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Research Goal & Objectives 
 

 

Goal 
 
The purpose of this research was to use a live telephone (interactive voice) survey to determine 
the current levels of residential customer satisfaction with the services provided by the Clallam 
County PUD and to develop baseline information that will be useful in understanding the 
PUD’s residential customers. 
 

Objectives 
 
The following objectives were addressed by the research: 
 

•      Establish baseline profiles for residential customers. 

•      Evaluate customer perceptions of PUD and satisfaction with services, specifically 
regarding billing and rates, providing energy conservation information, power outages, 
protecting the environment, and being fair, reasonable and trustworthy. 

•       Assess how PUD can improve its services and public image of the organization. 

•       Determine the percent of respondents who contacted the PUD, contact method, typical 
contact time, and reason for contacting. 

•       Measure customer satisfaction with PUD contact related to courtesy and willingness to 
help, ability to resolve issue, authority to solve problems without calling a supervisor, 
and overall satisfaction. 

•       Assess energy conservation actions taken by customers during the last five years. 

•        Identify the primary and secondary heat sources used. 

•       Evaluate customer awareness levels with energy efficiency and conservation incentive 
programs as well as customer’s likelihood to use programs. 

•       Determine how customers learned about conservation programs and reasons why 
certain customers choose not to use the programs. 

•       Determine customer willingness to use new energy conservation technology and the 
PUD’s proposed online billing system. 

•       Analyze by multivariate analysis for demographic effects on variables by service area, 
type of home, type of home ownership, age, gender, and income range. 
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Research Design & Methodology 
 

 

Sample Size & Margin of Error 
 

Clallam County PUD supplied a list of current residential customers to Hebert Research under 
a confidentiality agreement. The table below defines the customer group sample size studied.  
 

Residential Customer Sample Size 
Quota Goal 400 Sample size (n) Completed 404 

Margin of Error (95% Confidence Level)  ±±±± 4.85% * 
 

* In measuring a response which reflects typical respondents for a given area, accuracy is 
dependent on the population size of the area being surveyed and the number of survey 
responses collected.  The relative accuracy level is reported as the “margin of error”, which 
represents the interval between which the actual answer value is likely to reside.  For Clallam 
County PUD’s combined service area, with a ~400 participant sample size, the maximum 
margin of error at the 95% confidence level, is 4.85%.  During certain sections of this survey, 
follow up questions asked with reduced numbers of participants, resulted in higher margins of 
error.  Throughout the report, any increased margins of error are listed in the table footnotes. 
 

Sample Distribution & Data Weighting 
 

Customer sampling for the survey was divided between the four different service areas where 
the PUD provides services as shown below.  Data was then weighted to reflect the residential 
customer distribution across each service area.  The table below shows the regional distribution 
surveyed, as well as the data weight distribution used for reporting results. 

 
Residential Customer Service Area Survey Distribution & Weighting 

Service Area 
Survey 

Distribution (%) 
Customer Distribution 
& Final Weighting (%) 

Sequim 50.2 50.0 

Port Angeles 25.2 25.0 

Forks 15.6 15.0 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 8.9 10.0 
 

Questionnaire 
 

Hebert Research and Clallam County PUD collaborated to develop the survey questionnaire. 
The final questionnaire consisted of 55 questions, with 6 open-ended questions, and fill in 
responses explaining why “Other” was selected as an answer to a multiple choice question (see 
Appendix). 
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Survey Process 
 

The survey was conducted between December 11th 2009 and December 19th 2009.  A total of 
404 survey interviews with current residential customers were completed.  The response rate 
was 56%, which is the proportion of individuals who agreed to participate in the survey.  
Hebert Research administered the survey by telephone with highly experienced in-house 
research assistants, who have collectively spent decades performing interviews.  Call 
efficiency was aided electronically through a Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing 
(CATI) system, which randomly selects participants from the call list and prompts with the 
questions to be asked.  The system enables real time data capture during the interview.  
Potential participants unable to complete the survey during contact, were called up to five 
times, calling on different days and at different times during evening and weekend hours. Tests 
determined that no significant non-response error occurred.   
 

Analysis of Variables 
 
Univariates.  Response data for single variable questions (univariates) were analyzed using 
industry accepted measures of central tendency (means).   
 
Multivariates. Pairs of variables (multivariates) were also analyzed to determine if 
interactions existed between different variables.  Multivariate analysis consisted of Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA), Chi Square, and Correlation Analysis.  The response to binomial (e.g., 
yes/no questions), numerical rating, and multiple choice questions were analyzed by customer 
demographics such as geographic service area, type of home, home ownership, total household 
income, age, and gender. 
 
Interpretations and inferences presented based on the analysis results are intended to provide 
an independent statistical perspective.  The statistical procedures utilized were applied at 
always the 95% confidence level (p ≤ 0.05 significance level) to estimate values or determine 
significance.  Multivariate analysis was performed to detect any demographic trends present 
for all question variables studies. Statistical significance is reported at the end of each section 
below measured by p-value.  If p ≤ 0.05, the statistical test is significant and thus reported here.  
If p ≥ 0.05, the statistical test is not significant, and therefore is not significant and typically not 
reported. 

 
Hebert Research has made every effort to produce the highest quality research product possible 
within the agreed specifications, budget and schedule.  We used statistical techniques which, in 
our opinion, are the most accurate possible.  However, inherent in any statistical process is the 
possibility of error, which must taken into consideration when evaluating results. Statistical 
research can predict consumer reaction and market conditions existing only at the time of 
sampling, within the parameters of the project, and within the margin of error inherent in the 
techniques used.  Evaluations and interpretations of statistical research findings, and decisions 
based on them, are solely the responsibility of the customer.  The conclusions, summaries and 
interpretations provided by Hebert Research are based strictly on the analysis of the data 
gathered and are not to be construed as recommendations.  Therefore, Hebert Research neither 
warrants their viability nor assumes responsibility for the success or failure of any actions 
subsequently undertaken by the client in using the survey results. 
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Residential Customer Profile 
 

Basic Demographic Distributions 
 

The following tables summarize the profile of residential customers who participated in the 
survey.  Respondents living in Sequim (50%) and Port Angeles (25%) service areas of Clallam 
County PUD represent the largest segments of the sample, followed by Forks (15%) and 
Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay (10%).   
 

Service Area Customer Distribution 
Service Area % 

Sequim 50.0 

Port Angeles 25.0 

Forks 15.0 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 10.0 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Among residential survey respondents, 70.4% reported living in a single family detached 
home, 21.6% in a manufactured or mobile home, and the remaining respondents (8% total) in a 
multifamily (condominium, townhouse, duplex, triplex or apartment), or other type of home. 
 

Home Type Distribution 
Home Type % 

Single family detached home 70.4 

Manufactured or mobile home 21.6 

Condominium or apartment * 4.8 

Duplex or triplex * 2.2 

Townhouse * 0.2 

“Other” 0.8 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Multi-family building. 

 
The majority of respondents own (87.2%) rather than rent or lease their home. 
 

Home Ownership Distribution 
Ownership Type % 

Own 87.2 

Rent / Lease 12.8 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Just over a third of respondents reported having a total household income of less than $35,000 
(36.5%).  Whereas, 23.6% reported a household income between $35,000 to $49,999, 27.8% 
between $50,000 to $99,999, and only 12.1% reported $100,000 or more. 
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Household Income Distribution 
Total Income Range ($) % 

Less than 35,000 36.5 

35,000 - 49,999 23.6 

50,000 - 99,999 27.8 

100,000 - 149,999 8.9 

150,000 or more 3.2 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Approximately half of respondents were 65 years of age or older (49.5%).  Just under half 
(40.3%) were between 40 and 64, and the rest were between 18 and 39 (10.2%).  (Note: the 
average age is skewed in the survey away from the actual service area population distribution, 
towards older ages, due to the survey targeting heads of households.) 
 

Age Distribution 
Age Range % 

18-39 10.2 

40-64 40.3 

65 + 49.5 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Over one half of the respondents surveyed in this study were female (55.3%). 
 

Gender Distribution 
Gender % 

Male 44.7 

Female 55.3 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 
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Demographic Variations by Service Area 
 
Similar ratios of single family homes are spread across the entire service area with the highest 
percentage in the Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay and Port Angeles service areas.  The highest 
ratio of manufactured and mobile homes is in the Forks service area, and the lowest ratio is in 
the Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay service area.  The highest ratio of multi-family buildings 
are in the Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay and Sequim service areas. 
 

Service Area –BY– Home Type  (p = 0.004*) 
Home Type 

Service Area 
Single Family 

(%) 
Manufactured 
or Mobile (%) 

Multi-Family 
Building (%) 

-- Standardized to 100% across Service Areas (Columns) -- 
Sequim 49.1 48.3 63.6 

Port Angeles 26.5 25.3 12.1 

Forks 13.8 23.0 3.0 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 10.6 3.4 21.2 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Home Types (Rows) -- 

Sequim 68.8 20.8 10.4 

Port Angeles 74.3 21.8 4.0 

Forks 65.0 33.3 1.7 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 75.0 7.5 17.5 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Sequim 34.5 10.4 5.2 

Port Angeles 18.6 5.5 1.0 

Forks 9.7 5.0 0.2 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 7.4 0.7 1.7 
* Significant at 99.6% confidence level. 
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Home ownership patterns were not significantly different between service areas (a larger 
sample size might have detected a difference).  The Port Angeles service area had the highest 
ratio of homes owned.  The Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay service area had the highest ratio 
of homes leased.   
 

Service Area –BY– Home Ownership  (p = 0.083*) 
Ownership Type 

Service Area Own (%) Rent / Lease (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Service Areas (Columns) -- 

Sequim 50.1 48.0 

Port Angeles 26.2 17.3 

Forks 15.1 15.4 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 8.5 19.2 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Ownership Types (Rows) -- 

Sequim 87.6 12.4 

Port Angeles 91.1 8.9 

Forks 86.9 13.2 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 75.0 25.0 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Sequim 43.7 6.2 

Port Angeles 22.8 2.2 

Forks 13.2 2.0 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 7.4 2.5 
* Not significantly different (different at only 92% confidence level). 
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The generalized trends for each income range showed low overall significant difference (p = 

0.070) across the entire service area region (a larger sample size might have detected a 
significance difference for apparent trends).  The Port Angeles service and Sequim service 
areas reported the highest ratio of incomes over $100,000.  The Port Angeles service area had 
the highest ratio of incomes between $50,000 to 99,999.  The Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 
and Forks service areas reported the highest ratio of incomes less than $35,000. 
 

Service Area –BY– Household Income  (p = 0.070*) 
Income Range ($) 

Service Area 
Less than 

35,000 (%) 
35,000 - 

49,999 (%) 
50,000 - 

99,999 (%) 
100,000 or  
more (%) 

-- Standardized to 100% across Service Areas (Columns) -- 
Sequim 49.6 48.0 48.3 55.3 

Port Angeles 17.4 25.3 32.2 34.2 

Forks 17.4 16.0 14.9 5.3 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 15.7 10.7 4.6 5.3 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Income Ranges (Rows) -- 

Sequim 36.5 23.1 26.9 13.5 

Port Angeles 25.0 23.8 35.0 16.3 

Forks 42.6 25.5 27.7 4.3 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 56.3 25.0 12.5 6.3 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Sequim 18.1 11.4 13.3 6.7 

Port Angeles 6.3 6.0 8.9 4.1 

Forks 6.3 3.8 4.1 0.6 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 5.7 2.5 1.3 0.6 
* Trends not markedly significant across the entire data set (significant at only 93% confidence level).  
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Respondents (heads of households) surveyed varied significantly with service area (p = 0.009).  
The Sequim and Port Angeles service areas reported the highest ratio of ages over 65 years old.   
The Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay and Forks service areas reported the highest ratio of 
between 40 to 65.  And the Forks and Port Angeles service areas reported the highest ratio of 
ages between 20 and 39.  
 

Service Area –BY– Age  (p = 0.009*) 
Age Range 

Service Area 20-39 (%) 40-64 (%) 65 + (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Service Areas (Columns) -- 

Sequim 38.5 41.2 58.8 

Port Angeles 28.2 26.1 23.7 

Forks 25.6 20.0 10.2 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 7.7 12.7 7.3 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Age Ranges (Rows) -- 

Sequim 8.0 36.4 55.6 

Port Angeles 11.5 44.8 43.8 

Forks 16.4 54.1 29.5 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 8.1 56.8 35.1 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Sequim 3.9 17.8 27.3 

Port Angeles 2.9 11.3 11.0 

Forks 2.6 8.7 4.7 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 0.8 5.5 3.4 
* Significant at ~99% confidence level. 
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No significant difference could be established in the gender distribution between respondents.  
Only at the 90% confidence level can we say were more females than males interviewed in the 
Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay and Forks service areas. 
 

Service Area –BY– Gender  (p = 0.090*) 
Gender 

Service Area Male (%) Female (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Service Areas (Columns) -- 

Sequim 51.1 49.3 

Port Angeles 29.4 21.5 

Forks 12.2 17.0 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 7.2 12.1 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Gender (Rows) -- 

Sequim 45.5 54.5 

Port Angeles 52.5 47.5 

Forks 36.7 63.3 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 32.5 67.5 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Sequim 22.8 27.3 

Port Angeles 13.2 11.9 

Forks 5.5 9.4 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 3.2 6.7 
* Not significantly different (different at only 90% confidence level). 
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Other Demographic Variations 
 

Other Variations by Home Type 
 
Respondents with incomes under $35,000 reported the highest ratios of living in multi-family 
buildings and manufactured or mobile homes.  Respondents living in single family homes 
reported significant levels of individuals across all incomes ranges.  Respondents with incomes 
over $49,999 reported the highest ratio of living in single family homes.    

 
Home Type –BY– Household Income  (p < 0.001*) 

Income Range ($) 

Home Type 
Less than 

35,000 (%) 
35,000 - 

49,999 (%) 
50,000 - 

99,999 (%) 
100,000 or 
more (%) 

-- Standardized to 100% across Home Types (Columns) -- 
Single Family 56.1 62.2 85.2 89.5 

Manufactured or Mobile 31.6 27.0 10.2 10.5 

Multi-Family Building 12.3 10.8 4.5 0.0 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Income Ranges (Rows) -- 

Single Family 29.2 21.0 34.2 15.5 

Manufactured or Mobile 52.2 29.0 13.0 5.8 

Multi-Family Building 53.8 30.8 15.4 0.0 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Single Family 20.4 14.6 23.9 10.8 

Manufactured or Mobile 11.5 6.4 2.9 1.3 

Multi-Family Building 4.5 2.5 1.3 0.0 
* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
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No statistically significant variation was reported for home type by age (p = 0.686).  When 
standardized against home type or age range there were no significant interdependent trends.  
 

Home Type –BY– Age  (p = 0.686*) 
Age Range 

Home Type 20-39 (%) 40-64 (%) 65 + (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Home Types (Columns) -- 

Single Family 64.1 72.0 69.7 

Manufactured or Mobile 23.1 21.3 22.5 

Multi-Family Building 12.8 6.7 7.9 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Age Ranges (Rows) -- 

Single Family 9.4 44.2 46.4 

Manufactured or Mobile 10.7 41.7 47.6 

Multi-Family Building 16.7 36.7 46.7 
 

-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 
Single Family 6.6 31.0 32.5 

Manufactured or Mobile 2.4 9.2 10.5 

Multi-Family Building 1.3 2.9 3.7 
* Not significantly different (different at only 31% confidence level). 

 
The percentage of male and female participants surveyed were not statistically different across 
the three classes or home types defined in the survey (p = 0.871). When standardized against 
home type or gender there were no significant interdependent trends. 
 

Home Type –BY– Gender  (p = 0.871*) 
Gender 

Home Type Male (%) Female (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Home Types (Columns) -- 

Single Family 70.7 70.4 

Manufactured or Mobile 22.1 21.1 

Multi-Family Building 7.2 8.5 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Gender (Rows) --  

Single Family 44.9 55.1 

Manufactured or Mobile 46.0 54.0 

Multi-Family Building 40.6 59.4 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Single Family 31.7 38.9 

Manufactured or Mobile 9.9 11.6 

Multi-Family Building 3.2 4.7 
* Not significantly different (different at only 12% confidence level). 
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Other Variations by Home Ownership 
 
There were highly significant (and logically obvious) trends for home ownership by home type 
(p < 0.001).  Home ownership reported the highest ratio of those with single family dwellings 
and manufactured or mobile homes with about half of those in multi-family dwellings (thus 
only about half are rented apartments).  Respondents renting or leasing showed the highest 
ratio living in multi-family buildings.  And individuals living in manufactured or mobile homes 
primarily own them.  

 

Home Ownership –BY– Home Type  (p < 0.001*) 
Home Type 

Ownership Type 
Single Family 

(%) 
Manufactured 
or Mobile (%) 

Multi-Family 
Building (%) 

-- Standardized to 100% across Ownership Types (Columns) -- 
Own 90.8 89.7 48.5 

Rent / Lease 9.2 10.3 51.5 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Home Types (Rows) -- 

Own 73.2 22.2 4.6 

Rent / Lease 50.0 17.3 32.7 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Own 63.8 19.4 4.0 

Rent / Lease 6.5 2.2 4.2 
* Significant at ~99.9% confidence level. 
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Individuals owning their homes were significantly spread across all income ranges.  
Respondents with incomes over $49,999 reported the elevated ratios of individuals owning 
their home, especially for those making over $100,000.   Respondents with incomes under 
$35,000 reported the highest ratio of individuals renting or leasing their home.   
 

Home Ownership –BY– Household Income  (p = 0.045*) 
Income Range ($) 

Ownership Type 
Less than 

35,000 (%) 
35,000 - 

49,999 (%) 
50,000 - 

99,999 (%) 
100,000 or 
more (%) 

-- Standardized to 100% across Ownership Types (Columns) -- 
Own 80.7 83.8 89.8 97.4 

Rent / Lease 19.3 16.2 10.2 2.6 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Income Ranges (Rows) -- 

Own 34.1 23.0 29.3 13.7 

Rent / Lease 50.0 27.3 20.5 2.3 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Own 29.3 19.7 25.2 11.8 

Rent / Lease 7.0 3.8 2.9 0.3 
* Significant at ~95% confidence level. 

 
Significant trends were seen for home ownership with age (p < 0.001).  Respondents under 40 
years old preferentially rent or lease.  And respondents over 65 preferentially own their homes. 

 
Home Ownership –BY– Age  (p < 0.001*) 

Age Range 
Ownership Type 20-39 (%) 40-64 (%) 65 + (%) 

-- Standardized to 100% across Ownership Types (Columns) -- 
Own 48.7 85.4 98.3 

Rent / Lease 51.3 14.6 1.7 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Age Ranges (Rows) -- 

Own 5.7 41.9 52.4 

Rent / Lease 42.6 51.1 6.4 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Own 5.0 36.7 45.9 

Rent / Lease 5.2 6.3 0.8 
* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
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Respondent home ownership was balanced (not significantly different) by gender.   
 

Home Ownership –BY– Gender  (p = 0.114*) 
Gender 

Ownership Type Male (%) Female (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Ownership Types (Columns) -- 

Own 90.1 84.8 

Rent / Lease 9.9 15.2 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Gender (Rows) -- 

Own 46.3 53.7 

Rent / Lease 34.6 65.4 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Own 40.3 46.8 

Rent / Lease 4.5 8.4 
* Not significantly different (different at only 89% confidence level). 

 
Other Variations by Household Income 
 
Respondents between 20 to 39 years old most commonly make between $35,000 and 49,999 
per year.  Respondents between 40 to 64 most commonly make $50,000 or more.  Respondents 
65 or older most commonly make less than $50,000. 
 

Household Income –BY– Age  (p = 0.042*) 
Age Range 

Income Range ($) 20-39 (%) 40-64 (%) 65 + (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Income Ranges (Columns) -- 

Less than 35,000 33.3 28.1 44.2 

35,000 - 49,999 33.3 21.5 23.9 

50,000 - 99,999 25.0 34.8 22.5 

100,000 or more 8.3 15.6 9.4 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Age Ranges (Rows) -- 

Less than 35,000 10.8 34.2 55.0 

35,000 - 49,999 16.2 39.2 44.6 

50,000 - 99,999 10.3 54.0 35.6 

100,000 or more 8.1 56.8 35.1 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Less than 35,000 3.9 12.3 19.7 

35,000 - 49,999 3.9 9.4 10.7 

50,000 - 99,999 2.9 15.2 10.0 

100,000 or more 1.0 6.8 4.2 
* Significant at > 95% confidence level. 
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Household income reported by respondents (heads of households) varied significantly by 
gender (p < 0.001).  Male respondents most commonly reported a total household income of 
$50,000 or greater.  Female respondents most commonly reported a total household income of 
$49,999 less.  (Note:  the survey did not determine the number of incomes per household nor 
the ratio of males to females in multiple income households.  The fact that gender was roughly 
balanced in the survey would tend to collapse trends among married households.  These results 
thus indicate that a significant number or households must have only a single income or two or 
more incomes by individuals of the same gender.)  These results indicate that in the service 
area males on average earn more than do females.  
 

Household Income –BY– Gender  (p < 0.001*) 
Gender 

Income Range ($) Male (%) Female (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Income Ranges (Columns) -- 

Less than 35,000 29.9 41.4 

35,000 - 49,999 19.4 26.5 

50,000 - 99,999 34.3 23.2 

100,000 or more 16.4 8.8 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Gender (Rows) -- 

Less than 35,000 34.8 65.2 

35,000 - 49,999 35.1 64.9 

50,000 - 99,999 52.3 47.7 

100,000 or more 57.9 42.1 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

Less than 35,000 12.7 23.8 

35,000 - 49,999 8.3 15.2 

50,000 - 99,999 14.6 13.3 

100,000 or more 7.0 5.1 
* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
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Age Variation by Gender.   
 
Respondent age ranges were fairly well balanced (not significantly different) by gender.   
 

Age –BY– Gender  (p = 0.325*) 
Gender 

Age Range Male (%) Female (%) 
-- Standardized to 100% across Age Ranges (Columns) -- 

20-39 9.9 10.5 

40-64 39.2 46.2 

65 + 50.9 43.3 

 
-- Standardized to 100% across Gender (Rows) -- 

20-39 43.6 56.4 

40-64 40.9 59.1 

65 + 48.9 51.1 

 
-- Standardized to 100% TOTAL (All Participants) -- 

20-39 4.5 5.8 

40-64 17.6 25.5 

65 + 22.8 23.9 
* Not significantly different (different at only 67% confidence level). 
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Residential Customer Heat Sources 
 

 

Primary Heat Source 
 
Respondents most commonly reported their primary heat sources being an electric baseboard 
or electric wall heater (28.2%), heat pump (26.7%), or electric furnace (25.1%).  Wood or 
Pellet Stoves were the primary heat source of 11.9% of respondents.  Whereas, propane heater, 
fireplace, or portable space heater were each used by ~3% or less of respondents. 

 
Primary Heat Source Distribution 

Type % 
Electric baseboard or electric wall heater 28.2 

Heat pump 26.7 

Electric furnace 25.1 

Wood or Pellet Stove 11.9 

Propane 3.1 

Fireplace 1.1 

Portable space heater 1.1 

Oil 1.0 

“Other” 2.0 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (2.0%) are listed below 
(number of similar answers shown): 
 

• Electronic floor radiant heating (3) 

• Electric water (radiant) heat in floor heating system 

• Radiant floor heat through propane 

• Radiant heat (type not specified) 

• Natural gas furnace (2) 

• Geothermal 

• Furnace 

• My apartment is warm enough without having to use a heat source. 
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Secondary Heat Source 
 
Sixty percent (60.0%) of residential customers reported using a secondary heat source.  Wood 
or pellet stoves were the most common secondary heat source (21.9%).  Electric baseboard or 
electric wall heater, propane heater, or fireplace (at 8 to 9% each) were the next most common 
secondary heat sources, followed by electric furnace and portable space heater (at ~5% each). 
 

Secondary Heat Source Distribution 
Type % 

None 40.0 

Wood or Pellet Stove 21.9 

Electric baseboard or electric wall heater 8.9 

Propane 8.4 

Fireplace 7.9 

Electric furnace 5.2 

Portable space heater 4.5 

Heat pump 1.0 

Oil 0.7 

“Other” 1.5 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (1.5%) are listed below: 

 

• There is an electric blower on the propane stove and I use a fan to pull the air through 
the rest of the house. 

• A little gas heater when the lights go out. 
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Contact with PUD 
 

 
During Last Year 
 
Contact Methods Used.  During the last year, over half of residential customers (60.4%) did 
not contact the PUD.  Of those that did contact the PUD, 33.8% called, 8.2% visited in person, 
and less than 1% each mailed a postal letter or used E-mail.   
 

Contacts Methods Used During Last Year 
Method % 

Called 33.8 

Visited 8.2 

E-mailed 0.8 

Wrote postal letter 0.2 

Have not contacted PUD 60.4 
The margin of error for this variable is 7.8% (at 95% confidence level). 

This is a multiple response question, where all choices that apply can be selected. 

 

Most Recent Contact 
 
Contact Method.  During their most recent contact the major contact method was by 
telephone call (59.0%).  Whereas, field contact (in person) was by 20.1% of respondents.  Of 
those that called, only 15.9% used the PUD’s Voice Message Unit (VMU) (represents 5.4% of 
survey respondents). 
 

Method for Most Recent Contact 
Method % 

Telephone* 59.0 

In person with field representative 20.1 

Can't remember 5.0 
The margin of error is 7.8% (at 95% confidence level).   

*Experienced voice message unit (VMU) 15.9 

  
Time Period for Call Contact.  During their most recent contact customers who called 
typically called during business hours (71.8%).  All calls made outside of business hours, 
except one, were related to power outages and restoration.  The exception call inquired about 
hours of business operation. 
 

Time Period When Contact Made 
Time Period % 

During business hours 76.0 

Outside business hours 24.0 
The margin of error for this variable is 7.8% (at 95% confidence level). 
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Contact Reason.  Nearly half of respondents (45.2%) most recently contacted the PUD 
regarding a power outage.  The next most common reasons for contact were concerns about the 
electric bill (23.0%) or to start, stop, or transfer service (10.3%).  Others inquired about a 
program promotion (3.8%), service request (2.5%), or other reasons (15.3%). 
 

Reason for Most Recent Contact 
Reason % 

Regarding a power outage 45.2 

About your bill 23.0 

To start, stop or transfer service 10.3 

In response to a promotion 3.8 

Service request 2.5 

“Other” 15.3 
The margin of error for this variable is 7.8% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (15.3%) are listed below: 
 
Bill or billing information 

 

• I called to change the credit card number for auto payments 

• Paying my bill over the phone 

• I wanted to find out if it was ok for me to prepay ahead of schedule. 

• I wrote them an email suggesting they eliminate the service charge. 

• To make a bill payment 

• To change my address. 

• My husband passed away this year and I wanted to see if I needed to change the contract. 

• To do a name change 
 

Regarding power outage or power lines 
 

• Regarding a scheduled outage. Called for clarification. 

• Checking on when the power would be restored to our home. 

• Power outage 

• I am with the Red Cross and we need an emergency shelter and I need to know when the 
power would come back. I have been very pleased with the Clallam county PUD. 

• I called about my neighbors trees that were in the wires. 

• I live along the power lines and had a dead tree that if came down on the lines would 
have taken out all of Sequim. 

• They replaced our power pole. 

 

Water service 
 

• No water 
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• It was the problems with the progressively worse water break ongoing. 

• The PUD supplies water in our community as well as electric power so I had called 
regarding their water conservation program. 

 

Other reasons 
 

• I called about the hours of operation of the Blue Mountain Transfer station. 

• $50 rebate on our refrigerator 

• Repair of one of my street lights that went out. 

• Yearly report from PUD for an application for “L. I. H A. P.” 

• Questions regarding energy credits that we could get on the house. 

• Duct sealing 

• Inquired about location of a line on the property. 

• To get information about running service to a new home. 

• Who does their accounts for them and how messed up it got. 

• It was to deal with a safety issue with a pole in our backyard. 

• Regarding warranty information on my windows I replaced in 1999. The seals needed to 
be replaced. 

• I sold a previous home and then cancelled the service. 
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Satisfaction During Most Recent Contact 
 

 
General Service Attributes 
 
Respondents who contacted the PUD rated their satisfaction during their most recent contact 
scoring for the attributes listed in the table below.  Average customer satisfaction ratings for all 
attributes were very high (> 8.0 using a 0 to 10 scale).  The overall satisfaction survey question 
scored an average of 8.75, and there was no significant differences between the ratings 
(confidence level < 95%). 
 
“Customer service representative's authority to solve customer’s problem without calling a 
supervisor” received had the highest standard deviation, indicating that there was considerable 
difference between individual respondent ratings. 
 

Satisfaction with Customer Service During Most Recent Contact  (p = 0.482*) 

Service Attribute  (separate questions) 
Mean 
Rating 

Std. 
Dev. 

Courtesy and willingness of the customer service to listen 8.98 2.15 

Length of wait to speak with representative 8.92 1.90 

Knowledge of customer service representative 8.84 2.09 

Overall satisfaction with contact 8.75 2.36 
Provides quality customer service and is responsive 8.71 2.28 

Customer service representative authority to solve problem 8.43 3.14 
The margin of error for this variable is 8.6% (at 95% confidence level). 
* Rankings are not significantly different (different only at 52% confidence level). 

 
Respondents who reported customer satisfaction ratings of 5 or less reported the following 
reasons to explain the low relative ratings given: 
 

• I’m disabled and my account for auto payment needs to be resigned can't get in there and 

they won’t sign me back up, it is more convenient to have auto pay for me. 

• I'm on a bill pay program, and for some reason it wasn’t showing on my file, so she had 
to find it again, and put me back on. 

• The billing should be simpler and easier to understand attitude is important 

• Don't let their employees be abusive to customer face to face but instead help customers.  
I'd sent a person in my place to bring my bill in for payment and that person was told 

they could pay the bill for me.  The customer service representative was rude and lied 

about what could and couldn't be done on the bill.  So some retraining of the 

representative would be a good thing to correct the poor service from recurring. 

• Better qualifications with those who answer the phone at your company especially the 
customer service people. 



 

HEBERT RESEARCH, INC.  CLALLAM COUNTY PUD  
Prepared by Gary Leatham & Fred Veliyev Page 26 Residential Customer Survey 2009 

• Tell me when they (the PUD) will come out to my home so I can unlock my gates.  
Because I have dogs in my yard and they need to have the freedom to run in my yard at 

times other than when the meter readers are about to arrive and enter our yard. 

• They were advertising a promotion for examination of heating ducts.  When I called no 
one knew anything about what I was talking about.  After much time they just gave me 

companies that do duct inspections, in calling them they had no idea of what I was 

calling about.  No one even knew about this promoting, nothing ever got done with it. 

• They could advance to 21st century in service levels and quit burying utility lines. 

• They need to make a call back within a 1/2 hour if unable to immediately speak with the 

customer on first contact.  Then be thorough about follow up messages left by customers. 

• They need to put in more phone lines.  They never answered the phone when I called 
about an outage. All I got was a busy signal. 

• I’m Hispanic and needed help ~with my bill, and customer service wasn’t able to 
communicate with  me and they wouldn’t allow my girl friend to help even with me right 

there. 

• Acknowledge the fact that we are bill payers.  My visit was for a rebate.  The rep I spoke 
with told me the rebate form had to be filled in my husband's name because the account 

was in his name.  I completed the form in both our names.  If she could only be a little 

more lenient with me. 

• They have got to have better response time to getting electricity back to us.  With all the 
overtime paid, they could provide underground wiring. 

• They could be more helpful and give advice when the issue arises on water breaks, and 
options to help us locate our water leak problem. 

• Have a more solid answer on when the power would be backed up. 

• The PUD was not letting the customers know what was going on during power outages. 

• Be honest 
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Telephone -versus- In Person Contact 
 
Respondents who most recently contacted the PUD by telephone scored higher ratings in all 
customer satisfaction attributes than those who contacted the PUD “in person” -- e.g., at the 
utility office, with meter readers, utility installation or repair staff).  Among these attributes 
only “courtesy and willingness to listen”, “authority to solve your problem”, and “provides 
quality service and is responsive to requests” were statistically significant. These results 
potentially suggest that telephone customer service representatives are better prepared to 
answer customer questions than service representatives in the field. 
 

Satisfaction with Customer Service –BY– Most Recent Contact Type 
Contact Type 

Service Attribute  (separate questions) 
By 

Phone 
In 

Person p 
Courtesy & willingness of customer service representative to listen? 9.34 8.23 0.010 

Length of wait to speak with someone? 9.19 8.91 0.440* 

Provides quality customer service and is responsive to requests? 9.09 8.24 0.052 

Your satisfaction with the contact overall? 9.05 8.42 0.166* 

Knowledge of the customer service representative? 9.02 8.65 0.420* 

Customer service representative's authority to solve your problem 
without calling a supervisor? 8.95 7.55 0.036 

The margin of error for this variable is 8.6% (at 95% confidence level). 

*  Not significant, whereas the other attributes were significant between the  ~ 95% to 99% confidence level. 

Voice Message Unit 
 
Among the respondents who have used the Voice Message Unit VMU (n = 25), the majority 
(82.5%) reported that the information provided by the VMU was helpful and/or sufficient. 
 

Information Voice Message Unit (VMU) 
Helpful/Sufficient?  (p < 0.010*) 

Response % 
Yes 82.5% 

No 17.5% 
The margin of error for this variable is 19.6% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% level (at 95% confidence level). 

Power Outage Calls 
 
Respondents who most recently contacted the PUD about a power outage reported marginally 
lower, but highly significant, satisfaction ratings compared to respondents who contacted the 
PUD for all other reasons. 
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Specific Call Type –BY– Satisfaction Rating  (p < 0.010*) 

Call Type Attribute  (separate types) 
Satisfaction 

(Mean Rating) 
Restoring power due to a power outage 7.71 

Requests for all other reasons 8.78 
The margin of error for this variable is 8.6% (at 95% confidence level). 
* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 

Differences between Demographic Groups 
 
Respondents that own their home (8.99) were marginally more satisfied with the knowledge of 
the customer service representative than were those that rent or lease (7.84). 
 

Home Ownership –BY– Knowledge of the 
Customer Service Representative  (p = 0.046*) 

Home Ownership 
Knowledge  

(Mean Rating) 
Own 8.99 

Rent / Lease 7.84 
The margin of error for this variable is 8.6% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at ~95% confidence level. 

 
Younger respondents (39 years old or less) were significantly less satisfied (7.41) with the 
knowledge of the customer service representative than were older respondents (> 9.0). 
 

Age –BY– Knowledge of Customer  
Service Representative  (p < 0.001*) 

Age Range 
Knowledge 

(Mean Rating) 
18 - 39 7.41 

40 - 64 9.06 

65 + 9.19 
The margin of error for this variable is 8.6% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
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Little significance in trend (p = 0.088) was detected between respondents of different income 
levels.  For instance, as shown in the table below, the length of time waiting to speak with 
someone. 
 

Household Income –BY– Wait Time  (p = 0.088*) 

Income Range ($) 
Wait Time 

(Mean Rating) 
Less than 35,000 9.36 

35,000 - 49,999 9.29 

50,000 - 99,999 8.46 

100,000 - 149,999 7.70 

150,000 or more 9.00 
The margin of error for this variable is 8.6% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Not significant (i.e., lower than 95% confidence level). 
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 Perception & Satisfaction with PUD Services (Public Image) 
 

Service Perception & Satisfaction 
 
Residential PUD customers were asked to rate how well the following statements describe 
Clallam PUD.  The ratings were on a 0 to 10 scale, where 0 means “does not at all describe” 
and 10 means “the statement describes what Clallam PUD does very well.”  On average all of 
the survey test statements received high ratings of 7.95 or above.  The high overall ratings 
indicate high satisfaction levels in general and a high positive perception among Clallam 
County PUD residential customers.   
 

PUD Service Perception 

Service Attribute  (separate questions) 
Mean 
Rating 

Std. 
Dev. 

 

General Perception  (p = 0.010*) 
Provides accurate, understandable & timely billing 9.38 1.21 

Is trustworthy 9.22 1.45 

Provides helpful information about saving energy 8.65 1.74 

Informs where to call for power outages, gives information you need 8.53 2.20 

Is committed to protecting environment 8.39 1.98 

Provides helpful information about rates and what affects them 8.28 2.07 

Works hard to contain costs so rates are kept as low as possible 7.95 1.97 

Charges electric rates that are fair and reasonable 7.95 1.87 

 

Perception During Last Year  (p = 0.010*) 
Provided reliable power 9.14 1.54 

Restored power in a timely, satisfactory fashion 8.82 1.72 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 
* Significant at least at the ~99% confidence level. 

 
The overall differences were highly significant across the rankings (> 99% confidence level).  
The highest average ratings were given for the PUD “providing accurate, understandable and 
timely billing” (9.38) and “is trustworthy”.  Although still high ratings, the lowest average 
ratings given were for “works hard to contain costs so that rates are kept as low as possible” 
(7.95) and “charges electric rates that are fair and reasonable” (7.95).   
 
Perceptions for providing reliable power and restoring power in a timely, satisfactory fashion 
were surveyed over the last year.  There was concern that satisfaction might be low because the 
PUD had recently experienced a series of storms with marked power outages only a few weeks 
before the survey was taken.  However, high ratings (>8.80) were again reported.  Although 
only marginally different in score “providing reliable power” scored significantly higher (at 
99% confidence level) than “restored power in a timely satisfactory fashion”. 
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Differences between Demographic Groups 
 
Although ratings were high among all service areas, Sequim reported significant marginally 
higher than average, but significantly different, ratings for providing reliable power (9.44) and 
restoring power (9.18), followed by Forks (9.24 & 8.90, respectively).  Whereas, Port Angeles 
reported marginally lower than average ratings (8.54 & 8.10, respectively). 
 

Service Area –BY– Service Perception Over Last Year 

Service Area 

Provided 
Reliable Power 
(Mean Rating) 

(p < 0.001*) 

Restored Power in a 
Timely, Satisfactory 

Fashion (Mean Rating)  
(p < 0.001*) 

Sequim 9.44 9.18 

Forks 9.27 8.90 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 8.97 8.89 

Port Angeles 8.54 8.10 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 

 
Respondents 65 + years old gave the highest average ratings (8.54) for the PUD providing 
helpful information about rates and what affects them.  Younger respondents (39 years old or 
less) gave marginally lower (but significant) than average ratings (7.26). 
 

Age –BY– Service Perception Over Last Year 

Age Range 

Provides Helpful Information About Rates 
and What Affects Them Over Last Year 

(Mean Rating)  (p = 0.008*) 
18-39 7.26 

40-64 8.19 

65 + 8.54 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at ~99.9% confidence level. 
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Reasons for Individuals Giving Marginal to Low Ratings 
 

Respondents who rated one or more of the service attributes with a rating of 5 or less were 
asked to explain their reason for giving any marginal to low ratings.  Respondents 
predominantly responded in the following four categories (listed in order of frequency):  
 

• Desire lower rates 

• Desire less power outages * 

• PUD needs to provide more information regarding power outages 

• PUD needs to provide more information regarding billing 

 
*    Note: during many responses respondents recommended that the PUD should attempt to 
reduce power outages by cutting down trees that break power lines or to protect power 
lines by laying them underground. 
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Bill Management Program Awareness 
 

 
Half or more of survey respondents were not aware of bill management programs for all three 
bill management programs.  The “average pay” program (52%) and “senior / disabled 
discount” programs were the most widely known (46%).  Significantly less awareness was 
detected for the “neighborly assistance program” (26%). 

 
Awareness of Bill Management Programs 

Program Type Attribute Yes (%) No (%) p  
The average pay program 52.0 48.0 0.135 

The senior / disabled discount program 46.4 53.6 0.421 

The neighborly assistance program 26.0 74.0 < 0.001* 
* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
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 Proposed Online Payment System Use Potential 
 

 

Use Potential 
 
Just under one half of the residential customers surveyed (43.3%) responded that they were 
likely to use the new proposed online billing system. (During the survey we characterized the 
system as enabling recurring or one time payments, payment via debit or credit card, and 
giving the opportunity to go paperless.) 

 

Likelihood of System Use 
Response % 

Yes 43.3 

No 56.7 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Reasons for Not Wanting to Use 
 
The most common reasons given for not wanting to use the online billing system were “don't 
have convenient computer access” (35.3%) and “don’t trust security of making online 
payments” (33.6%). 
 

Reason Why Not Interested in Using System 
Reason % 

Don't have convenient computer access 35.3 

Don't trust security of making online payments 33.6 

Too confusing to try to pay for items on line 4.9 

“Other” 32.1 
The margin of error for this variable is 6.6% (at 95% confidence level). 

This is a multiple response question, where all choices that apply can be selected. 

 
Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (32.1%) are listed below.  
Categories included:  preference for paying through a bank account, payment with credit card, 
preference for paying by check by postal mail, convenience in paying in person, and concern 
about identity theft.  Category responses as well as any other reasons given are listed. 
 
Prefer to pay through bank  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• Pay through bank. (4) 

• Already do it through the bank. (2) 

• Bill paid automatically through bank. (2) 

• Have it done electronically through my bank. (2) 

• I make payments on line, but I do it through my own bank at my own convenience. (2) 

• I pay online through bank. (2) 
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• I pay through my bank already, and I don't want to change. (2) 

• I'm currently paying electronically through the bank. (2) 

• Just pay automatic bank withdrawal. (2) 

• They already do an automatic withdrawal from my account. 

• They give me a bill that goes through my bank (direct deposit). I wouldn't object if they 
gave the bill over the internet. (2) 

• We already do that through our bank. (2) 

• We already have it automatically taken from our bank account. (2) 
 

Prefer to pay through credit card  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• I have a system already set up with them with a visa plan and I just let that work. (2) 

• I have automatic credit card payment every month. (2) 

• We're already on automatic payment by credit card. (2) 
 

Prefer to pay through postal mail by check  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• Easier to pay by mail (by check). (2) 

• Buy by check. 

• I pay all bills by check. 

• Like to pay by check. 

• Rather use mail 

• We prefer just paying by check because we are more comfortable with that, then doing it 

online. 
 

Convenient to pay in person  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• I / We live close to the PUD office It's more convenient for us to pay the bill there. (2) 

• I live down the road from the office so I just drive through the drive through and pay my 

bill. 

• I work a half a block away from there so I just drop off my payments and save a stamp. 

• I'm in town everyday so it is convenient to stop by the PUD's office. 

• Since the utility is only blocks from where I live for me it is easier to drop the payment 
through the night drop box at their offices. 

 

Concern about identity theft 
 

• I'm a computer nerd and I know how easy it is to see others' computer records on 
finances.  No matter what you do if someone wants to see those records they can find a 

way to do so. 

• I like to control my monthly payments and not give access to others to my accounts. 
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• People stealing identity identifications. 
 

Other reasons or preferences  (number of similar answers shown) 
 

• I like it the way I've been doing it (2). 

• I'm old fashioned and I'm not about to change. 

• We want to keep our payments as we already are used to doing them. 

• I'm old fashioned and prefer to pay on my own. It's easier for me to keep track of expenses. 

• Already on the auto pay. We get a paper bill saying we made the payment. 

• Don't like to deal with financial transactions online. We are not big computer users. 

• Their purpose should be only to deliver the power. Their billing is not the problem. It's a 
waste of time. How do the people who don't have a computer pay their bill. At the 

library? 

• Due to my disability it is challenging for me to work on the web.  So until I have a voice 
activated computer to convey my wishes online I am reluctant to use it.  I'd like to be 

paperless which would be a boon and not kill so many trees. 

• For tax purposes and accounting, and that matters heavily. I prefer the paper printout, 
and I prefer a reminder in the mail. I do use the internet often. 

• Like having the paper records. 

• I already have automatic payments. 

• I choose not to pay my utility bills online. 

• I don’t like using credit card and don’t have a debit card 

• I don't have a credit card or debit card. 

• I just don’t. 

• I like to compare last years usage to this years.  I like to see the bill.  If they could put the 
bill online, I would be willing, but I wouldn't want to authorize payments and not know 

how much energy was used, and not be able to compare energy usage. 

• I pay annually 

• I pay cash. 

• I pay electronically anyway. 

• I prefer calling my bill in. 

• I usually send the payment ahead of time and let them work off of that balance on 
account for the next 6 months.  This is because I'm out of town for at least 6 months of 

the year living in Arizona and elsewhere as the situation calls me to be. 

• I'd rather write a check or have it taken out of my account. 

• Pay myself. 

• My wife has more say about this than I do on that. I wouldn't know about that unless I 

have talked to her about this as well. 
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Perception Why PUD Promotes Energy Programs 
 

 
Residential customers were asked to state why they believe that the PUD offers conservation 
programs and pays incentives to participate in such programs.  The most common response 
was “saves customers money” (27.8%), followed by “saves PUD money” (21.7%), “believe it 
is the right thing to do” (20.8%), and “PUD is required to” (18.2%). 
 

Perceived Reason for PUD Offering  
Conservation Programs & Incentives 

Reason % 
Saves Customers money 27.8 

Saves PUD money 21.7 

They believe it's the right thing to do 20.8 

PUD is required to 18.2 

“Other” 11.5 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

 
Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (11.5%) are listed below. 
Response categories were predominantly related to preserving the environment, saving energy, 
reducing costs, and government incentives.  The responses are listed below by category, along 
with all other responses given. 
 

Preserving Environment  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• Environmental reasons (e.g.,  to care for scarce resources and reduce pollution) (2) 

• Because of the push to have a greener planet the PUD offers conservation programs 
and/or pays incentives to those who participate. 

• Everybody is going green so you have to go too. Good company practice to think about 
the environment. 

• It is for the environment that the PUD does offer the incentives and conservation 
programs. 

• It's good for the environment. 

• It's neighborly and politically correct and good for the ecology. 

• Power is a valuable resource and there isn't a never ending supply. They're thinking 

green. 

• Reduce the cost of harming our environment. 

• They care about the environment and want to have good customer service. 

• To appear to be doing something to deal with all the environmental public relations 
being commonly practiced for today. 

• To conserve energy.  Less emissions into the atmosphere.  Save money. 

• To help save energy and make it more available to everybody for long term use. To help 
with the environment. 
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• To lower power use, ecological issues. 

• To preserve natural resources. 

• To reduce their demand for power. It makes the existing power sources reduce the 

necessity of sources and environmental costs. 

• To save energy and help the environment. 

 

Saving Energy  (number of similar answers shown) 
 

• Save energy. (7) 

• Conserve energy. (4) 

• For customers to save energy. (2) 

• Reduce power usage. 

• Save energy and check the atmosphere. 

• It sounds counter intuitive and it's a public service and a responsibility to us. 

• It, the PUD, honors the values of seniors and seeks to educate them. It honors the needs 
of disabled people for safe, reliable, and consistent service.  Almost 40% of the 

population in Clallam County is retired and/or disabled people and the PUD is very 

conscious of this demographic. 

• They are concerned about the people in the community when they need power. 

• They're interested in conservation of energy and that's one of the ways that they help do 

it. 

• They're trying to be more efficient. 

• This is something that everyone ought to do because of population. We need to conserve 
energy. 

• To conserve both the PUD and their customers' energy usage. 

• To save energy, the consumers'. 

• To save energy.  There's a lot of elderly people out there, so to help out. 

• Use energy more efficiently or better manage it at a cost that people can afford, with the 

use of other resources. 

• They (the PUD) use the conservation programs to find new ways to save energy and keep 
costs as low as possible. 

 

Reducing Costs 
 

• I thought it was because it’s cheaper to do conservation than to come up with new 
sources of power. 

• The less we use, the less they have to purchase and the less they have to pay for energy. 

• It makes it easier on their systems if people conserve and they don't have to buy as much 
power from BPA. 

• Everybody is trying to save energy right now. Hopefully it will save people money in our 
economy. 
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• It's helping our energy levels. They're helping people that can't afford to do these things. 

• In order to keep costs down. There's only so much power they can get from the dams. If 
they don't use efficiently, they'll have to get it from other sources that are more 

expensive. 

• This whole country is going crazy over this carbon footprint. If you can keep your 
demand down, you can keep your cost down. 

• To help cut costs and gives more efficiency. 

• To keep the costs low and make different marketing events available. 

• To save their cost and the customer's cost. 

 

Government Incentives  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• The government pays them to do it. (2) 

• Government incentive programs that help the customer. 

 

Other 
 

• Better distribution. 

• I don't think I know but I think they might be required to. 

• I suppose it's economy so they can control their grid. 

• I think also since we live near the Pacific Ocean that the PUD should consider trying to 
use a program to harness the energy in the ocean's waves to provide power to customers. 

• I think we need it to keep the earth from getting worse and educate people about 
conservation. 

• It makes what they've got go further and maybe they just have a good community 
conscience. 

• It's socially responsible. 

• Just giving information to the customer. 

• Their rates go up all the time. 

• They get money from Bonneville Power to do so. 

• To provide good service and let us know what's available. 
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Perceived Cost for Using Renewable Energy Sources 
 

 
Cost Perception 
 
The survey determined that residential PUD customers show highly significant diversity in 
their perceptions about the effect on their monthly electricity bill from using renewable energy 
sources.  Most commonly respondents expected that renewable energy source use will increase 
their bill (38.1%). Whereas, 29.2% expected that that it will decrease their bill, 14.2% expected 
the bill to remain the same, and 18.5% did not know how their bill will be affected.    
 

Do you Expect the Use of Renewable Energy Sources, Such as Wind and Solar 
Sources to Increase or Decrease Your Electric Utility Bill?  (p < 0.010) 

Effect % 
Increase 38.1 

Decrease 29.2 

Stay the same 14.2 

Don't know 18.5 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 

 
Customers who expected their electric bill will increase most commonly expected a $10 to 29 
monthly increase (51.2%).  Whereas, customers who expected their bill will decrease, most 
commonly expected a 20 to 99 monthly decrease (60.8%). 

 
Expected Change in Electric Bill with Renewable Energy Use 

Effect Direction  (p < 0.010*) 
Increase (%) Decrease (%)  

38.1 29.2 Change Response ($) 
(asked open ended) Number of Respondents (%) 

1 to 9 19.8 5.9 

10 to 19 27.9 21.6 

20 to 29 23.3 29.4 

30 to 99 19.8 31.4 

More than 100 9.3 11.8 
The margin of error for this variable is 5.8% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 
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Differences between Demographic Groups 
 
Respondents that own their homes most commonly expected an increase in their monthly bill 
(40.8%).  Respondents that rent or lease their homes most commonly expect a decrease in their 
monthly bill (34%).  Respondents that rent/lease their home more frequently stated that they 
didn’t know. 
 

Expected Change in Electric Bill –BY– Home Ownership  (p = 0.023*) 
Ownership 

Expected Change Own (%) Rent / Lease (%) 
Increase 40.8 20.0 

Decrease 28.4 34.0 

Stay the same 13.8 16.0 

Don't know  17.0 30.0 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 
* Significant at ~98% confidence level. 

 
Male respondents predominantly expected that the monthly bill would increase with increased 
renewable energy source use (52.5%). In contrast, female respondents most commonly 
expected that their bill will decrease (38.3%). 
 

Expected Change in Electric Bill –BY– Gender  (p < 0.010*) 
Gender 

Expected Change Male (%) Female (%) 
Increase 52.5 26.6 

Decrease 17.5 38.3 

Stay the same 14.7 14.0 

Don't know 15.3 21.2 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 
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Respondents over 39 years old (78.7% total) more commonly expected that their monthly bill 
will increase than do younger respondents (25.6%). Respondents under 65 (76.6% total) more 
commonly expected that their bill will decrease than do older respondents (22.5%).  
Respondents 65 and older included the highest percent of respondents that didn’t know the 
effect on their bill (23.6%).  Respondents under 40 included the highest number of respondents 
that expected their bill would remain the same (20.5%).   
 

Expected Change in Electric Bill –BY– Age  (p < 0.010*) 
Age Range 

Expected Change 18 – 39 (%) 40 – 64 (%) 65 + (%) 
Increase 25.6 40.5 38.2 

Decrease 41.0 35.6 22.5 

Stay the same 20.5 11.0 15.7 

Don't know 12.8 12.9 23.6 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 

 
PUD residential customers with a household income of $100,000 or more commonly (~60%) 
expected an increase in their bill with the use of renewable energy than did lower income 
ranges. (This same income group was also less likely to expect their bill to decrease.)  
Households with incomes of $49,999 or less had the highest percentage of individuals not 
knowing the effect on increase renewable energy usage on their bill. 
 

Expected Change in Electric Bill –BY– Household Income  (p = 0.059*) 
Income Range ($) 

Expected Change 
Less than 

35,000 (%) 
35,000 - 

49,999 (%) 
50,000 - 

99,999 (%) 
100,000 - 

149,999 (%) 
150,000 or 
more (%) 

Increase 26.5 36.5 46.0 60.7 60.0 

Decrease 34.5 29.7 29.9 21.4 10.0 

Stay the same 17.7 12.2 12.6 10.7 20.0 

Don't know 21.2 21.6 11.5 7.1 10.0 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant only at the ~94% confidence level (differences over the entire table are not highly significant). 
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Energy Conservation & Efficiency Actions Taken 
 

Actions Taken During Last Five Years 
 
The majority (93.8%) of all residential customers surveyed have taken action for at least one 
type of energy conservation or efficiency improvement.  The most common action was to 
install energy efficient CFL bulbs or fixtures (69.0%).  Half of respondents (51.2%) purchased 
energy star appliances, 47.2% installed low-flow shower heads, 44.1% reported using another 
heating source such as wood, propane, portable space heaters (which by implication they 
believe to be more energy efficient than their prior heat source).  Others turned down their 
water heater (40.6%), added caulking/weather-stripping (35.5%), installed a programmable 
thermostat (34.1%), installed energy efficient windows (29.2%), added insulation (24.0%), 
installed a heat pump (16.6%), or purchased a more energy efficient home (12.3%). 
 

Energy Conservation & Efficiency Actions Taken Past 5 Years 
Action Taken % 

Installed energy efficient compact florescent light (CFL) bulbs or fixtures 69.0 

Purchased ENERGY STAR appliances 51.2 

Installed low-flow shower heads 47.2 

Used another heating source (wood, propane, portable space heaters) 44.1 

Turned down my water heater 40.6 

Added caulking/weather-stripping 35.5 

Installed a programmable thermostat 34.1 

Installed energy efficient windows 29.2 

Added insulation to walls, floors or ceilings 24.0 

Installed a high efficiency heat pump 16.6 

Purchased a more energy efficient home 12.3 

“Other” 3.9 

 

None  (No Action Taken) 6.2 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

This is a multiple response question, where all choices that apply can be selected. 

 

Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (3.9%) are listed below. 
 

• Heating system check. 

• I added new skirting with proper ventilation under the bottom of my manufactured home. 

• I bought a new insulated lid for my Jacuzzi where hot steam previously was escaping in 
large amounts.  This has reduced my electric bill. 

• I dry my clothes outside on a clothesline or hang them up inside as much as possible. 

• I installed the low flow shower heads but I switched back because they were not 
comfortable and therapeutic. 
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• I use insulated curtains on my windows and weather stripping that I am allowed to place 
on my doors of my apartment.  A insulated curtain I've placed on a glass door in my unit. 

• Installed a storm door. 

• We replaced one of our doors. 

• Lowered our thermostat in the past few years. 

• My home is already updated with all this stuff. I got it all with the windows and 
insulation and the rest. 

• Switched from propane to electric boiler. 

• Turning off lights when no one is in the room. 

• We are very conscious of turning things off when not in use or going on vacation. 

• We got a temperature gauge for washing dishes. 

• We had an energy audit last year. 

Effect of Economy on Improvements During 2009 
 
When asked how the economy affected their decision to invest in energy efficiency 
improvements during 2009, the majority (61.2%) reported that the economy had no effect.  
Only 20.8% reported that they decreased spending due to the economic situation, and in fact 
7.1% increased their spending.  

 
How Has Your Economic Situation Affected Your Decision to 

Invest in Energy Efficiency Improvements in 2009?  (p < 0.010*) 
Effect Type % 

No effect 61.2 

Decreased spending 20.8 

Don't know 8.1 

Increased spending 7.1 

“Other” 2.7 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 
 

Age by Effect of Economic Situation Over Last Year 

Age 
Range 

How Has Your Economic Situation Affected Your Decision to 
Invest in Energy Efficiency Improvements in 2009 (Mean Rating)  

(p = 0.008*) 
18-39 7.26 

40-64 8.19 

65 + 8.54 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at ~99.9% confidence level. 
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Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (2.7%) are listed below. 
 

• I lost my husband so I took a $500 loss when he died on total Social Security payments to 
me each month. 

• Lack of income. 

• As a renter, our decisions about our house is out of our control. We don't have the say to 
do changes of our home because we are just renting, and we need to have the approval of 

our landlord first. 

• I live in a apartment 

• I rent, and this place is a dump.  There is a rat in my house.  I am going to buy a home 

soon, and will do what I can to save energy.  However, renting doesn't provide the 

reasoning to invest. 

• I wanted to save money and improve my property for resale. 

• I'm working on solar water heating being installed in my home. 

• The economics of my situation don't affect my decision.  We recycle and compost just 
because it is the right thing to do. 

• Where I live now has much better energy efficiency than where I lived before. 

• We have no trouble paying our bills. We try to pay other things like helping other people 
that are in need, like donating clothing, and food and whatever they may need. 
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Awareness & Use of Energy Conservation and Efficiency Programs 
 

 
A large cross section of respondents (41.9 to 75.3%) were not aware of (and thus have not 
used) one or more of the energy efficiency and conservation programs.  Of those that have 
used programs, only 24.9% had used the efficient lighting program, 19.2% had used the 
appliance rebate, and only about 10% had used each of the other programs.  In every case, 
program awareness without use exceeded program use by 25% to 72%.  Thus, insufficient 
motivation and/or incentive exists for using these programs.   
 

Energy Efficiency and Conservation Program Awareness & Use 

Program 
(separate questions) 

Aware 
& Used 

(%) 

Aware 
Not Used 

(%) 

Not Aware 
Not Used 

(%) p 
Energy efficient lighting 24.9 33.2 41.9 < 0.010* 

Appliance rebates 19.2 37.8 43.0 < 0.010* 

Window replacement 11.5 41.9 46.7 < 0.010* 

Insulation 10.0 34.3 55.7 < 0.010* 

Energy efficient water heater rebates 9.6 30.2 60.2 < 0.010* 

Heat pump programs 10.5 26.4 63.1 < 0.010* 

Heat duct sealing 9.2 15.5 75.3 < 0.010* 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 
* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 

Differences between Demographic Groups 
 
Significant demographic trends were seen for awareness and use for energy efficient 
appliances, window replacement, insulation, and heat duct sealing programs (see table below).  
Marked lack of program awareness (not aware: 38.1 to 90.0%) and low program use (aware & 
used program: 3.1 to 21.4%) was observed across all demographic groups. Thus, there is 
considerable opportunity for program expansion among all demographic groups.  Because 
program awareness without use typically showed double or more the use level, motivation 
and/or incentives should be evaluated, in addition to increasing program awareness. 
 
Program use varied significantly by home type.  Respondents with single family homes were 
the most frequent to use appliance rebate (21.4%) and window replacement programs (13.8%).  
They were also more aware of insulation (38.2% aware but not used) programs.  And only 
11.1% respondents reported using the program.   
 
In contrast, no significant demographic trends were detected for awareness/use of the 
following programs by home type (p value): energy efficient lighting (0.93), energy efficient 
water heaters (0.148), or heat pump programs (0.53).  This indicates more equivalent 
awareness and/or use levels across all home types, whether the relative levels are low or high 
(lighting programs have moderate awareness and use, whereas water heater and heat pump 
programs have lower relative awareness and use.) 
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Awareness & Use of PUD Programs –BY– Home Type Attribute  (as separate questions) 
Home Type 

Awareness & Use 

Single Family 
Detached Home 

(%) 

Manufactured 
or Mobile Home 

(%) 

Multi-Family 
Building 

(%) 
  

Efficient Appliance Rebate  (p = 0.025*) 
Aware & Used Program 21.4 13.8 15.6 

Aware but Not Used 40.6 34.5 21.9 

Not Aware 38.1 51.7 62.5 

Window Replacement  (p = 0.031*) 
Aware & Used Program 13.8 6.9 3.1 

Aware but Not Used 42.6 44.8 28.1 

Not Aware 43.6 48.3 68.8 

Insulation  (p = 0.031*) 
Aware & Used Program 11.1 5.9 12.5 

Aware but Not Used 38.2 25.9 21.9 

Not Aware 50.7 68.2 65.6 

Heat Duct Sealing  (p < 0.001**) 
Aware & Used Program 5.7 23.0 3.2 

Aware but Not Used 17.1 13.8 6.5 

Not Aware 77.2 63.2 90.3 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 95% confidence level. 

* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 

 
Among programs there was the least awareness for the heat duct sealing program (63.2 to 
90.3%).  Respondents living in manufactured or mobile homes uniquely were the group most 
using the program (23.0%).  The results suggest that there is considerable opportunity for heat 
duct sealing program expansion, particularly with the manufactured or mobile home owners. 
Among all programs, this group/program combination showed the highest conversion ratio 
(62.5% of those aware of the program used it). And well over half (63.2%) of the respondents 
still could still be approached so that they become aware of the program. 
 
Residents living in multi-family buildings (condominium, townhouse, duplex, triplex or 
apartment) most commonly reported the use of appliance (15.6%) and insulation (12.5%) 
programs.  (These programs also apply more directly to this group than do window 
replacement and heat duct sealing programs). 
 
Compared to older respondents, young respondents (under 40) reported being less aware of 
heat duct sealing (82.1%) compared to other programs and were the least likely to use such a 
program (0%).  (Note: the youngest age group also is likely to include individuals more likely 
to be in rented, leased, or multi-family building.  Respondents 65 years or older were most 
likely to have used this program (13.1%).  They also show a favorable tendency to take 
advantage of program.  Among those individuals aware of the program (13.1% + 13.1% = 
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26.2% total) half have already used it (13.1%).  And three quarters (73.7%) of respondents can 
still be contacted to be made aware of the program. 
 

Awareness & Use of Heat Duct Sealing Program –BY– Age  (p = 0.053*) 
Age Range 

Awareness & Use 18-39 (%) 40-64 (%) 65 + (%) 
Aware & Used Program 0.0 6.7 13.1 

Aware but Not Used 17.9 17.8 13.1 

Not Aware 82.1 75.5 73.7 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at ~95% confidence level. 

 
More female respondents (80.2%) reported not being aware of the heat duct sealing program 
than did male respondents (69.1%).  And double the number of male compared to female 
respondents reported using the program (12.9 versus 6.3%) 
 

Awareness & Use of Heat Duct Sealing Program –BY– Gender  (p = 0.023*) 
Gender 

Awareness & Use Male (%) Female (%) 
Aware & Used Program 12.9 6.3 

Aware but Not Used 18.0 13.5 

Not Aware 69.1 80.2 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at ~98% confidence level. 
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Interest in Using New Energy Conservation Technology 
 

 
The average ratings for interest in using new energy savings technology were only moderate (5 
to 6, on a 0 to 10 scale) for the programmable room thermostat, automatic water heater switch, 
and electronic energy use display.  And they showed very large standard deviations. 
 

Interest in Using New Energy Conservation Technology  (p = 0.192*) 
Technology Type Attribute  (separate questions) Mean Rating St. Dev. 

Programmable thermostat 5.66 4.46 

Automatic water heater switch 5.09 4.04 

Electronic energy use display 5.33 3.95 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 

* No significant difference detected between mean ratings due to large standard deviations. 

 

As shown in the graph below, the large standard deviations for interest in using new 
technology resulted from the highly polarized nature of the individual responses.  For instance, 
with the programmable room thermostat, 42% of respondents gave a “10” rating, indicating 
extreme interest in using the technology.  However, 31.2% respondents gave a “0” rating 
indicating extremely low interest. Marked polarization patterns were also observed for both the 
water heater switch and electronic energy display.  

Likelihood to Use New Technology to Save Energy
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Easy to program Automatic Thermostat that can turn down night or weekend temperatures.

Automatic switch that intermittently and very briefly turns off power to water heaters during peak saving periods

Electronic displays that show your energy usage to help you analyze how to save energy.

 
The margin of error for this variable is 4.9% (at 95% confidence level). 
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Further analysis showed that respondents not willing to use new technology (rating 0) on 
average showed no marked preference against a given technology.  Of the new technology 
devices, the programmable room thermostat showed: (A) the most polarized rating pattern with 
highest number of 10 ratings (extremely likely for that respondent to use), (B) reduced 
numbers of moderate ratings (rating 3 to 6), and (C) preference over the other technologies for 
receiving a high 10 rating.  Similar moderate to high interest ratings (3 to 10 & 7 to 10) were 
observed for all three technologies.   
 

Analysis of Rating Distribution –BY– New Technology Type 
Technology Type Attribute  (separate questions) 

Rating Given 
(0 to 10) 

Programmable  
Room Thermostat 

(%) 

Automatic Water 
Heater Switch 

(%) 

Electronic 
Energy Display 

(%) 
  

Individual Rating Distribution 
Interest Score Participants Giving that Rating  (%) 

  0   (lowest possible rating) 31.8 30.1 26.6 
  1 2.0 2.2 2.1 

  2 3.0 2.9 3.7 

  3   (moderate rating) 1.9 2.7 2.6 

  4   (moderate rating) 0.8 1.9 1.0 

  5   (moderate rating) 6.3 13.6 14.0 

  6   (moderate rating) 0.3 1.9 2.9 

  7 2.4 6.1 4.7 

  8 7.4 10.1 13.9 

  9 2.2 3.3 4.2 

10  (highest possible rating) 42.0 25.3 24.2 
Range Analysis 

Interest Range Rating Sum  (%) 
0 to 2  Low 36.8 35.2 32.4 
3 to 6   Moderate 9.3 20.1 20.5 
3 to 10  Moderate to High 63.3 64.9 67.5 
7 to 10  High 54.0 44.8 47.0 
 
The data are consistent with different segments of the population either strongly avoiding or 
having marked interest in using new technology.  Among respondents interested in technology, 
all three technologies appear of at least moderate interest, with the programmable thermostat 
the most likely to show the highest interest. 

Differences between Demographic Groups 
 
Residents living in the Sequim service area were significantly more interested in using the 
programmable thermostat technology (6.49) than were residents in either the Forks (4.62) or 
Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay (4.60) service areas. 
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Service Area –BY– Interest in Using New Technology Type 

Service Area 
Programmable Thermostat  
(Mean Rating)  (p = 0.005*) 

Sequim 6.49 

Port Angeles 5.15 

Forks 4.62 

Clallam Bay / Sekiu / Neah Bay 4.60 
* Significant at ~99% confidence level. 

 

Those that rent or lease their homes scored having higher interest in new technology than those 
that own their homes. Further analysis showed strong significance (> 98% confidence level) 
only with interest in using the electronic displays. 
 

Home Ownership –BY– Interest in Using New Technology Type 

Ownership 
Automatic Water Heater Switch 

(Mean Rating)  (p = 0.061*) 
Electronic Energy Use Displays 

(Mean Rating)  (p = 0.016**) 
Own 4.94 5.14 

Rent / Lease 6.12 6.66 
*  Significant at only ~94% confidence level. 

**  Proven significant at ~98% confidence level. 

 

Data trends with high significance (confidence levels > 99.9%) indicated that youngest 
customer group (18-39) was more interested in using use new technology than were the oldest 
group (65 +), for both the water heater switch and electronic energy use displays. 
 

Age –BY– Interest in Using New Technology Type 

Age Range 
Automatic Water Heater Switch 

(Mean Rating)  (p < 0.001*) 
Electronic Energy Use Displays 

(Mean Rating)  (p < 0.001*) 
18-39 6.05 7.97 

40-64 5.80 5.91 

65 + 4.34 4.19 
* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
 

Households with incomes of at least $35,000 reported higher than average interest in using 
both the programmable thermostat and water heater switch, than those with incomes under 
$35,000.  Households with incomes between $100,000 and $149,999 reported that they were 
most likely to use the automatic water heater switch. 
 

Household Income –BY– Interest in Using New Technology Type 

Income Range ($) 
Automatic Water Heater Switch 

(Mean Rating)  (p < 0.001*) 
Electronic Energy Use Displays 

(Mean Rating)  (p < 0.001*) 
Less than 35,000 4.32 4.38 

35,000 - 49,999 6.88 6.68 

50,000 - 99,999 6.00 5.29 

100,000 - 149,999 7.59 5.51 

150,000 or more 6.67 6.60 
* Significant at > 99.9% confidence level. 
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Reasons for Not Participating in Energy Programs 
 

 
The most common reason for not participating in the incentive/rebate programs was lack of 
program awareness (42.5%).  Only 27.6% stated that they’ve completed all energy efficiency 
measures possible, and 1.8% were new homes and thus these respondents believe that they 
have no need to participate in the programs.  Lack of funds (13.1%) and rental property (6.1%) 
were relatively minor reasons.  Other barriers to entry including lack of time, too much 
hassle/paperwork were all minor reasons, under 5% each.  Thus, these results indicate that over 
72.2% of residential customers have not completed all of the energy efficiency measures 
possible, and other than lack of program awareness, respondents report few barriers to entry. 
 

Reason for Not Participating in Energy  
Efficiency or Conservation Programs  (p < 0.010*) 

Reason % 
Didn't know about the programs 42.5 

Completed all energy efficiency measures possible 27.6 

Lack of funds 13.0 

Associated with a rented or leased situation ** 6.1 

Lack of time 4.3 

Too much hassle/paperwork 4.3 

Incentive rate isn't adequate 2.3 

New home ** 1.8 

“Other” 6.2 
The margin of error for this variable is 5.03% (at 95% confidence level). 

*  Significant at > 99% confidence level. 

**  These answer options were not asked directly.  The data came from “Other” 

      responses, which originally had a 14.1% response rate. 

 

Reasons respondents gave to explain why they selected “Other” (6.2%) are listed below. 
Common response categories (with essentially equal frequencies of response) included: no 
need for additional improvements (may indicate lack of awareness), not qualified or programs 
don’t apply, or insufficient incentive.  Category responses and all other responses are given 
below. 
 

No need of additional improvements  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• No need for them. (6) 

• Didn't need to replace anything and if I needed to know about a program I had no idea. 

• I found out I didn't really need it after all.  I found a way around having to use the 
program. 

• When we upgraded our home or bought it we took all of those measures. 

• We just bought this house last July and it had all the energy stuff we needed. 

• Well, we have a house with all the new accommodations. 

• House is only 12 years old and I didn't need it. 
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Don’t qualify or programs don’t apply  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• We didn't qualify for the program. (3) 

• Because I live in a trailer / RV. (2) 

• None of these apply, they just weren’t applicable to our home. (2) 

• I live and own a double-wide, don't need any of these other things. 

• I live in a mobile home and couldn't use heat duct program. 

• At the time I moved into my house with the new appliances, those rebates on my 
appliances had already expired. 

• Most of them that we haven't already done don't really apply to what we have here. We 
haven't bought any new appliances and we're not seniors. 

• Requirements with specific companies do the work. 

• (Due to) timing and where we had to purchase the appliances. 

 

Insufficient incentive  (number of similar answers shown)  
 

• I don't need to replace certain things (water heater/furnace, refrigerator, washer, dryer)  
until they fall apart / go bad. (6) 

• I am quite satisfied and with the low electric rates. 

• I'm hoping to sell my property so it would be redundant for me to go into any of those 
programs when I hope to sell within the next year and a half. 

• No need for those things. Maybe if it's a refrigerator which I have used and owned it for 
five years. I might possibly replace the washer and dryer which I have owned in a similar 

length of time. 

• Not ready to participate in them yet. We do a little each year. 

• There is a brand new heater installed by the builders, and although I did think about it, I 
didn't want to spend the money replacing it with a new brand new heater that is more 

conservation oriented. 

• We did not want to invest in that, at that particular time. If we needed something like 
that, we would do it. 

 

Other 
 

• We don't go out of our way to do things because me and my husband our both retired. We 
are private and we have our church and we have our friends, and we don't want to get 

involved in those type of things. 

• My disability precludes me from some of the things that might be possible to do in energy 
efficiency methods since I'm not able to accomplish them myself. 

• This house is on the market, and it's for sale. I haven't lived in this house that much 
because I alternately live in a vessel. I have no reason to now. 

• I can do the replacements cheaper myself than going thru their programs. 

• Whatever I've done I've done myself. 
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• My house is 70 years old. 

• I heard the contractors were jacking up their prices because of the rebate on windows. 

• I'm a new customer and I'm not always there. 

• We travel year round and are seldom here. 

• We have a historic homestead. We don't want to change anything. 

• The way the economy is right now I don't do anything. My husband's work hasn't been 
the best. The logging industry is down. 

• I received a letter a few years ago about one of their programs but they didn't get back to 
me on an inspection of my electrical appliances as they'd promised to do.  They need to 

follow up on this situation. 

• They don't work on dimmer lights and can cause fires, don't like the delay when you first 
turn on the light, and you can't throw them in the wastebasket. 

• PUD is spending too much money on green practices that do not provide an adequate 
return to the PUD 

• I didn't think about it that much. 

• Not interested 

• I'd like to get a list of all the rebates they offer because I'm a electrician and would like 
to make the information known to my customers. 
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How Learned about Energy Efficiency & Conservation Programs 
 

 
Respondents most commonly learned about the energy efficiency or conservation programs by 
bill insert (34.7%). The next most common learning methods were by the PUD newsletter 
(16.6%), print advertising (13.1%), or by word of mouth from friend, neighbor or family 
member (10.5%).  Less than 5% reported having learned from each of the remaining categories 
(see table below).  Both contact with PUD employees (4.7%) and the PUD website (2.1%) 
were currently low incidence learning methods for residential customers. 
 

How Respondents Became Aware of PUD 
Energy Efficiency or Conservation Programs  

Method % 
Bill insert 34.7 

PUD newsletter 16.6 

Print advertising 13.1 

Friend, neighbor or family member 10.5 

PUD employee 4.7 

Radio or TV 4.1 

Contractor 2.8 

PUD website 2.1 

Other  (not specified) 11.4 
The margin of error for this variable is 5.2% (at 95% confidence level). 

* Significant at > 99% confidence level. 
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Additional Customer Comments & Suggestions 
 

 
Survey participants were asked to state any additional comments or suggestions regarding PUD 
and its service.  Among all customers surveyed, 69 provided additional comments, 26 of which 
were positive statements and 9 were more negative in nature.  The rest of the 34 statements 
were recommendations and suggestions, with a great majority of those recommendations being 
in regard to energy sources. 

Positive Comments 
 

• The Clallam County PUD does a great job, and don't screw around with what I'm going 
to say, get it right.  They come out here, in this rugged area, and I'm the last on the grid, 

and do a great job of restoring power, which has only gone out once in the past year, and 

do a great job of cleaning up after the weather, removing debris from the road, keeping 

everything running, and running good.  Those PUD guys have a thankless job.  They risk 

their lives keeping the power on.  They have a huge mountain ahead of them, and nothing 

stops them from doing what needs to be done.  I have never gone more than three days 

without power, because of the great job the Clallam County PUD does.  You may get 

some bad reviews of their performance from people from the city, ignore it. 

• I'm very happy they are doing this survey because it would be great help to the company. 
I don't remember them ever doing a study before. 

• Service is great and so is their concern for saving energy, get off fossil fuels and 
investigate nuclear power more 

• I think they are doing a good job.  I feel they have a hard job to do especially in your 

country area! 

• I think they keep on doing a good job. 

• Tell them to keep up the good work. 

• They try their best. Lots of outages but they still do a good job. 

• We have lots of trees here on the mountain top. They have a good response time to 
windstorms and outages. I think they are working on getting the trees out of the lines, so 

I've read. We are happy that they have fast response times to restore our power. 

• The service line crews do an excellent job.  The office staff does well at telling the 
customer what the problem is so they can plan ahead. 

• I'm really thankful that they paid attention to the west end. 

• They are patient in receiving your payment. 

• I think that their rates are reasonable; they don't load you up with a bunch of 
administrative fees as some other communities do, and I find their services are fine. 

• I think they do an excellent job especially since we live in such a remote location. It 
would be good if they could do broadband use for us. 

• I've always had good service from them. 
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• I think they're doing the best they can. I wish all public groups were as efficient as they 
are. 

• I just think that they're doing a good job and I appreciate them. 

• The PUD is doing a good job at delivering electricity and the service work involved in 
that. I object to the state’s energy policy. Do not buy into renewable sources! Our carbon 

based source is the cheapest way to go. It’s very distressing to me. 

• I just think they do a wonderful job. When we lose they do a fantastic job of bringing it 

back. 

• Please keep using the water source.  We have a wonderful source of hydroelectric power.  
They could supplement the wind, and solar sources with hydroelectric. 

• Whenever I go in there to pay my bill the girls are really nice and they give me doggie 
treats too. 

• The PUD is doing a pretty good job at responding to us. 

• PUD is a hard working group of people doing the best they can. 

• We've been very pleased with their service. 

• I want to thank them for an error on my part last summer. I was using a soaker hose. 

They telephoned me after checking my meter and saw I was using too much water and I 

might have a leak. It was my mistake; I hadn't turned my soaker hose off in three days. 

• I think the PUD takes advantage of energy programs pretty well. Do they get the best 
deals or the best quality products. We have had the heat pump to add to our water heater 

and it didn't work that well for us. 

• I am very grateful for the PUD during outages; they are always out there trying to get 
the power back on. They do a great job. 
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Negative Comments 
 

• I don't like to have certain problems with points of my energy and then they call someone 
else to come and fix it and it takes four or five hours to fix it! 

• It bothers us that they estimate our use, but they way over estimate it, like double. They 
may correct it the next month, but it's a big hit on our bill, we are retired. 

• It seems the more we conserve the more our rates go up which to me is stupid! 

• I am weary and overwhelmed with anything that is performed over the telephone in doing 
business. It takes about fifteen minutes to do a live interview. I want my friends to find me 

and I lived in a different generation. 

• We always seem to be caught down (power down) between Forks and Joyce. 

• They lied in their newsletter stating to expect a call to do a survey that would take only 5 
minutes.  It took much longer than 5 minutes to do. 

• I've heard stories that our PUD is paying for other private utility districts which is 
disturbing to me.  The unemployment rate is so high on the Peninsula and some people 

are going to get community aid in order to pay their own bills.  This seems wrong to me! 

• With as much problems we have out here I think they should lower their rates. $238 for 
one month is ridiculous! 

• As I said I work in only with the aging and we have program once a month where 
someone name Jim was going to give a presentation on PUD’s programs, PUD actually 

struggles to keep the community going. I have been haunted by that. 
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Suggestions 
 

• Any decisions that they make regarding changes I hope they will keep the bill low. 

• Get the power lines out of the trees and underground. 

• Like to hear preventive maintenance. 

• The raises in rates can’t be helped. I'm all in favor of the alternate energy sources. Wind 
power would be great because we have a lot of wind out here. 

• I think their attempt to control their customer’s behavior with all of their conservation 

programs is out of their character. They should be providing reliable power at the lowest 

cost. 

• I think that a separate mailing about the direction the PUD is headed for services, 
impacts to customers, and more definitions of various programs would be helpful. 

• I would like them to show more conservative, the money they are spending on the Costco 
building, is stupid, this is the biggest mistake. 

• One suggestion-subsidize solar panels and then over long haul take back energy from the 
solar and take their profit back from those panels. 

• My meter needs to be raised up, this ground is sinking.  That big green box they put in, 
the ground is sinking around that.  A gravel man is coming out to put in gravel, and I 

don't know if this is a problem.  It looks like water could run-off down there. 

• Perhaps lighting, sometimes in some places it's an overkill! 

• Keep the power on this winter. 

• You were talking about how the PUD has to do some type of green energy stuff, and I 
have nothing against using windmills and the rest, but the state had to vote on this, and I 

voted against it.  I know more money would have to be spent if this went through.  Again, 

I wasn't for that.  I felt that the PUD would do something that would be more cost-

effective, not just our PUD, but the other ones too.  I think the state should keep their 

nose out of the whole thing.  If this hadn't gone through every PUD would have had to 

figure out something. 

• Keep the rates low. 

• I need to pass this on about the water, the PUD is responsible for this also.  Every year 
we have a melt-down, but we run out of water.  We are on water quotas.  I can't even 

water my plants and flowers certain times of the year.  I suppose the quality of the water 

is fine, but this last fall it was cloudy.  PUD has to improve the water, or have less people 

use it.  They may have to stop issuing building permits.  Under these conditions why do 

they continue to allow building.  There is not enough water. 

• It seems ridiculous to me to tear down a dam that used to supply power. 

• By offering ways to install passive solar or any kinds of solar units on the roof, to act as 
an electrical supplement. 

• Don’t go to solar or wind (stay hydroelectric) 

• I would say you don't have to do these surveys and (also) lower our bills! 
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• Get busy on building nuclear power plants. The cost would be two cents per kilowatt 
hour. 

• Have automated meter reading. 

• I would like to suggest that they structure their electric rates in a way that encourages 
customers to conserve electricity. The best way to do it is to charge more per kilowatt 

hour, the more electricity you use. 

• Again, I want to make mention of PUD's bill including itemized listing of the charges.  

When the charges say general after them, I don't know what that term means, other than 

general.  I would like the particulars. 

• To have the same power outage information on the telephone message voice as well as 
on the computer web site. When there is no power I cant see the information on my 

computer. 

• I'm surprised that a couple of things you mentioned I've already had in the past and the 
PUD withdrew it.  I've love to see the monitoring system reestablished. 

• Lower the rates. We are in a depression and people don't have any money. 

• I believe the PUD has the highest rates for rental meters in all the places I have lived. 
They need to have meters available to set water heaters to work only when the resident 

wants them to run. 

• Cut the trees back so they won’t fall on the lines. 

• The PUD should take part in the woody biomass project, a co-generation plant. 

• I wish that you would look into nuclear power and tidal wave flow in the sound. 

• I think you should start Hydro and Nuclear, I don’t think wind power has the answers. 

• Please don’t do the scheduled outages on really cold nights, cant you do it in the summer 
time? 

• I'd be interested in a weatherization program. Door and window insulation would help. 
I’m on Social Security and only get $703 a month. 

• Their info on the sidebar of the bill is very useful. The temperature and kilowatt 
information info is very useful. I wish they could email me about new programs and 

rebates. We need more green workshops for the west side of Clallam county, it seems like 

everything is done on the eastside. 

• It's very nice to eat and cook with electricity.  Where are we going to go if we don't like 

it? 
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Summary – Residential Customer Survey 
 

1. Basic Customer Demographic Distributions. 
• The majority of residents surveyed lived in the Sequim (50%) and Port Angeles (25%) 
service areas.   

• Approximately 70% of customers live in single family homes and about 22% live in a 
manufactured or mobile homes.  The rest (8%) live in multi-family buildings such as 
apartments, condominium, townhouses, duplex, triplex, etc.   

• Nearly 90% of Clallam County PUD residential customers own their home and about 
13% rent or lease.   

• About 37% of residential customers have an annual household income of less than 
$35,000, 24% earn $35,000 to $49,999, 28% earn between $50,000 to $99,999, and 12% 
earn more than $100,000.   

• Half of the PUD customers interviewed were 65 years of age or older. 
• Approximately 40% were 40 to 64 years old, and 10% were 18 to 39. 
• Age distribution is skewed toward older respondents in this survey because only heads of 
households were surveyed for this research. 

• The respondents gender distribution surveyed had only slightly more females (55%) than 
males (45%).   

• Significant demographic variations were reported by respondents within the basic 
demographic fields.   -- see report for extensive listing of variances -- 

2. Residential Heat Sources 
• The most commonly primary heat sources were electric baseboard or electric wall heater 
(28%), heat pump (27%) or electric furnace (25%), followed by wood or pellet stove 
(12%).   

• Approximately 60% of residents use a secondary heat source, which was most commonly 
a wood or pellet stove (22%), followed by electric baseboard or electric wall heater (9%), 
propane (8%), or fireplace 8%). 

3. Contact with PUD 
• About 40% of residential customers contacted the PUD during the last 12 months.   
• About 80% of those who contacted called the PUD by telephone and nearly 19% 
contacted PUD representatives in person.   

• Approximately 16% experienced the voice message unit (VMU).   
• During their last contact 76% contacted the PUD during business hours.   
• Approximately 45% of customers contacted the PUD regarding a power outage 
• Another 23% of contacts were with regard to billing issues. 
• And 10% contacted to start, stop or transfer service. 
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4. Satisfaction with PUD Contact 
• Respondents who contacted the PUD rated their satisfaction very high during their last 
contact for all service factor categories measured (> 8.0 using a 0 to 10 scale).   

• The overall satisfaction question scored 8.75.   
• “Customer service representative's authority to solve customer’s problem without calling 
a supervisor” received the highest standard deviation, indicating that there was 
considerable difference between individual respondent ratings.   

• 80% of residential customers who used the voice message unit found the information on 
the unit to be helpful and sufficient.   

• Customers were marginally (but significantly) more satisfied with phone contact than 
with in person e.g., field or office contact.   

• Marginally less satisfaction was detected with calls regarding power outages than for all 
other contact reasons combined.   

• Those that rent, lease or are in the youngest age range reported marginally less 
satisfaction with “knowledge of the customer service representative” than other groups. 

5. Perception & Satisfaction with PUD Services (Public Image) 
• Customer perceptions and satisfaction for PUD services were very high in all service 
sectors survey (rated 7.95 or above).  This suggests that the PUD has been providing 
overall excellent service, and should continue what they are doing as their core basis. 

• The statements “Provides accurate, understandable & timely billing” and “Is trustworthy” 
received the highest ratings.   

• The statement “Informs where to call when there are power outages and gives the outage 
information needed” received a mid-rank rating of 8.5, and had the highest standard 
deviation of 2.2, which indicated a higher level of difference between respondents.   

• Statements regarding PUD working hard to contain costs to keep rates as low as possible 
as well as PUD charging electric rates that are fair and reasonable received the lowest 
rankings of 7.95 each.   

• Respondents strongly believe that the PUD provides reliable power (average rating 9.1).   
• With regard to restoring power in a timely and satisfactory fashion, respondents were 
also highly satisfied and reported an average rating of 8.8.  

• Although only marginally different, the ratings were significantly different across the 
service area.   

• They were the highest for the Sequim service area and the lowest for the Port Angeles 
service area. 

6. Reasons for Low Individual Ratings Given 
• The reasons for specific individuals giving moderate to low ratings included, desiring 
lower rates, less power outages, more information about power outages, and providing 
more information about billing.   

• Cutting down trees or burying lines underground to reduce power outages were common 
suggestions offered to improve individual satisfaction ratings. 
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7. Bill Management Program Awareness 
• At least half of respondents were not aware of all of the bill management programs.   
• The “average pay” program was the most widely known program (52%), followed by the 
“senior / disabled discount” (46%). 

• The least awareness was with the “neighborly assistance” program (26%). 

8. Proposed Online Payment System Use Potential 
• More than 40% of residential customers responded as being likely to use a new online 
billing system.   

• Among the customers who were not likely to use the system, 35% did not have 
convenient computer access, 34% had security concerns with online banking, 32% had 
other reasons for not using online billing, most of which preferred paying through their 
bank or credit card, that they find it convenient to pay by check or drop off the payment, 
that they resist changing their payment method (habit), or want to maintain paper records 
with the current system. 

9. Perception Why PUD Promotes Energy Programs 
• Residential customers were asked to state why they believe that the PUD offers energy 
conservation and efficiency programs and pays incentives to participate in such 
programs.  The most common response was “saves customers money” (28%), followed 
by “saves PUD money” (22%), “believe it is the right thing to” (21%), and “PUD is 
required to” (18%). 

10. Perceived Cost for Using Renewable Energy Sources 
• The survey determined that residential PUD customers exhibit highly significant 
diversity in their perceptions concerning the cost effect of increase renewable source use 
on their monthly electricity bill.   

• Most commonly, respondents expected renewable energy source use to increase their bill 
(38%).   

• In contrast, 29% expected that that it will decrease their bill, 14% expected the bill to 
remain the same, and 19% do not know how their bill will be affected.   

• Among respondents who believed the bill would increase, they most commonly expected 
their bill to increase by $10 to 29.  

• Respondents who expected their bill to decrease, most commonly expected a decrease of 
$20 to 99.   

• Home owners, which make up nearly 90% of households, were more likely to expect a 
bill increase (41%) than those who rent or lease, who instead expected a decrease (34%).   

• Expectations also varied significantly by age and household income level.   
• Older respondents as well as those with a higher household income were significantly 
more likely to expect the bill to increase.   

• Individuals with lower incomes, older respondents, and females were more likely respond 
that they did not know the effect to expect. 
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11. Energy Efficiency Actions Taken by Customers 
• The majority (94%) residential customers surveyed have taken action for at least one type 
of energy efficiency improvement during the past 5 years.  This indicates some degree of 
willingness for customers to take action and at least some degree of awareness for energy 
efficiency measures that can be taken. 

• The most common action taken was to install energy efficient CFL bulbs or fixtures 
(69%).   This is also the energy efficiency program most promoted nationally and which 
requires the least investment. 

• Whereas, half of respondents (51%) purchased energy star appliances, 47% installed low-
flow shower heads, 44% reported using another heating source such as wood, propane, 
portable space heaters (which by implication they believe to be more energy efficient 
than their prior heat source).   

• Those that purchased energy efficient appliances tend to do so only when the appliances 
become non-functional, rather than invest in them for energy saving as the investment 
driver. 

• Others turned down their water heater (41%), added caulking/weather-stripping (36%), 
installed a programmable thermostat (34%), installed energy efficient windows (29%), 
added insulation (24%), installed a heat pump (17%), or purchased a more energy 
efficient home (12%).   

• The change in economy during 2009 had little effect on energy efficiency improvements 
for 61% of respondents.  However, nearly 21% of households decreased investments in 
energy efficiency due to their economic situation.  And 7% increased investment in 
energy efficiency during 2009.   

• Younger respondents were marginally less effected by economics than were mid to older 
age ranges. 

12. Awareness / Use of PUD Energy Efficiency and Conservation Programs. 
• A marked percentage of respondents (40 to 75%) were not aware of (thus did not use) 
one or more of the PUD’s energy efficiency and conservation programs.   

• Of those that have used the programs, only 25% used the efficient lighting program, 19% 
used the appliance rebate, and only about 10% used each of the other programs.   

• In every case, program awareness without use exceeded program use by 25% to 72%.  
Thus, insufficient motivation and/or incentive also exists for using the programs.   

• Lack of program awareness and use was highest for the youngest age group. 
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13. Interest in Using New Energy Conservation Technology 
• Participant responses were unusually polarized for likelihood to utilize new energy 
conservation technology.  For example with the programmable room thermostat, 42% of 
respondents gave a “10” rating, indicating extreme interest in using especially this 
technology.   

• Almost half of respondents were moderately to highly willing to use (rated 7 to 10) either 
the water heater switch or electronic energy use display.   

• In contrast, 1/4 to 1/3 third of respondents gave a “0” rating indicating extremely low 
interest, or were unlikely to be interested in any technology (rated 0 to 2).   

• Sequim and Port Angeles service areas showed marginally higher interest.   
• Home owners showed marginally less interest than by those that rent or lease.   
• The youngest respondents tended to show marginally higher interest levels than the 
oldest respondents.   

• The lowest income range respondents showed marginally less interest. 

14. Reasons for Not Participating in Energy Programs 
• The most common reason for not participating in energy conservation and efficiency 
programs was reported as lack of knowledge about the programs (43%). 

• The next most common reason was the belief that all possible energy efficiency measures 
have been accomplished (28%) . 

• Lack of funds, renting or leasing, lack of time, too much hassle/paperwork, and/or 
inadequate incentive were each found separately to be only minor barriers.   

• However, collectively these other factors contribute significantly to lowering 
participation. 

15. How Customers Learned about PUD Programs 
• Among those who are aware of PUD incentive programs, 35% most commonly learned 
about these programs from bill inserts, 17% from PUD newsletter, 13% from print 
advertising, and 11% from word of mouth. 
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Appendix A – Residential Customer Survey Questionnaire 
 

 

Hello my name is _________________ I work for Hebert Research, a local research 
firm in Bellevue WA.  We are conducting research for Clallam County PUD with their 
residential customers to collect your opinions regarding Clallam PUD’s current 
services.  Are you the person in the household responsible for paying your utility bills 
and contacting the utility company in case of an issue?  If not, can you direct me to the 
appropriate person?  This interview will take approximately 15 minutes.  Is now a 
convenient time for you?  Thank you. 
 
C1. Is anyone in your household employed by the Clallam PUD or any other electrical 
utility? 
 

1. No, continue 
2. Yes  - THANK & TERMINATE 
3. Don't know/Refused - THANK & TERMINATE 

 
Q1) What is your primary heat source? [READ] [SELECT ONE]   
 

1. Electric furnace 
2. Electric baseboard or electric wall heaters 
3. Heat pump 
4. Wood/Pellet Stove 
5. Propane 
6. Oil 
7. Portable space heaters 
8. Fireplace 
9. Other [SPECIFY]  ____________________________________ 
10. Don't know/Refused 

 
Q2) Do you use a secondary heat source as a back up or for other parts of your 
home? [YES/NO/Don’t Know/] 
 
Q3) IF YES, what is it? 
 
1.   Electric furnace 
2.   Electric baseboards or wall heaters 
3.   Heat pump 
5.   Wood/Pellet stove 
6.   Propane 
7.   Oil 
8.   Portable space heaters 
9.  Fireplace 
10. Other  [SPECIFY]__________________ 
Q4) What kind of structure do you live in a [SELECT ONE]? 
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1. Single family detached home 
2. Duplex or Triplex 
3. Condominium or Apartment 
4. Manufactured or Mobile Home 
5. Townhouse 
6. Or something else? [SPECIFY]__________________ 
7. Don't know - DO NOT READ 
8. Refused - DO NOT READ 

 
Q5) Do you own or rent your home? 
 

1. Own 
2. Rent or Lease 
3. Don't know 
4. Refused 
 

Clallam County PUD  – Public Image (Q6-Q15) 
 
I will read several statements regarding your impression of Clallam PUD's electric 
power service and related services. We ask you how well each statement describes 
Clallam PUD, using a rating scale from 0 to 10, where 0 means does not at all 
describe Clallam PUD, and 10 means the statement describes what Clallam PUD 
does very well.  Again the higher the number the better that the statement describes 
Clallam PUD.         [READ AND ROTATE] [RECORD NUMBER] 
 
Q6) Works hard to contain costs so that rates are kept as low as possible 
Q7) Charges electric rates that are fair and reasonable 
Q8) Provides accurate, understandable & timely billing 
Q9) Provides helpful information about rates and what affects them. 
Q10) Is trustworthy 
Q11) Provided reliable power over the past 12 months 
Q12) Restored power in a timely, satisfactory fashion over the past 12 months 
Q13) Informs where to call when there are power outages, and gives the outage 

information that you need 
Q14) Provides helpful information about saving energy. 
Q15) Is committed to protecting the environment 
 
[IF SCORE 5 OR LESS ON ONE OR MORE OF THE ATTRIBUTES ASK] 
 
Q16) You expressed low satisfaction on one or more of the ratings. What could the 
PUD do to improve your satisfaction the company?  [VERBATIM] 
 
Q17) Any other comments or suggestions? [VERBATIM] 
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CONTACT Clallam PUD (Q18 – Q30) 
 
Q18) Over the past 12 months, have you called, visited, written to or e-mailed the 
PUD for any reason? 
 

1. Called 
2. Visited 
3. Wrote 
4. E-mailed 
5. No/None of the above [SKIP TO Q31] 
6. Don't know/Not sure [SKIP TO Q31] 
7. Refused [SKIP TO Q31] 

 
Q19) These next questions are about your most recent contact with the PUD.  For 
what reason did you contact the PUD?  Was it. 
 

1. To start, stop or transfer service 
2. Regarding a power outage 
3. About your bill 
4. In response to a promotion 
5. Service request [SPECIFY] _________________________ 
6. Or some other reason [SPECIFY] _________________________ 
7. Don't know/Not sure 
8. Refused 

  
Q20) Did you talk with a PUD representative on the phone in person in the field or 
deal with our voice message unit? 
 

1. On the phone 
2. In person 
3. Voice message Unit (VRU) 
4. Can’t remember [SKIP TO Q31] 

 
Q21) [IF Q18=1 (Called)] Did you call during or outside business hours? 
 
Q22) [IF Q20=3 (VRU)] Was the information on our voice message unit 
helpful/sufficient? 
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Using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is "not at all satisfied" and 10 is "very satisfied," how 
satisfied were you with the following:   
 
[READ AND ROTATE] [RECORD NUMBER] 
 

Q23) Courtesy and willingness of the customer service representative to listen to 
you? 

Q24) Knowledge of the customer service representative? 
Q25) Customer service representative’s authority to solve your problem without 

calling a supervisor? 
Q26) Length of wait to speak with someone? 
Q27) Provides quality customer service and is responsive to my requests? 
Q28) Your satisfaction with the contact overall? 

 
[IF 5 OR LESS ON ONE OR MORE OF THE ATTRIBUTES ASK] 
 
Q29) You expressed low satisfaction on one or more of the ratings. What could the 
PUD do to improve your satisfaction the company?  [VERBATIM] 
 
Q30) Any other comments or suggestions? [VERBATIM] 
 
Energy Efficiency and Conservation (Q34 – 54) 
 
Q31) Which of these energy efficiency actions, if any, have you taken in the past 5 
years?  [SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] 
 

1. Installed energy efficient windows 
2. Added insulation to walls, floors or ceilings 
3. Purchased ENERGY STAR appliances 
4. Installed energy efficient CFL bulbs or fixtures 
5. Turned down my water heater 
6. Installed a programmable thermostat 
7. Added Caulking/weather-stripping 
8. Installed a high efficiency heat pump 
9. Used another heating source (wood, propane, portable space heaters etc) 
10. Installed low-flow shower heads 
11. Purchased a more energy efficient home 
12. Other [FILL IN]________ 
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Q32) How has your economic situation affected your decision to invest in energy 
efficiency improvements in 2009? 
 
1.  Decreased spending 
2.  Increased spending 
3.  No effect 
4.  Don’t know 
5.  Other, please explain [FILL IN]________ 
 
Awareness of PUD Programs (Q33 – Q45) 
Are you aware of these bill management programs? 

Q33) The senior/disabled discount program 
Q34) The average pay program 
Q35) The Neighborly Assistance program 

 
Clallam PUD also has energy efficiency and conservation  programs.  Please answer 
YES or NO if you have heard of the program that I mention, and if YES if you’ve used 
the Program:  [Yes, but don’t use / Yes, have used the program / No, not aware] 

Q36) Heat duct sealing 
Q37) Insulation 
Q38) Window replacement 
Q39) Heat pump programs 
Q40) Appliance rebates 
Q41) Energy efficient lighting 
Q42) Energy efficient water heater rebates 

 
Q43) If you have chosen not to participate in a program you’d be interested in, why 
didn’t you? 

1. Lack of funds 
2. Too much hassle/paperwork 
3. Lack of time 
4. Incentive rate isn’t adequate 
5. Completed all energy efficiency measures possible 
6. Didn’t know about the programs 
7. Other. Please Specify [FILL IN]________ 
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Q44) [IF AWARE OF ANY PROGRAMS] How did you become aware of this program 
or these program(s)?  [SELECT ALL THAT APPLY] 
 

1. Print advertising 
2. Radio or TV 
3. Friend, neighbor or family member 
4. PUD employee 
5. PUD newsletter 
6. Bill insert 
7. PUD website 
8. Contractor  
9. Other 

 
Interest in PUD Programs (Q45 – Q48) 
 
The PUD is interested in providing customers access to new ways to save energy. 
Provided they  will not significantly decrease comfort or quality of service, which of the 
following would you be potentially willing to use?  Using a 0 to 10 scale where 0 is "not 
likely to use" and 10 is "highly likely to use," how likely are you to use the following:   
 

Q45) Easy to program Automatic Thermostat that can turn down night or 
weekend temperatures. 

 
Q46) Automatic switch that intermittently and very briefly turns off power to water 

heaters during appropriate peak savings periods, enabling better power 
system conservation?  

 
Q47) Electronic displays that show your energy usage and help you analyze how  

to save energy.   
 
Q48) Why do you think the PUD offers conservation programs and pays incentives to 
participate? 
 

1. Saves PUD money 
2. Saves Customers money 
3. PUD is required to 
4. They believe it’s the right thing to do 
5. Other [FILL IN]__________ 
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Renewable Energy (Q49-Q50) 
 
Q49)  Washington States’ Energy Independence Act requires the PUD to increase its 
use of renewable energy sources  To meet this requirement, almost all future energy 
will come from renewable energy sources, such as wind and solar.   Do you expect 
the use of these sources to increase or decrease your electric utility bill?  

1. Increase  
2. Decrease 
3. Stay the same 
4. Don’t Know 
5. Refused 

 
Q50)  How many dollars would you guess it would [SAY RIGHT CHOICE] 
increase/decrease your cost, on average, per month?  [RECORD DOLLARS] 
 
Online Payment Programs (Q51 – Q52) 
 
Q51)  Clallam PUD is considering offering a new online bill presenting and payment 
system on their website.  It is completely free.  It allows a customer to:  

• establish recurring payments 
• pay via debit or credit card  
• go paperless 
• make one-time payments  

 
Would you be likely to use the system? 

1. Yes  (Skip to Q54) 
2. No 
3. Don’t Know 

 
Q52)  IF NO or Don’t Know, why? 
 

1. don’t have convenient computer access 
2. too confusing to try to pay for items on line 
3. don’t trust security of making online payments  
4. other  [FILL IN]________ 

 
 
Q53)  Finally, do you have any additional comments or suggestions you would like to 
pass on to the PUD regarding their service or any other topic? 
 

1. No comments, no problems or issues 
2. RECORD COMMENTS 
3. Don't know 
4. Refused 
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Demographics (Q54 - Q55) 
 
The following questions are for statistical purposes only. 
 
Q54)  What year were you born?    
 
Year 19_______ [FILL IN] 
Refused 
 
Q55) What range best describes your total family income before taxes?  [READ LIST] 
 
1.  Less than $35,000  
2.  $35,000 - $49,999 
3.  $50,000 - $99,999 
4.  $100,000 - $149,999 
5.  $150,000 or more 
6.  Refused [SKIP TO END] 
 
That concludes my questions. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.    
Completed Interview 
 
[END} 
 
POST CODE - RECORD GENDER 
Male 
Female 
 


