2008) puts the figurabaiut 8% in 2002; most of this beif
consumed by stat®@wned companies (e.g. the railway service). The review by Bird et al (
estimates that the share of residential customers is highest in the Netherlands (13%), follov
Sweden (they put the estiate at 6%), Switzerland at 2% and the remaining countries in their g
adzNBSe Kra m> 2N ft26SN) aaNBSy LRoSNE aKLk N
difficult to compare. | will return to these numbers below.

Additional informationcan be gleaned from the current Swedish electricity certificate sys
(installed May 2003). The system aims to increase annual production of electricity from reng
sources by 17 TWh relative to its production in 2002 (a year in which 70,3 TWh oicglecame
for renewable energy sources, dominated by large scale hydro power). Certified producers de
12,7 TWh in 2007 (or about 8% of the total electricity generatédjhe certificate systen
distinguishes between e.g. small and laspale hydrpower, so that there are competin
RSTAYyAGAZ2yad ¢KSNB G(GKdzA A& | &dzoaGf ST 6 dz
NEBySsglof Saegs GaOSNIAFASR St SOGNROAGEE | YR
households have choseertified electricity, while ¥ either makes no choice or is ignotant.

In this light, we consider the responses to three questions on residential energy use (Q6
and Q68). We first use Q64 to find that 773 (out of 1006) Swedish households usesisiexdrone
energy source. This is clearly too low, but more on this later. These 773 respondents subse
I y &g S NB Roey youar hooisihold take special measures to buy renewable energy fror
electricity providek ¢ 0 ' YR MHp { & Sdave.30ut®f the 439 SRedds vho arBwel
v c yPledsé state why you do not buy renewable energyz  Hn 02 NJ | 0 2dziil pz
already comes from renewables. The subtlety of defining renewable electricity, combined
possible misunderstating of Q64, suggests caution in interpreting these facts. Yet, the rec
numbers do not look manifestly absurd.

15 AEnergistatistik f°r fl er bosdvaalslhiursg 2W0WIi6I: d iEnngesr giyn s2 (G 6 &
StatisticsSweden, 2007. Out of 2431000 apartments, 1869000 were heated solely by district h@@ieg in

16 K-geson, P. (2002) 0Samh?al |l sekonomi ska kal kylvarden f?°
fragan om hur effekterna av jarnvagens elfékorui ng b°r i nternaliseraso,03Nature A
20.

17 Swedi sh Energy Agency (2008) AThe electricity certifica

18 Sal o, M (2008) AVindkraft i topp nar -0327enskarna

http://dagensmiljo.idg.se/2.1845/1.152551
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Box 4.3France

In what follows, we compare figures obtained from various French sources including st
the national institute for stastical and economic studiesNSEE the French institute for the
Environment [FEN) the French environment and energy management ageABEME, and figures
computed from the 200ECurvey.

Appliance ownership:
Dishwashers: 47%NGEE2007), 59% (GED)
Clothes washers / clothes washaryers: 94%INSEE2007), 89% (OECD)
Clothes dryers: 36UNSEE2007), 38% (OECD)
Fridges / fridgereezers: 100%NSEE2007), 98% (OECD)
Separate freezers: 84MEEE2007), 54% (OECD)
Ovens: 95%NSEE2007), 886 (OECD)
Microwave ovens: 81UNSEE2007), 92% (OECD)
Electric water heating boilers: n.a., 44% (OECD)
Televisions: 95%N\SEE2007), 96% (OECD)
10 Settop boxes: 42%NSEE2007), 51% (OECD)
11. Computers: 54%NSEE2006), 97% (OECD)
12. Air conditioners: n.a.8.84% (OECD)
Except for computers (obviously related to the mode of implementation of the survey)
figures seem to match.

©CoNoohsRONE
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Box 4.4 Mexico

Regarding appliance ownership several discrepancies are found. In all comparisons t
found a significantdifference between both sources of information. As expected, the OECD si
reflects larger proportions of households that own certain appliances. These are shown in th
table:

Table A. Appliance ownership

OECD Survey ENIGH 2006
% of households that own % of households that own

Appliance the appliance the appliance
Dishwasher 4 n.a.
Clothes washer 85 65 x
Clothes dryer 23 n.a.
Fridge 99 80 ok
Separate freezer 3 n.a.
Oven 34 n.a.*
Microwave oven 83 43 ok
Electric hot water tank 10 n.a.
Television 99 94 o
Set-top boxes 17 21 il
Computer 89 20 il
Air conditioner 28 11 bl

n.a. not available

* 89% of Mexican households own a stove; however, this percentage includes gas stoves (which regularly hav
embedded) and electric stoves (which do not have an oven embedded). Moreover, it is possible that some housel
gas stove yet without an oven embedded.

*** There is a significant difference at the 1% level of confidence between the OECD Surglegata from official
Mexican sources.
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Part E - Organic Food Corroboration

The organic food section collects organic expenditure estimates by asking average weekly
expenditures in the following categories (fresh fruits and vegetables, dairy proelggss, meat and
poultry, and finally bread, pasta, rice and other ceredher questions relate to reasons for consuming
organic food (including health versus environmental motivations), willingness to pay, motivating factors
for consuming or encourayj more organic consumption and organic labelling.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) reportsBnvironmental Issues: Peoples views and
practices(2003 that 42% of respondents had used organically grown fruit and vegetables. This figure is
comparable with the OECD 2008 survey where 46% of Australian respondents report purchéesiisg at
some organic fruits and vegetables.

Table 5.1 in Appendix Five compares four food categories for Italy: fruit and vegetables corroborates
well with 26% of eyenditure organic (OECD) compared to 20% (Italian source). Similarly, dairy
expenditure corroborate well with both soureeporting that20% of expenditure in this category
organic. Howeverhe egg and cereal categories do not corroborate well QD rates approximately
3 times higher than the Italian source.

Box 5.1France

Satisticsfrom a CSA survey on a representative sample of 1050 individhaig that39% bought ar|
organic product in the 4 weeks preceding the survey (37% in 200#W$compares well with 42% ¢
households purchasing (at least some) organic food found in the OECD survey.

[Reference: Baromeétre de consommation et de perception des produits biologiques en France, Agence frangaisg
développement et la promotion de QF A NRK Odzt G dzZNB 6 A2f 2341 dzST wSLER NI yc |
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Part F - Water Corroboration

The final subject area in this paper ister consumption and us€his section includeshe price
structure of waterannual cosbf water per year volume of water ansumedper year,water saving
activities such as turning off the water while brushing teeth, use of water efficient appliances/devices
(such, as low volume or dual flush toilets), motivations for reducing water consumption, whether people
drink tap waterand if they are satisfied with tap water for drinking and finally dinghess to pay for
improved tap water.

Table6.1 in AppendixSix shows compares the survey results on water saving ddeic€anada
specifically low flow shower heads and low via or dual flush toiletaith the Canadian Househaodhd
the EnvironmentSurvey 2006 data. The results are similar, with the OECD survey finding 56% of
Canadian households have low flow shower heads compared to 54% in the Canadian survey and 40%
(OECD) conpared to 34% (Statistics Canada) for low volume or dual flush toilets.

In 2007, 39% of Canadian households report having avtdume toilet, whereas the corresponding
figure is 40% in the OECD survey (Statistics Canada, 2009). In the same year, S5@%maufian
households reported having a low flow shower head (56% in the OECD sample, which also includes water
flow restrictor taps). In Australia, the statistics from 2004 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006) indicate
that 73% of households used a dfiash toilet (75% in the 2008 OECD survey), and that 44% used a
reduced flow shower head (the corresponding figure in the OECD survey is 63% but it also includes wate
flow restrictors in generatfy.

Korea provides datitom theNational Survey on Public Aaveness for Environmental Conservation
in Koreato corroborate the data with regard to satisfaction with tap wdte2008 36.5% of Koreans
were satisfied with tap water compared to 30% in the OECD survey both surveys 11% were
dissatisfied due taste’

Quentin Grafton, Bx 6.1 finds that respondents provided reasonable estimates of their water
consumptionby comparingper capital residential water consumptimom other sources He also
compares the burden of water charges as a percentagal @&penditure or household income and finds
similar results for most countries, with the exceptions of Canada and Sweden. The proportion of single
household dwellings with water meters is comparable with other surveys, with the exception of Sweden.
In addition, the calculated price inelasticities of demand for water are all comparable with other studies for
all countries. Br 6.2 looks at datdor France and finds that the water price and average water
consumption are very close to other estimatesCIDEurvey results regarding satisfaction with tap water
for drinking and reasons for dissatisfaction (taste or health) are comparable to other source3.loBks 6.
at annual water costs for Mexico and finds the OECD survey results higher than otbes shawever,

19 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2008/hat do Australians think about protecting the environment?, Paper
prepared for the 2006 Australian State of the Environment Committee, Department of the Environmenitaae, Her
Canberra.

Statistics Canada, 2009. Households and the Environment 2007. Catalogu&26X11

2 National Survey on Public Awareness for Environmental Conservation in Korea conducted in June and July 2008

by World Research Company for The Minjstf Environment of Korea. The survey was conducted on 2000 people
(above 15 years) and also 215 environmental experts.
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when taking into account that the Mexican sample is suspected to be oversampled in large urban areas, the

average water charge figure looks comparable.

Box 6.1All countries

Table 62 in Appendix Grovides various estimates of per capitsidential water consumptior
in liters per day for the ten OECD countries included in the suAvepmparison between the value
from previously published sources and those from the OECD (10) survey indicates the mediar
responses are similar to thaeported in the literature. This suggests, as whole, responde
provided reasonable estimates of their water consumption.

Table 63 in Appendid6 compares calculated water prices from the survey (estimated an
expenditure on water divided by estimed water consumption) to water prices reported from oth
sources. The survey responses were first converted to Euros and then converted to US dg
previous estimates of water prices by country are quoted in US dollars. The table compares
prices from two different source® 1 KS h 9/ 5Qa 2| 4 SNJ wS L2 Ndad the
International Water Association (200B)to the calculated average water price from the survey. ]
h9/5 adz2NIWSe NBadzZ G6a +NBE NBlFazylofe Ofz2as
Czech Republic, Italy and the Netherlands. For Australia, Canada, France and Korea the re
quite dissimilar. The differences between the sources may have several causes. First, the
water prices may be measuring different prices. In the syrthe calculated price includes a fix
cost and variable cost component. If the OECD and IWA prices fail to include a fixed compon
also report the average volumetric price, their prices will be less than the actual average
Secondit is pssible that some respondents in the survey overestimated their water charges. 7
because in some OECD countries the water and sewage bill come together and, thus, it is
that the annual cost estimated by households includes a sewage costocamipwhich would
inflate their estimated annual water billhird, conversions of domestic currencies into Euros fr
the survey and then into US$ are likely to make comparisons difficult over time with reported
prices that were converted from domts currencies into US$ at different rates and time periolfs
particular, exchange rate fluctuations and conversion difficulties mean that price comparisons
surveys should be used only as an approximate verification.

Another way to compare #aresults from the survey to previous studies is to use the burde
water charges as a percentage of income or household expenditlefike crossountry
comparisons using water prices, there is no need to make conversions into a common currg
the water burdens are directly comparable because they are measured as percentg
comparison from two published data sources of the average burden (OECD 1999a and 2
those calculated from the survey is provided in Tahk Appendix6. With the excetion of the
water burden for Canada and Sweden, the ratios calculated from the survey are very similar tc
reported earlier by the OECD.

To corroborate the findings in the OECD survey with other data sources it is also hel
compare the propotibn of households with water meters in the survey and in the population

ZFEor exampl e, the OECDO6s Australian water price 1is

gi ven

October 200%xchange rates for illustration purposes, the figure would be 0.98 USD/KL. As the time periods and

conversions differ between the difference sources, this factor causes variability and limits the usefulness of such

comparisons.
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whole. The proportion of households with water meters in existing data sources is generall
provided in terms of singlaousehold dwellings. Consequently the comparison betwthe findings
in the OECD survey and previously published sources is restricted to households thaiisgleold
dwellings. Table5.5 Appendix6 shows that, with the exception of Sweden, the proportion
households with water meters in singt®useholddwellings in the OECD survey is similar to t
reported in published studies.

The calculated price elasticities of demand can also be used for comparative purposes.
ten countries there is an inelastic price elasticity of demand that ranges &dow of-0.33 for
Norway to a high 0f0.88 for Italy (see Figui&l in Appendi6). The average price elasticity acrg
the entire sample is0.56. These price elasticities are well within the range of residential der
elasticities calculated in preaus studies. For instance, they all lie well within one standard devig
of the mean price elasticity 60.41 from a metestudy derived from 64 previous studies contain
296 price elasticity estimates (Dalhuisenat2003). The overall income elasty of demand of 0.1(
is also within the range of previously reported elasticity estimates with a mean value of 0.43
standard deviation of 0.79 that was obtained from JI62ome elasticity estimates of residenti
water demand (Dalhuisen et al. 280 Overall, the survey data appear to be corroborated
previous studies of water consumption, especially in terms of the calculated burden of
charges by households, the proportion of households with water meters, and estimated pric
income elaticities.

Finally, anothemethod of data corroboration is to check for internal consistency in the d
The left panel of Figurd is a scatter plot of reported water expenditures and household w
consumption for urban households in the Picardy ragid France using the OECD data. It shoy
clear pattern that is consistent with accurate reporting of water consumption and expenditure
by households. The right panel in Figure 1 shows the same points in the left panel, but w
inclusion of reprted data from rural households from the same region. In the right panel of F
1, the previous signal is obscured because of multiple water suppliers and pricing structures.
plots for households in most of the regions in the OECD (10) pravaililar pattern with a strong
signal/curve consistent with accurate reporting of water consumption and expenditure datg
tempered by multiple pricing and noise.

FigureA: Household water expenditures plotted against household water consumption farapily, France

Urban Consumers Rural and Urban Consumers
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Box 6.2 France

The average water pnce in France, for utilities prowdlng both water and sanitation service
SAGAYIFIGSR +d odnam SdzNP& LISNJ OdzoAO YSGSNI A
figure is close to th average price obtained from the OECD survey: 3.14 euros.

The average water consumption, as given by the French Center for Information on
0/ SYGNB RQLYF2NXIGA2Y &dzNJ f Q9 dz0> A& wMoT
average omputed from the OECD survey: 142 litres per capita per day.

In the French sample from the OECD survey, 77% of households indicate being char
water and metered, 10% indicate being charged for water but-matered and 13% mention n
charge for watemt all. In France, by law, the water bill has to be based on the measured watg
(charging a fixedee, which would not depend on water usks, forbidden). But, not all Frenc
households are individually metered. We do not have any national figuren&ering. In France
100% of singlelwelling houses are metered. In collective housing, there are different situatior
some cases, apartments are individually metered. But it can also be the case that there is i
meter for a group of apartmentsna the total bill is (in general) shared among the differ
apartments based on their siz€he way the water bill is shared among different households vg
from one collective howsto another. For example, the cost of water can be included in the (en
this case, it will appear as fixed over some period of time).

wS3IIFNRAY3I CNBYOK K2dzaSK2f RaQ 2LIAYA2Y | 07
French Center for Information on Water in 2008 think tkegp water is safe. 75%f the surveyed
K2dzaSK2f Ra N’ alidAaFASR gAGK gl GSNJ ljdz £ A
taste of tap water. In the OECD survey, 70% of respondents declared to be satisfied with th
water (which is close to the figure abovéi. this surveythere is a higher share of dissatisfi
respondents having taste concerthan dissatisfied respondents having health coneefwhich
seems to be consistent with the national survey).

Box 6.3 Mexico

An interesting pattern is observed with respect totamaconsumption. When comparing th
mean expenditures on water consumption from the OECD Survey with official sources there is
a significant difference at the 1% level of confidence. However, when only municipalities with
than 150,000 inhabitarst are considered, the mean expenditures are identical, being of 1,699
for the OECD Survey and of 1,700 pesos for the ENIGH 2006. As a reference, when taking t
Mexican population the mean expenditure is of 1,350 pesos. Therefore, it seemthéhbtexican
sample probably is representing only urban municipalities, where Internet access is widesprea
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Conclusions

This document compasalata from the OECD 2008 Household Survey on Environmental Attitudes
and Behaviour with other surveys anofficial statistics. There were 10 countries in the survey, thus
comparisons wermadeat the country level. Although the corroboration is not exhaustive, a wide range of
data has been comparethe robustness of the sample has been investigated byrousmseocie
demographic comparisons and various key variables from the five subject areas have been corroborated.

Although there are differences between the sdeimographic characteristics of the sample and the
general population thelata corroborates ell, with the exception of Mexico The respondents are
generallywealthier, youngetbetter educateliut as the data is being analysed using econometric models
that take many of these characteristics into account, the representativeness of the sdmptersidered
sufficient. We Dbelieve he biases occurring in the Mexicanngde are related to the survey being
conducted on the internet. Fortunately, these problems do not affect the Czech Republic sample, the
country with the second lowest internetnperation rates. As the results suggest that single adult
households are underrepresented for several countries, this variable could be a good stratification
characteristic for future surveys.

For waste the three areas requiring corroboration naiseed waste charging and frequency of
collection, availability of recyclingand the amount recycled. Figures for Canada corroborate well for the
availability of recyclingand tere is evidenc&om Franceto support the amount of eawlaste material
recycled However mixed waste collection structsigcross countriggeedfurther comparisons

The crucial variables for transport included car ownership and transport behaeiduar{sportation
mode for various activities)Recent comparisons of car owsleip for Canadian and Australian data are
favourable; however the figures for Mexico are too highThe mode used to commute to work
corroborated well for Australian data.

Energy sources and appliances are the main corroboration dteagroportion ohouseholds using
various energy source®.§. electricity, gasand wood) corroborates well for Australian data, as do
appliance ownership rates for Australia. Howeve@mpliance ownership rates are found to be high in
Mexico and the Czech Republic andsitrelevant to note that these two countries have the lowest internet
penetration rates. For France the appliance ownership rates corroborate well.

There is insufficient data available to corroborate the organic food findings from the survey.

Water se corroborates welbr consumption amount, water burdgmice inelasticites anthetering
though information is limitedor the latter Korea, where quality of tap water is of particular interest,
satisfaction with tap wates well corroborated.Similarly, results for France on satisfaction with tap water
are close to results from other sourc€anada provided information on water saving deweeish also
corroborated well with the survey datpecificallylow flow shower heads and low volume arad flush
toilets

The purpose of the survey was tproveknowledge on household environmental behaviour to aid
policy developmenin the areas dfiousehold waste generation and recycling, transport choice, energy use,
organic food consumption and watese. The wide scope of the survey provides a unique opportunity to
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investigate multiple environmental concerns and their interrelationships awuttisle household types

and countries. The data has been analysed by specialist research teams usiogeitic models to
explore residential behaviours, attitudes, response to environmental policy instruments (such as, taxes,
pricing structures, regulation, labelling scheraes availability of environment related services) and any
interrelationships at thhousehold levelGiven these aims, the data is sufficiemtipust;however, special

care needs to be taken with results from Mexico.
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Appendices

APPENDIX ONE 7 SOCIO DEMOGRAPHIC VA RIAB LES

Table 11 Percentage of respondents who were the primary income earner in the household
(excluding single adult, single parent and households with nefamily members sharing
accommodation)

Don't

Yes No know
Korea 38% 60% 2%
Australia 40% 57% 3%
Czech Republic 42% 54% 4%
Canada 44% 54% 2%
Mexico 46% 52% 2%
Sweden 49% 47% 4%
Italy 50% 48% 3%
Norway 51% 47% 2%
Netherlands 53% 46% 2%
France 55% 43% 1%
OECD(10) 47% 51% 2%

Table 12 Gender of respondents in OECD Survey 2008n percentages)

Male Female
Canada 49% 51%
Netherlands 47% 53%
France 50% 50%
Mexico 51% 49%
Italy 48% 52%
Czech Republic 49% 51%
Sweden 44% 56%
Norway 52% 48%
Australia 45% 55%
Korea 50% 51%
OECD(10) 48% 52%

35




Table 13 Income bands by country in percentages

Income band AUS CAN CZR FRA ITA KOR MEX NLD NOR SWE OECD(10)

1 5% 6% 9% 7% 3% 8% 7% 17% 7% 13% 8%
2 8% 8% 4% 4% 8% 9% 11% 1% 8% 8% 7%
3 8% 8% 14% 10% 3% 7% 9% 19% 10% 14% 10%
4 8% 7% 10% 9% 6% 6% 6% 15% 12% 10% 9%
5 9% 10% 8% 9% 9% 7% 5% 16% 9% 14% 10%
6 6% 8% 10% 7% 10% 8% 4% 15% 9% 7% 8%
7 10% 8% 8% 9% 12% 6% 5% 6% 7% 4% 8%
8 10% 10% 8% 14% 10% 9% 6% 4% 5% 6% 8%
9 9% 10% 7% 12% 12% 9% 7% 3% 9% 6% 8%
10 9% 8% 12% 10% 13% 10% 13% 3% 7% 5% 9%
11 11% 11% 8% 9% 11% 12% 13% 2% 13% 8% 10%
12 7% 7% 3% 2% 4% 9% 15% 1% 4% 6% 6%

Table 14 Annual After -Tax Family Income in Canada (in percentages)

OECD Survey" Statistics Canada®
Income Group 1 5.7 10.9
Income Group 2 22.3 27.0
Income Group 3 25.8 23.6
Income Group 4 20.3 16.0
Income Group 5 7.8 8.1
Income Group 6 18.1 14.6

Notes:

Group 1: (07 14800); Group 2: (14801 35200); Group 3: (35201 54700); Group 4: (54701 73500); Group 5: (73501
91700); Group 6: (more than 91700).

Group 1: (07 14999); Group 2: (15000 34999); Group 3:3500071 54999); Group 4: (55000 74999); Group 5: (75000
89999); Group 6: (90000 and over). Percentages computed based on figures in 2006 constant dollars.

Statistics Canada Source: CANSIM TABLE 202060Distribution of aftertax income, by economic raly type, 2006 constant
dollars.

Group 1i v1549271 and v1549272.

Group 2i v1549273, v1549274, v1549275, and v1549276.

Group 3i v1549277, v1549278, v1549279, v1549280.

Group 4i v1549281, v1549282, v1549283, and v1549284.

Group 5i v1549285, v154928&nd v1549287

Table 15 Educational Attainment by Gender in Canada (in percentages)

Level OECD Survey Statistics Canada
Female™ Male” Female®” Male®”
a’© No High School 5.74 5.76 19.40 (21.95) 19.07 (22.49)
b i High School Graduate 22.57 21.19 20.17 (20.12) 18.56 (19.31)
c i Post-Secondary Education 44.95 38.27 38.92 (38.65) 39.63 (38.63)
diBachel or 6s Degr 22.57 26.34 15.59 (14.16) 14.74 (12.85)
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ei Above Bachel or ¢ 4.16 8.44 5.92 (5.11) 8.00 (6.72)

1 As a perentage of Canadian female respondents (February 2008).

2. As a percentage of Canadian male respondents (February 2008).

3. As a percentage of the female population (January 2007).

4 As a percentage of the male population (January 2007).

5. The firstfigure includes persons 15 years old and over; the second figure in brackets includes persons 25 years old and
over.
Statistics Canada Source: CANSIM TABLE 2820004abour force survey estimates (LFS), by educational attainment, sex and

age group.
ai V2584192 (v2584012) and v2584193 (v2584013); v2583382 (v2583202) and v2583383 (v2583203).
bi V2584194 (v2584014); v2583384 (v2583204).

ci V2584195 (v2584015) and v2584196 (v2584016); v2583385 (v2583205) and v2583386 (v2583206).
di v2584198(v2584018); v2583388 (v2583208).

e V2584199 (v2584019); v2583389 (v2583209)

Table 16 Age in Canada (in percentages)

. . Statistics Canada Statistics Canada
Sourcei Variable OECD Survey 5007 2008 5007 5008
ai Age 1824 12.96 9.59 9.63 12.16 12.16
b7 Age 2534 19.34 13.42 13.52 17.02 17.07
ci Age 3544 22.53 15.07 14.63 19.11 18.48
di Age 4554 17.55 15.68 15.84 19.89 20.00
ei Age 55+ 27.62 25.09 25.58 31.82 32.30

Notes:

1. As a percentage of Canadian households coverbd sutvey (2008 figures).

2. As a percentage of the population.

3. As a percentage of the population 18 and over.
Statistics Canada Source: CANSIM I1.

ai T510001V466668/V466677/\V466980

bT T510001V466668/V466677/V466776/\V466797

ci T510001V466668/V46677/V466815/V466836

di T510001V466668/V466677/V466857/V466875

el T510001V466668/V466677/V466980/V466776/V466797/V466815/V466836/V466857/V466875
Note: The employment the categories are not exhaustive and the percentages have been adjusted scatisdracmntpe made
between the two sources.

Table 1.7 Household daracteristicsin Korea

Korea OECD survey i Korea

House type (total 12,494,827(100%)

- living in a apartment 6,626,957(53.04%) 62%

- Living in a house 5,867,870(46.96%) 38%
Living in a urban area

Total Population (persons) 47,278,951

Living in a urban area 42,458,580 (89.8%) 88%

(persons)

Source:Korean Ministry of Environment, Voluraeased waste fee system yearbook, 2007.
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Table 18 Number of people per household in Austria (in percentages)

OECD Survey Australian Census 2006
One 14% 24%
Two 35% 34%
Three 19% 16%
Four 20% 16%
Five 8% 7%
Six or more 4% 3%

Table 19 Selected socie@conomic comparisons for Australiai income, education, homewnership
and type of dwelling

OECD survey ABS

Average household size (persons) 2.8 2.6
Average individual income ($/weekly) 465 466
Median household income ($/weekly) 998 1027
Percentage of highest level of education (%)

Postgraduate degree 7 5

Bachelor degree 18 22

High school graduate 24 12

Post-secondary qualification 37 32
Percentage of owned dwelling (%) 58 65*
Percentage of type of dwelling (%)**

Separate house 77 75

Semi-detached, row or terrace house, townhouse etc 5 9

Flat, unit or apartment 13 14

Other dwellings 6 2
Note: * Includes 336 who fully own dwellings and 3 currently being purchased.

* The OECD Surveyds categor i esgcdiegbriese an amaftment building with essd us e
than 12 apartments in total, an apartment in a building with more than 12 apartments, a detached houdetaaiseuhiierraced
house and other. The census categories are shown in thé thleleslight diffeences between the categories may account for
some of the differences.
Sources: ABS1T Australian Bureau of Statistic, 2006
OECD1 This OECD survey
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Table 110 Selected soci@conomic data from Italy i number of people per household, education,
employment and dwelling size

OECD Survey Italian Census 2001

Number of people per household %

One 12 25
Two 23 27
Three 27 22
Four 24 19
Five 9 6
Six or more 5 2
Employment status
Employed 64 46
Unemployed 2 3
Not in labour force 33 51
Highest educational level %
Bachelor degree or higher % 30 10
Size of dwelling %
Less than 50 m? 7 7
50 m* to 100 m* 41 53
101 m? to 150 m? 33 29
More than 150 m” 19 10
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Table 111 Characteristics of the Czech sample and population

Variable N Mean Std Dev CSO 2007 SILC_2006 SRU_2007 Notes
Sociodemographics
Male 701 0491 0.500 0.484
Age 701 39.506 13.349 40.3
Age 18-24 0.170 0.113 to date 31 Dec 2007
Age 25-34 0.234 0.204 to date 31 Dec 2007
Age 35-44 0.176 0.171 to date 31 Dec 2007
Age 45-55 0.285 0.163 to date 31 Dec 2007
Age 55+ 0.136 0.348 to date 31 Dec 2007
Adults 701 2295 1.027 194 172
Children 701 1728 0.920 0.40-0.58 0.36-0.58 up to 15 - up to 25 dependent
Children 5 701  0.688 0.851 0.140 0.14
Elementary 701  0.332 0471 0.642
Highschool (A) 701 0472 0.256
College 701  0.054 0.018
Bachelor 701  0.030 0.171
Master 701 0.097 0.296
University 701  0.127 0.333 0.100
Income, mil.CZK 636  0.303 0.162 0.277 0.29
Characteristics of place
Flatowner 701 0.658 0.475 0.587 0.62
Detached + terraced 701 0.434
Terraced 701 0074 0.262 0431 045
Rooms 701 4.003 1.803 3.10
1 0.034 0.084
2 0.137 0.280
3 0.277 0.370
4 0.263 0.163
5+ 0.290 0.103
Areaflat 669 52.70
Up 50m2 0.166 0.086
50to 100 m2 0.544 0.710
Above 100m2 0.290 0.204
Hamlet 701 0.010 0.099
) 0.32* villages
Village 701 0.248 0.432
Suburb 701  0.245 0431 »
. 0.68* towns+cities
City 701 0.49 0.500
Built_ 5 701 0.049 0.215 0.172 0.02* 2(')'6%_ é?gg:: I'ee:: tﬂ‘;‘: 673’22::; note SRU
Built 5_15 701 0078 0.269 0.230 0.09* 28566_5#502:%0% fsti’/;;gears; note SRU
Built 16_30 701 0325 0.469 0.203 0.16* g‘;a 25(')'62_ nfi%?g: 1%0262;6 Joas, note
Built 31_50 701 0210 0407 0.294 od0r 20 zsébg_ rﬁg?g 2%%;26";;;?& note
Built 51_80 701 0.153 0.360 0.101 0.34* more than 48 years; note SRU 2006:
Built 80_ 701 0.161 0.368 more than 47 ys

Note: * Based on micro data of SRU 2006 (Household Budget Survey)

40



Table 112 Age and gendér in Czech regions sample and population

Rel. size Average age Males
N OECD survey Popul_CSO Age_OECD Age_CSO Male_OECD Male_CSO
Ccz 701 39.5 40.3 49% 48%
Prague 81 12% 12% 42.8 41.7 52% 48%
Central 82 12% 12% 35.6 40.0** 48% 49%
SW 78 11% 12% 45.8 40.5%* 58% 49%
NW 80 11% 11% 40.9 39.5 41% 49%
NE 107 15% 14% 42.4 40.3 49% 48%
SE 53 8% 16% 40.9 40.4 51% 48%
Moravia 131 19% 12% 31.3 40.3** 43% 48%
Mor-Silezia 89 13% 12% 41.0 39.9 56% 48%
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APPENDIX TWO - WASTE

Table 2.1: Access to and Use of Recycling Programs in Canada by Province (in percentages)

Provi OECD Survey Statistics Canada
rovince Access™ Use” Access” Use”
Alberta 98 95 89 96
British Columbia 100 98 94 99
Manitoba 92 97 90 88
New Brunswick 100 91 86 96
Newfoundland 100 91 87 94
Nova Scotia 100 97 97 99
Ontario 99 98 95 98
Prince Edward Island 100 75 99 99
Quebec 99 98 91 95
Saskatchewan 100 97 91 96
Canada 99 89 93 97
Notes:

1. As a percentage of Canadian housdh covered in the survey (2008 figures).

2. As a percentage of all households (2006 figures).

3. Includes any recycling program (glass, paper, plastics, and metal cans for Statistics Canada aum@yiunfor OECD
survey).

4.  As a percentage obluseholds reporting having access to any recycling program (glass, paper, plastics, and metal cans or
aluminium.

Statistics Canada Source: Households and the Environment Survey, 2006.

Table 2.2: Access to and Use of Recycling Programs in Canada for GLASS/ Province (in
percentages)

Provincd OECD Survey Statistics Canada

Access Use Acces$ Use
Alberta (91) 95 92 84 92
British Columbia (132) 97 95 89 96
Manitoba (37) 92 97 85 84
New Brunswick (24) 79 89 69 92
Newfoundland (11) 100 82 75 92
Nova Scotia (31) 97 93 94 97
Ontario (398) 95 95 93 97
Prince Edward Island (4) 100 75 96 98
Quebec (241) 97 94 86 93
Saskatchewan (34) 94 94 81 92
Canada (1003) 95 94 88 94

Notes:

1. As a percentage of Canadian householdsrealin the survey (2008 figures).
2. As a percentage of all households (2006 figures).
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3. As a percentage of households reporting having access to a recycling program.
4. Number of households covered by the OECD survey is given in brackets.
Statistics Caada Source: Households and the Environment Survey, 2006.

Table 2.3: Access to and Use of Recycling Programs in Canada for PLASTICS by Province (in
percentages)

Provincd OECD Survey Statistics Canada

Access Use Acces$ Use
Alberta (91) 93 86 77 89
British Columbia (132) 97 98 88 96
Manitoba (37) 92 91 84 86
New Brunswick (24) 92 91 69 93
Newfoundland (11) 100 82 72 92
Nova Scotia (31) 94 100 93 98
Ontario (398) 94 95 92 97
Prince Edward Island (4) 75 67 99 99
Quebec (241) 95 97 87 94
Saskatchewan (34) 91 97 77 91
Canada (1003) 95 95 87 95

Notes:

1. As a percentage of Canadian households covered in the survey (2008 figures).

2. As a percentage of all households (2006 figures).

3. As a percentage of households répg having access to a recycling program.

4. Number of households covered by the OECD survey is given in brackets.
Statistics Canada Source: Households and the Environment Survey, 2006.
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APPENDIX THREE - TRANSPORT

Table 3.1 Mean number of cars per hosehold member

Mean per IRF Passenger
Country (c)aEpCi:tg St. Dev. Observations cars per capita
Survey

Australia 0.731 0.264 986 0.542 (2005)
Canada 0.711 0.267 984 0.561 (2003)
Czech Rep 0.598 0.264 694 0.358 (2002)
France 0.756 0.278 1055 0.494 (2005)
Italy 0.715 0.249 1397 0.595 (2005)
Korea 0.489 0.2 963 0.230 (2005)
Mexico 0.59 0.303 969 0.137 (2005)
Netherlands 0.656 0.265 1010 0.424 (2002)
Norway 0.733 0.304 985 0.439 (2005)
Sweden 0.654 0.308 987 0.460 (2005)

Source of data: IRF World ro&@tatistics 2007 Database

Table 3.2Motor Vehicles in Canada by Province (in percentages)

OECD Survey Statistics Canada

Province Number of Motor Vehicles® Number of Motor Vehicles®

Owner* 1 2 3 or more Owner® 1 2 3 or more
Alberta 92 46 35 19 87 41 42 18
British Columbia 87 46 37 17 83 48 38 14
Manitoba 95 43 40 17 81 46 39 15
New Brunswick 88 43 33 24 85 53 37 10
Newfoundland 91 50 40 10 82 59 35 6
Nova Scotia 90 57 32 11 83 54 36 10
Ontario 84 43 44 14 82 48 41 12
Prince Edward Island 100 75 25 0 89 46 40 14
Quebec 83 56 38 7 81 57 36 8
Saskatchewan 94 25 56 19 87 40 42 18
Canada 86 47 40 14 83 49 39 12

Notes:

1. Households with at least one motor vehicle as a percentage of households coversdivetn (2008 figures).

2. Households with at least one motor vehicle per personal use as a percentage of all households (2006 figures).
3. As a percentage of households with at least one motor vehicle.

4.  As a percentage of households with at leastmotor vehicle per personal use.

Statistics Canada Source: Households and the Environment Survey, 2006.
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Table 3.3 Number of motor vehicles (excluding motorcycles/scooters) per dwelling for Australia (in
percentages)

OECD Survey ABS 2006
Census
None 7.1% 9.8%
1 motor vehicle 40.8% 37.8%
2 motor vehicles 39.6% 36.8%
3 motor vehicles 8.5% 10.7%
4 or more motor vehicles 4.2% 4.8%

Notes:
1. Australian Bureau of Statistics 2006 Census of Population and housing

Table 34 Mode of Transportation to Commute to Work and Length of Commute in Canada by
Province (in percentages)

OECD Survey Statistics Canada

Province Car Public Transit Car Public Transit

Use®  Time® Use® Time* Use™ Time> Use® Time®
Alberta 82 25 14 78 79 23 10 59
British Columbia 73 21 20 53 75 25 10 67
Manitoba 73 26 19 40 78 18 9 53
New Brunswick 80 8 20 0 87 11 N/A N/A
Newfoundland 57 0 0 0 84 14 N/A N/A
Nova Scotia 71 13 24 60 83 16 5 58
Ontario 73 27 20 56 76 27 13 66
Prince Edward Island 100 0 0 0 88 17 N/A N/A
Quebec 67 30 26 71 76 22 11 63
Saskatchewan 96 4 4 0 81 13 2 N/A
Canada 73 24 20 60 77 24 11 64

Notes:

1. Persons who travelled to work by car as a percentage of all persons who corumand from work.

2. Persons who travelled to work by public transit as a percentage of all persons who commuted to and from work.

3.  Persons for whom it took more than 30 minutes to get to work (one way) as a percentage of all persons who treaselled by

4 Persons for whom it took more than 30 minutes to get to work (one way) as a percentage of all persons who travelled by
public transit.

Persons for whom it took 30 minutes or more to get to work (one way) as a percentage of all persongieldoblyasar.

Persons for whom it took 30 minutes or more to get to work (one way) as a percentage of all persons who travelled by public
transit.

Statistics Canada Source: Households and the Environment Survey, 2006.

ou

Table 3.5 Commuting to work in Audralia (for respondents using oty one mode of transport) (in
percentages)

OECD Survey ABS 2006
Census
Walking 6.9% 5.1%
Car 80.3% 81.9%
Public Transport 11.0% 8.6%
Bike 1.0% 1.2%
Motorcycle 0.9% 0.8%

Notes:
1. Australian Bureau of Stistics 2006 Census of Population and housing
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2. Inthe OECD survey 70% of respondents used one method to get to work compared to 80% in the Australian Census. The
Australian census data covers employed persons 15 years and over, while the OECD diasaucemaloyed people and
does not include those under 18.
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APPENDIX FOUR - ENERGY

Table 4.1 Sources of energy in dwellings in Australigproportion of households %)

OECD Survey Australian
comparison®
Mains electricity 98.7 99.9
Mains gas 50.3 2 47.4
LPG/bottled gas -° 13.5
Wood 12.0 135
Solar 9.1°3 7.6
oil 1.1 0.7
Other - 0.2

Notes: 1. ABARE (2008) Energy in Australia 2008. Australian energy consumption by fuel,-2095
2. The OECD 2008 survey collected the proportiohmfseholds with natural gas, whereas the Australian comparison
data collected mains gas and LPG/bottled gas separately.
3. The OECD 2008 did not includelarenergy in the question 64 which collected sources of energy in dwellings,
however it did ak in question 73 whether respondents already had or had installed renewableegesghai panels and
wind turbines) in the last 10 years. Thus the OECD solar figure will include some households who have wind turbines.

Table 4.2 Proportion of households with appliances in Australia (in percentages)

OECD Survey Australian
Bureau of
Statistics
dishwasher 44.4 45.1
clothes washers / clothes dryers 90.0 96.7
clothes dryers 56.5 55.6
fridges/fridge-freezers 98.9 99.8
separate freezers 43.1 36.9
ovens 94.3
microwaves 93.4 91.7
electric water heating boiler 51.3
TV 98.6 99.2
set top boxes 39.1
computers 96.9
air conditioners 66.9 66.8

Notes:

1. Source Australian Bureau of Statistics (200Bnvironmentalssues: Engy use and conservation, Mar 2008.

2. The ABS data collects desk top computers and lap top computer separately, with 59.7% and 38.1% of households having
these appliances respectively.
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Table 4.3 EnergySaving Devices in Canada by Province (in percéages)

OECD Survey Statistics
Canada
Light Bulbs™ Light Bulbs*”
Alberta 79 56
British Columbia 79 63
Manitoba 84 48
New Brunswick 88 57
Newfoundland 91 51
Nova Scotia 90 59
Ontario 86 60
Prince Edward Island 100 59
Quebec 83 46
Saskatchewan 79 50
Canada 84 56

Notes:

1. As apercentage of Canadian households covered in the survey (2008 figures).
2. As a percentage of all households (2006 figures).

3.  Compact fluorescent light bulbs.

Statistics Canada Sourceotiseholds and the Environment Survey, 2006.

48



Table 4.4 Energy characteristics of the Czech sample and population

Variable N Mean Std Dev  SILC_2006 SRU_2007 Notes
Energies
En_electricity 701 0.944 0.229 0.987**
0.693**
En_gas 701 0.623 0.485 0.700**  natural gas supply facility
(06)
En_oil 701 0.010 0.099 0.035**
En_wood 701 0.238 0.426
- 0.267 (06
En_coal 701 0.137 0.344 (06)
0.43
En_central 701 0.437 0.496 0.422 (06)
En_other 701 0.010 0.099
Combinations of energy
0.3586**
Gas 0.270 0.444 (06)
0.0403*
Electra 0.083 0.278 (06)*
0.1022**
Central 0.118 0.327 (06)
0.2974*
Blockflats 0.237 0.438 (06)*
Appliances
Washer 701 0.281 0.450 0.198**
Washingm 701 0.967 0.178 0.955 0.934**
Dryer 701 0.029 0.167 0.02
Fridge 701 0.990 0.099 1.06
Freezer 701 0.311 0.463 0.965**
Oven 701 0.763 0.425
Microwave 701 0.880 0.325 0.756**
Heater 701 0.445 0.497
TV 701 0.969 0.174 0.976** 1.295**
_count 1.800 1.281
Settop 701 0.241 0.428 0.22 cable TV
PC 701 0.964 0.186 0.465** 0.556**
AC 701 0.026 0.158

Note: (06) based on micro data SRU 2006.
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APPENDIX FIVE T ORGANIC FOOD

Table 5.1 Domestic consumption obrganic food (2008): % on total value of organic foodor Italy

OECD Survey Italian 2008
Dairy products 20% 20%
Fresh fruit and veg 26% 20%
Bread, pasta and rice 22% 8%
Eggs 29% 8%

Note: For the OECD surveyespondents were asked to estimate the#rage weekly spend éimesh fruit and vegetableMilk

and other dairy products, Eggsleat and poultry andBread, pasta, rice and cerealFor each of these food groups, they were

then asked what proportion of expenditure that they spent on organdigcer0%, 5%, 610%, 1125%, 2650%, 5175%, 76

9 9 %, 100 %, Consume organic products but % u.nTFe midvpoints Hxen 6 t kn
been taken for each of these organic proportions and then averaged. Householdd thesureonsume organic products or

unsure of the amount have been removed from the calculation.

Source for the ltalian data comes from ISMBRIsen panel, 9000 househglddomestic consumptionnonspecialized

distribution (organic shops excluded).
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APPENDIX SIX - WATER

Table 6.1 Water-Saving in Canada by Province (in percentages)

OECD Survey Statistics Canada
Shower™  Toilet™ Shower”®  Toilet™”

Alberta 48 36 48 39
British Columbia 52 31 51 33
Manitoba 49 43 46 34
New Brunswick 67 46 53 28
Newfoundland 45 27 56 27
Nova Scotia 65 39 53 30
Ontario 57 45 57 40
Prince Edward Island 50 75 54 26
Quebec 63 37 56 27
Saskatchewan 29 29 35 32
Canada 56 40 54 34

Notes:

1. As apercentage of Canadian householdsreavim the survey (2008 figures).
2. As a percentage of all households (2006 figures).

3. Low flow shower heads.

4.  Low volume or dual flash toilets.

Statistics Canada Source: Households and the Environment Survey, 2006.

Table 6.2 Comparison of averagewater consumption per head per day

Estimate of per capita household water consumption
Litres per head per day (Ihd)

1975 1980 1985 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 2004 2008 = OECD 2008

Median
AUS 256 285 268 236° 230" 192
CAN 255 350 326 263
CZR 138 157 165 137 121 113 103
FRA 137 110
ITA 211 251 249 213 195° 205
KOR 62 69 103 160 164 169 181 175 181 183 186
MEX 182
NLD 122 130 128 129 125 128 129 130 130° 137
NOR 154 175 140 190° 151
SWE 207 196 195 197 195 201 203 199 191 180° 137

Source:

Data 1970 1997: The Price of WaterTrends in OECD Couries, OECD (1999b), p.19;

Data 2004, 2006: Calculated from International Statistics for Water Services, IWA (2008), p.10 and Productivity Con
2008 (p. 23, using data for Sydney and assuming 4 person household);

OECD 2008 is from this survey.
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Table 6.3 Comparison of average wateiprices (US$/KL)

OECD Estimates (2009)" IWA OECD 2008
(2008) survey
Country Year measure US$/KL US$/kL US$/kL
Australia 2007 WAV(250) 1.15 1.15 0.709
Canada 2004 WAV/(300):70% 0.52 1.199
Czech Republic 2007 AV 131 1.580
France 2005 WAV(120) 1.86 1.90 3.735
Italy 2007 (a) 0.82 0.922
Korea 2006 AV 0.61 0.320
Mexico 0.422
Netherlands 2007WAV(55%) 2.29 1.65 2.064
Norway 1.00 2.241
Sweden 1.00 2.736

Notes:

1. Source: OECDOs Wa themingirlate00s ZNOREOBE QUWOTED Based
on official OECD USD exchange rates with reference to the year of the data point. The exchange
rates applied to each source will differ and this will affect comparisons.

2. Notes for OECD estimates measure:

a.(a) not specified,

b. AV Average price of water across aitilities and households = Total
revenue from household/Total m3 sold

c.WAV(x):P Weighted averages of volumetric rates, with an assumed average

household consumption of x m3/year. And (wherailable) utilities in the
sample covering P% of the population.
3. IWA (2008, p. 9) represents average specific water consumption of considered main cities in the
specified country in 2007.
4. Blank cells indicate data not available from the given source.

Table 63 Comparison of average watemprices (US$/KL)

Data from OECD IWA OECD 2008

(1999b)" (2008) survey
Country year US$/kL US$/kL US$/kL
Australia 1997 0.756 * 1.15 0.709
Canada 1994 n.a. 1.199
Czech
Republic 1997 0.384 1.580
France 1996 1.584 1.90 3.735
Italy 1996 0.502 0.922
Korea 1996 0.235 0.320
Mexico 0.422
Netherlands 1998 1.41 1.65 2.064
Norway 1.00 2.241
Sweden 1998 1.043 1.00 2.736
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Notes:

5.

In OECD (1999b, p. 79) data, the prices we use for comparison is RSP ubic Water Supply)
column. Although not clearly stated the prices appear to include a fixed element and, thus, are treated
as the equivalent volumetric price (per kL) of water consumption for all households facing water
charges (not only the set of houselsadlalcing unit charges).

The prices in OECD (1999b) data are measured in US$ of the year of study, so to calculate the
change in water price, we change the unit of our results above into US$/kL (using IMF exchange rate
16 Jan 2008: 1.4792 US$ = 1 EURSOurce: imf.org.

Explanation of the calculation for OECD (1999).case of Australia, water price per kL = 0.95 A$,
sewage treatment cost per kL = 1.11 A$, so the total cost per kL of water consumption is 2.06 A$,
which is equivalent to 1.64 US$. Thusetprice per kL of household water consumption (without
sewage treatment cost) in US$ is: (0.95/2.06) * 1.64 = 0.756 (US$/KL.

IWA (2008, p. 9) represents average specific water consumption of considered main cities in the
specified country in 2007.

Blark cells indicate data not available from the given source.

Table 6.4 Comparison ofthe burden of water charges as a percentage of income or expenditures

OECD (* = 1999a; ° = 2003 ivi
‘ TE9 Commission | OECD 2008

(2008, p. 21)* survey
Country year denominator % % %
Australia 1996 income 0.79% 0.65 0.62
Canada 1996 income 1.05% 0.74
Czech
Republic 1996 income 2.2% 1.91
France 1995 income 0.9° 1.01
Italy 1997 expenditures 0.7° 0.90
Korea 1997-98 expenditures 0.6° 0.46
Mexico 2000 income 1.3° 1.42
Netherlands 1999 income 0.6" 0.75
Norway 1996 income 0.45, 0.50
Sweden 1996 income 0.59, 0.98

Notes:

1. Based on New South Wales and as a percentage of total expenditure on goods and servic90%2003
2. OECD (1999a) data refers publi@ter supply and is obtained from Table 22.

3. OECD (2003) data refers to public water supply and is obtained from Table 2.2.

4. Blank cells indicate data not available.
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Table 6.5 Comparison of the proportion of single dwelling houses with water meters

OECD 2008 survey Other surveys
Having water meters Having water meters
(% of h/holds in single dwellings) (% of total population) Year
OECD (10) 66.74 - -
Australia 84.67 95-100 1998 #
Canada 50.65 55 2006 "
Czech Republic 79.59 100 1998 2
France 96.03 100 2006 °
Italy 92.29 90-100 2006 °
Korea 83.38 100 1998 2
Mexico 77.45 58" 2005 °
Netherlands 92.29 93 1997 @
Norway 21.10 10-15° 19982
Sweden 64.95 100 2006 °
Notes:

2 OECD (1999b).

® ABS Energy Research (2006). World Water Meter Rejplume 5. ABS Energy Research, London.

1. There were 58 per cent of Mexican households were connected to water meters in 2005. The remainder or 42% of
households either do not have a piped service or are on fixed rates.

2Ther e was 0 |lobsinge fgmédyrhausen had water meté@serall, 1015 percent of Norway households
were connected to water meters in 1998.

Figure 6.1- Price Elasticities of Demand by Country and OECD (10)

Price Elasticity of Water Demand
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APPENDIX SEVEN T MISCEL LANEOUS

Table 7.1 Survey Regions by country

Australia | Mexico Korea Czech Republic Netherlands
L . Drie grote steden en bijbehorende agglomeraties (Rotterdam,

ACT Distrito Federal | Seoul { SOSNZR I t LI | Amsterdam en Den Haag)
NSW México Gyeonggi Praha Rest West Nederland+{Zolland, NHolland en Utrecht)
NT Nuevo Lebn Gangwon { GnjSRY N 2 S| Noord Nederland (Friesland, Drenthe, Groningen)
QLD Jalisco Chungcheong | WA K21 + LJ- Ry| Oost Nederland (Overijssel, Gelderland, Flevoland)
SA Veracruz Gyeongsang { SGSNE @é OK]| Zuid Nederland (Nrabant, Z.imburg, Zeeland)
TAS Puebla Jeonra WA K2 Jé OK2R
VIC Guanajuato Jeju Morava
WA Otros MoravskaSlezsko
Canada Italy Sweden France Norway
Alberta Abruzzo Blekirge Alsace Oslo og Akershus
British Columbia Basilicata Dalarna Aquitaine Hedmark og Oppland
Manitoba Calabria Gévleborg Auvergne Sgrdstlandet
New Brunswick Campania Gotland BasseNormandie Agder og Rogaland
Newfoundland Emilia Romagna Halland Bourgogne Vestlandet
Nova Scotia Friuli Venezia Giulia| Jamtland Bretagne Trgndelag
Ontario Lazio Jénkoping Centre Nord-Norge
Prince Edward Island| Liguria Kalmar Champagnéirdenne
Quebec Lombardia Kronoberg Corse
Saskatchewan Marche Norrbotten FrancheComté

Molise Orebro HauteNormandie

Piemonte Ostergétland Tle-de-France

Puglia Skane LanguedodRoussillon

Sardegna Soédermanland Limousin

Sicilia Stockholm Lorraine

Toscana Uppsala Midi-Pyrénées

Trentino Alto Aige | Véarmland Nord-Pasde-Calais

Umbria Vasterbotten Pays de la Loire

+FffS RQ! | vasternorrland | Picardie

Veneto Vastmanland PoitouCharentes

Vastra Gotaland | ProvenceAlpesCote d'Azur
RhdneAlpes

Note: For Canada, Austia, the Netherlands, Mexico, Korea, Norway and the Czech RepubBartt@estratification usd the same regions
as that collected in the survey. For France, ltaly and Sweden fewer regions are used to stratify the sample thanrf@yndHor derance
the stratification regions used were lle de France, North East, North West, Centre and South. ther fibaily stratification regions were
North-West, NorthREast, Centre and South. For Sweden there were six stratification regions: North, Midtle/VEst, SouttEast and
South.
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Figure 7.1 Households with access tthe internet (as a percentage of all households)

12007 or latest available year # 2001 or first available year

90

Source: OECD Science and technoledgpformation and Communicatior&chnology (ICT)- Computer and internet access by
households

Box 7.1 Research Teams

The project is coordinated by the OECD Environment Directorate, with research teams with extensive
experience based in selected participating countries. These include:
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