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Introduction

True North Research, Inc. © 2026 1Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Formed in 2018 by the merger of three water agencies in the Santa Clarita Valley, the Santa Clar-
ita Valley Water Agency (SCV Water) provides safe, clean drinking water to more than 278,000
residents and commercial customers throughout its service area. The agency relies on a diverse
portfolio of water supplies including two sources of imported water, two sources of local ground-
water, recycled water, and banked water to provide responsible water stewardship and ensure
that Santa Clarita Valley has reliable supplies of high-quality water at a reasonable cost.

As part of its commitment to provide high quality water services that meet the needs of its cus-
tomers, SCV Water regularly engages customers through community outreach, social media, and
other communications activities and receives periodic feedback regarding its performance.
Although these informal feedback mechanisms are a valuable source of information for the
agency in that they provide timely and accurate information about the opinions of specific cus-
tomers, they do not necessarily provide an accurate picture of customers as a whole. Informal
feedback mechanisms typically rely on the customer to initiate the feedback, which creates a
self-selection bias—SCV Water receives feedback from only those customers motivated enough
to initiate the feedback process. Because these individuals tend to be either very pleased or very
displeased with their service, their collective opinions are not necessarily representative of cus-
tomers in SCV Water’s service area as a whole.

PURPOSE OF STUDY   The motivation for the current study was to design and employ a
methodology that would avoid the self-selection bias noted above and thereby provide statisti-
cally reliable measures of residential customers’ perceptions, opinions, and satisfaction as they
relate to SCV Water and the services it provides. Ultimately, the survey results and analyses pre-
sented in this report provide the agency with information that can be used to make sound, stra-
tegic decisions in a variety of areas including measuring and tracking internal performance,
planning, program development, community outreach, and budgeting. To assist in this effort,
SCV Water selected True North Research to design the research plan and conduct the study.
Broadly defined, the study was designed to:

• Measure residential customers’ overall satisfaction with SCV Water’s efforts to provide water
services, and their satisfaction with a variety of specific services;

• Profile customer interactions with the agency and views of SCV Water’s customer service;

• Identify whether customers view their water service as a good value;

• Determine satisfaction with SCV Water’s communication with customers, as well as pre-
ferred methods of communication; and

• Gather relevant background and demographic information.

OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY   A full description of the methodology used for this
study is included later in this report (see Methodology on page 45). In brief, the survey was
administered to a random sample of 718 residential customers who receive water services from
SCV Water. The survey followed a mixed-method design that employed multiple recruiting meth-
ods (email, text, and phone) and multiple data collection methods (phone and online). Adminis-
tered in English and Spanish between March 17 and March 22, 2026, the average interview was
15 minutes in length.
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STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE   This is not the first statistically reliable customer survey
conducted for SCV Water—similar studies have been implemented in prior years dating back to
2019, with the most recent being completed by True North in 2023. Because of the natural inter-
est in tracking the agency’s performance in meeting the evolving needs of its customers, where
appropriate the results of the current study are compared with the results of identical questions
included in the previous study. Differences between the two studies are identified as statistically
significant if we can be 95% confident that the differences reflect an actual change in public
opinion between the two studies. Statistically significant differences within response categories
over time are denoted by the † symbol which appears in the figure next to the appropriate
response value for 2026.

ORGANIZATION OF REPORT   This report is designed to meet the needs of readers who
prefer a summary of the findings as well as those interested in the details of the results. For
those who seek an overview, the section titled Key Findings is for you. It provides a summary of
the most important findings and a discussion of their implications. For the interested reader,
this section is followed by a more detailed question-by-question discussion of the results from
the survey by topic area (see Table of Contents), as well as a description of the methodology
employed for collecting and analyzing the data. And, for the truly ambitious reader, the ques-
tionnaire is contained at the back of this report (see Questionnaire & Toplines on page 48) and a
complete set of crosstabulations for the Main survey results is contained in Appendix A.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS   True North thanks the Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency for the
opportunity to conduct the study and for contributing valuable input during the design stage of
this study. The collective experience, insight, and local knowledge provided by agency represen-
tatives and staff improved the overall quality of the research presented here. 

DISCLAIMER   The statements and conclusions in this report are those of the authors
(Dr. Timothy McLarney and Richard Sarles) at True North Research, Inc. and not necessarily those
of SCV Water. Any errors and omissions are the responsibility of the authors. 

ABOUT TRUE NORTH   True North is a full-service survey research firm that is dedicated to
providing public agencies with a clear understanding of the values, perceptions, priorities, and
concerns of their residents and customers. Through designing and implementing scientific sur-
veys, focus groups, and one-on-one interviews as well as expert interpretation of the findings,
True North helps its clients to move with confidence when making strategic decisions in a variety
of areas—such as planning, policy evaluation, performance management, establishing fiscal pri-
orities, passing revenue measures, and developing effective public information campaigns. 

During their careers, Dr. McLarney (President) and Mr. Sarles (Principal Researcher) have
designed and conducted over 1,500 survey research studies for public agencies—including more
than 500 studies for California municipalities and special districts.
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K E Y  F I N D I N G S

As noted in the Introduction, this study was designed to provide SCV Water with a statistically
reliable understanding of customers’ perceptions, opinions, and satisfaction as they relate to the
agency and the services it provides. Whereas subsequent sections of this report present detailed
results, this section is intended to ‘see the forest through the trees’ and highlight how the find-
ings address the key questions and objectives that motivated the research.

How well is SCV Water 
performing in meeting 
the needs of customers?

Residential customers continue to report high levels of satisfaction with
SCV Water’s services. More than eight-in-ten respondents (82%) indicated
they were satisfied with the agency’s overall performance in providing
water services in 2026, with 45% stating they were very satisfied. These
findings track closely with the results of the 2023 study. The high level
of satisfaction expressed by respondents as a whole was also echoed
across customer subgroups based on length of residence, home owner-
ship status, home type, age, gender, ethnicity, and water usage. Across
all subgroups, overall satisfaction with SCV Water’s performance ranged
from a low of 76% to a high of 93%.

The strong level of satisfaction with SCV Water’s overall performance
was also reflected in respondents’ assessments of the agency’s perfor-
mance in providing specific services. For every service tested, at least
70% of respondents who provided an opinion were satisfied, and for
many services more than 85% expressed satisfaction. Among the 15 ser-
vices tested, respondents were most satisfied with SCV Water’s efforts to
provide accurate billing statements (94% very or somewhat satisfied),
communicate with customers about scheduled repairs, service disrup-
tions, and other water-related issues (93%), provide reliable water service
(93%), provide good customer service (91%), and keep the water system
in good condition through timely repairs and maintenance (90%). 

Satisfaction remained consistent for 11 of the 15 services from 2023 to
2026. Of the four with statistically significant movement, ratings
improved for ensuring an adequate water supply now and in the future
(+6 points) and for communicating with customers about scheduled
repairs, service disruptions, and other water-related issues (+4 points).
At the same time, satisfaction declined for providing water that is safe to
drink (-8 points) and for water that is free of color and odor (-6 points).
Among the 14% of customers who reported overall dissatisfaction, more
than half cited water quality concerns as the primary reason.
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How do customers rate 
SCV Water’s customer 
service?

One objective of this study was to profile the opinions of customers who
had reason to contact SCV Water during the six months prior to taking
the survey—focusing in particular on how they assess the customer ser-
vice they received.

Consistent with 2023, one-in-five customers (20%) reported contacting
SCV Water during the six months prior to the survey regarding their
water service. The most common reasons were to start or stop service
(27%), address billing or payment questions (23%), and resolve issues
such as leaks, water pressure, or quality (19%). 

Among those who contacted SCV Water, eight-in-ten (81%) said their
issue was resolved to their satisfaction—a statistically significant
increase over the 68% recorded in 2023. Satisfaction with customer ser-
vice was also high: 90% were satisfied with the representative’s courtesy,
86% with their ability to reach a service representative, and 77% with the
representative’s knowledge and expertise. Compared with 2023, ratings
improved significantly for courtesy (+14%) and accessibility (+9%).

Satisfaction with issue resolution was strongly associated with percep-
tions of overall performance and agency communication. Reports of sat-
isfactory resolution were also higher among low- to medium-usage
customers and those with minimal to moderate seasonal variation, com-
pared with high-usage or high seasonal variation customers.

Among the small subgroup of customers whose issue required a field
representative to be sent to their property (2% of all residential custom-
ers surveyed), the vast majority reported positive experiences: 83% said
the representative clearly explained the issue, 81% felt the problem was
accurately assessed, and 73% said the representative arrived within the
scheduled time window.

Where should SCV Water 
focus its efforts in the 
future?

Perhaps the most important recommendation, one often overlooked in
customer satisfaction research, is for SCV Water to recognize the things
it does well and to focus on continuing to perform at a high level in these
areas. As noted throughout this report, the vast majority of customers
were generally pleased with the water services their households receive.
The top priority for the agency should thus be to do what it takes to
maintain the quality of services it currently provides.

Nevertheless, in the spirit of constant improvement, the results of the
study suggest several opportunities to increase customer satisfaction
further. Based on the survey findings, some residential customers saw
room for improvement in providing water that is safe to drink (70% satis-
faction), providing rebate programs that encourage customers to pur-
chase water-efficient devices (71%), and providing high quality water
(71%). Although seven-in-ten respondents who provided an opinion were
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satisfied with each of these service aspects, the rates of satisfaction were
somewhat lower when compared to the other service areas tested.

There is also an opportunity to increase customers’ knowledge regarding
the per-gallon cost of the water their household receives. As noted in the
survey, 54% of customers felt that their monthly water bill is too high for
the quality of water services their household receives, yet two-thirds
(67%) could not estimate the cost per gallon, and nearly all remaining
customers overestimated the cost of water. Overall, just 5% of customers
correctly understood that the water their household receives costs less
than 1 cent per gallon. Each of these findings were consistent from 2023
to 2026. That said, the distribution of responses shifted in a positive
direction for cost relative to quality, with fewer saying that the amount
they pay is much too high (-4%).

Clarifying the true cost of water had a striking effect on the perceived
value of SCV Water’s services. Once customers understood that water
costs less than 1 cent per gallon, 53% rated water as an excellent or
good value, and an additional 24% felt water is a fair value. In fact, many
who previously complained that their water bill is too high switched to
viewing water as an excellent or good value when informed about the
true cost of water. Although the overall percentage rating water as at
least a good value remained consistent, respondents were more likely to
say it was an excellent value in 2026 (+5%).

Further, after learning that the cost of the tap water their household
receives is lower in the Santa Clarita Valley than in most other communi-
ties in Los Angeles County, 63% said the amount their household pays
for water is reasonable, 1% indicated it was too low, and a quarter of
respondents still felt the cost was too high (4% much too high, 9% some-
what too high, and 12% a little too high).

How well is SCV Water 
communicating with 
customers?

Communicating effectively with customers has become increasingly chal-
lenging for public agencies in recent years. As the number of informa-
tion sources and channels available to the public have dramatically
increased, so too has the diversity in where customers regularly turn for
their information. Not only have entirely new channels arisen to become
mainstream and nearly ubiquitous (e.g., social media), within these chan-
nels there exists a proliferation of alternative services. To add to the
challenge, public preferences for information sources are also dynamic—
subject to change as new services are made available while others may
fade in popularity—making thorough, effective communication a moving
target for public agencies.

Against this backdrop of challenges, the survey reveals that SCV Water
has been doing an admirable job communicating with residential cus-
tomers. Unchanged from 2023, 79% of customers were satisfied with the
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agency’s efforts to communicate with them through newsletters, its web-
site, social media, and other means. Additionally, six-in-ten (59% of) sur-
vey respondents reported having visited SCV Water’s website over the
past 12 months (down 5% from 2023). 

Looking forward, customers were also clear about which methods would
be the most effective for SCV Water to communicate with them in the
future, with email (89% very or somewhat effective), text messages (82%,
up 12% from 2023), electronic newsletters/Water Currents (77%), and
SCV Water’s website (74%, up 5% from 2023) widely viewed as the most
effective approaches.
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I M P O R T A N C E  O F  I S S U E S

The first substantive question of the survey asked residential customers to identify what they
feel is currently the most important issue facing residents in their area. This question was posed
in an open-ended manner, thereby allowing respondents to mention any issue that came to mind
without being prompted by or restricted to a particular list of options. True North later reviewed
the verbatim responses and grouped them into the categories shown in Figure 1. Because
respondents were free to mention more than one issue, the percentages in the figure total more
than 100%. Issues that were mentioned by fewer than 1.5% of respondents are not shown.

Approximately 28% of respondents were unsure or unable to offer a specific issue facing resi-
dents in their area. Among the specific issues that were mentioned, water quality was the most
common (20%), followed by the high cost of living (13%), water supply/drought (12%), and
growth/overdevelopment (11%). Other issues mentioned by at least 5% of respondents included
traffic congestion (6%), wildfires (6%), and water rates/costs (5%).

Question 2   What do you feel is the most important issue facing residents in your area today? 

FIGURE 1  MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE

Table 1 on the next page presents the top five responses to Question 2 by study year, and shows
that four responses appeared in the top five in both 2023 and 2026. Water quality rose in prom-
inence from sixth place in 2023 to second in 2026, becoming the top specific response after not
sure/nothing comes to mind.
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TABLE 1  TOP 5 MOST IMPORTANT ISSUES BY STUDY YEAR

2026 2023

Not sure / Nothing 
comes to mind

Not sure / Nothing 
comes to mind

Water quality Water supply, drought

High cost of living
Growth, 

overdevelopment

Water supply, drought High cost of living

Growth, 
overdevelopment

Public safety, crime, 
drugs

Study Year
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S A T I S F A C T I O N  W I T H  W A T E R  S E R V I C E S

After measuring respondents’ views regarding issues of importance in their community, the sur-
vey transitioned to assessing customers’ opinions about SCV Water’s performance in providing
water services.

OVERALL SATISFACTION   The first question in this series asked respondents to indicate
if, generally speaking, they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the job that SCV Water is doing to
provide water services to their household. Because this question does not reference a specific
program, facility, or service and requested that the respondent consider the agency’s perfor-
mance in general, the findings of this question may be regarded as an overall performance rat-
ing for SCV Water.

Question 3   Generally speaking, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the job SCV Water is doing
to provide water services to your household? 

FIGURE 2  OVERALL SATISFACTION BY STUDY YEAR

Consistent with the 2023 survey results, more than eight-in-ten respondents (82%) indicated
they were either very (45%) or somewhat (37%) satisfied with SCV Water’s efforts to provide water
services in 2026. Approximately 14% were dissatisfied, and 3% were unsure or unwilling to share
their opinion (Figure 2).

Figures 3 to 5 on the next page display how customers’ opinions about SCV Water’s overall per-
formance in providing water services varied by a host of demographic traits.1 The high levels of
satisfaction exhibited by respondents as a whole were generally echoed across all customer sub-
groups, with satisfaction ranging from a low of 76% to a high of 93%.

1. The SCV Water customer database provided usage data in a different format in 2026 than 2023. Two usage
variables were computed and are presented throughout this report: Average Monthly Water Usage Category
is based on average monthly water usage (CCF) from March 2025-February 2026 and reflects the distribution
of current customers. Seasonal Change in Water Usage compares average summer water usage (June-Sep-
tember) with winter usage (December-February) and groups them into categories based on percent change.
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FIGURE 3  OVERALL SATISFACTION BY AGE & HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

FIGURE 4  OVERALL SATISFACTION BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY, ETHNICITY & HOME OWNERSHIP STATUS

FIGURE 5  OVERALL SATISFACTION BY GENDER, SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE & AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER 
USAGE CATEGORY
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REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION   The minority of customers (14%) who indicated that
they were generally dissatisfied with SCV Water’s performance in providing water services to
their household were subsequently asked to identify the particular reason for their dissatisfac-
tion. Question 4 was presented in an open-ended manner, allowing respondents to mention any
reason that came to mind without being constrained to a particular list. True North later
reviewed the verbatim responses and grouped them into the categories shown in Figure 6.

As shown in the figure, just over half (54%) of customers who were dissatisfied with the water
services they receive mentioned poor quality water as the reason. Others referenced the high
cost of water (20%), declined to state a reason (16%), or mentioned low water pressure (7%).

Question 4   Is there a particular reason why you are dissatisfied with SCV Water's perfor-
mance? 

FIGURE 6  REASON FOR DISSATISFACTION WITH SCV WATER’S PERFORMANCE

As shown in Table 2, four of the five top reasons for dissatisfaction appeared in both 2023 and
2026, with poor water quality and cost as the top concerns each year.

TABLE 2  TOP 5 REASONS FOR DISSATISFACTION WITH SCV WATER’S PERFORMANCE BY STUDY YEAR
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SPECIFIC SERVICES   Whereas Question 3 addressed SCV Water’s overall performance,
Question 5 asked respondents to rate their level of satisfaction with the agency’s efforts to pro-
vide specific services. The order of the items was randomized for each respondent to avoid a sys-
tematic position bias.

Figure 7 presents the services sorted by the percentage of respondents who were either very or
somewhat satisfied with SCV Water’s efforts to provide the service. For comparison purposes
between the services, only respondents who held an opinion (satisfied or dissatisfied) are
included in the figure. Those who did not have an opinion were removed from this analysis. The
percentage of respondents who provided an opinion (satisfied or dissatisfied) is shown in brack-
ets beside the service label in the figure, while the bars represent the answers of those with an
opinion. 

Question 5   Next, I'm going to read a list of specific services provided by SCV Water. For each of
the services I read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the agency's
efforts to provide the service. Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with SCV Water's efforts to: _____,
or do you not have an opinion?

FIGURE 7  SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES

At the top of the list, respondents were most satisfied with SCV Water’s efforts to provide accu-
rate billing statements (94% very or somewhat satisfied), communicate with customers about
scheduled repairs, service disruptions, and other water-related issues (93%), provide reliable
water service (93%), provide good customer service (91%), and keep the water system in good
condition through timely repairs and maintenance (90%). When compared to the other services
tested, respondents were somewhat less satisfied with SCV Water’s efforts to provide water that
is safe to drink (70%), provide rebate programs that encourage customers to purchase water-effi-
cient appliances (71%), and provide high quality water (71%). Even for these services, however, it
is noteworthy that at least 70% of respondents indicated they were satisfied.
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Table 3 provides the percentage of respondents who expressed satisfaction with each service by
study year, as well as the percentage change in satisfaction during the past three years for each
service. Comparing the current survey with 2023, there were statistically significant changes in
satisfaction for four services. Improvements in satisfaction were recorded for ensuring an ade-
quate water supply now and in the future (+6%) and communicating with customers about sched-
uled repairs, service disruptions, and other water-related issues (+4%), while declines were
reported for providing water that is safe to drink (-8%) and providing water that is free of color
and odor (-6%).

TABLE 3  SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.

DIFFERENTIATORS OF OPINION   For the interested reader, Table 4 on the next page
displays how the level of satisfaction with each specific service tested in Question 5 varied
according to customers’ overall performance ratings for SCV Water (see Overall Satisfaction on
page 9). The table divides customers who were satisfied with the agency’s overall performance
into one group and those dissatisfied into a second group. Shown in the far right column is the
difference between the two groups in terms of the percentage who indicated they were satisfied
with the provision of each service tested in Question 5. The services are sorted by that differ-
ence, with the greatest differentiators of opinion near the top of the table.

When compared with their counterparts, those satisfied with SCV Water’s performance in provid-
ing water services overall were also more likely to express satisfaction with the agency’s efforts
to provide each of the individual services tested in Question 5. With that said, the greatest spe-
cific differentiators of opinion between satisfied and dissatisfied customers were found with
respect to SCV Water’s efforts to provide good customer service (48% gap in satisfaction ratings),
use solar and renewable energy to help protect the environment (46%), and provide high quality
water (45%). In other words, these are the service areas that appear to be the primary drivers of
dissatisfaction for certain customers.

At the other end of the spectrum, billing accuracy (16%) and communication about disruptions
(18%) appear to be less polarizing as both satisfied and dissatisfied customers rate them more
similarly.

2026 2023
Ensure an adequate water supply now and in the future 86.8 81.0 +5.8†
Communicate w/customers about scheduled repairs, service disruptions, other water-related issues 93.1 88.6 +4.4†
Offer good value for the cost of water services 76.7 72.8 +3.8
Prepare for natural disasters and other emergencies 83.1 80.2 +3.0
Keep the water system in good condition through timely repairs and maintenance 90.2 88.6 +1.7
Provide accurate billing statements 93.5 91.9 +1.6
Provide good customer service 90.5 89.7 +0.8
Educate customers about ways to conserve water 87.8 89.9 -2.0
Use solar and other renewable energy sources to help protect the environment 81.8 84.5 -2.7
Provide reliable water service 92.8 95.5 -2.7
Provide high quality water 71.0 73.9 -2.9
Provide rebate programs that encourage customers to purchase water-efficient devices 70.6 73.9 -3.3
Provide sufficient water pressure 83.8 87.2 -3.4
Provide water that is free of color and odor 77.7 83.3 -5.6†
Provide water that is safe to drink 70.3 78.1 -7.8†

Study Year Change in
% Very + Smwt
2023 to 2026
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TABLE 4  SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES BY OVERALL SATISFACTION

Very or somewhat 
satisfied

Very or somewhat 
dissatisfied

Provide good customer service 96.5 48.3 48.2

Use solar and other renewable energy sources to help protect the environment 88.3 42.5 45.8

Provide high quality water 78.5 34.0 44.5

Keep the water system in good condition through timely repairs and maintenance 95.3 53.2 42.1

Provide sufficient water pressure 90.4 48.5 41.9

Provide water that is safe to drink 77.5 36.1 41.4

Offer good value for the cost of water services 82.6 41.6 41.1

Prepare for natural disasters and other emergencies 89.7 49.1 40.6

Provide water that is free of color and odor 83.5 49.4 34.1

Ensure an adequate water supply now and in the future 91.6 58.5 33.1

Provide rebate programs that encourage customers to purchase water-efficient devices 74.6 45.0 29.5

Provide reliable water service 97.2 67.8 29.4

Educate customers about ways to conserve water 92.1 67.3 24.9

Communicate w/customers about scheduled repairs, service disruptions, other water-related issues 96.0 78.0 18.0

Provide accurate billing statements 95.9 79.9 15.9
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C U S T O M E R  S E R V I C E

The next section of the survey included questions to gauge whether residential customers had
contacted SCV Water in the past six months, the reason for their most recent contact, if the rea-
son that prompted contact was resolved to their satisfaction, and ratings for field and customer
service representatives.

SCV WATER CONTACT   Respondents were first asked if they had contacted SCV Water for
any reason during the six months prior to the interview. Figure 8 shows that approximately one-
in-five respondents (20%) indicated that they had contacted the agency in the six months prior to
the interview, which is statistically consistent with the 17% recorded in 2023.

Question 6   During the past six months, have you or anyone else in your household contacted
SCV Water for any reason?

FIGURE 8  CONTACTED SCV WATER IN PAST 6 MONTHS BY STUDY YEAR

When compared with their respective counterparts, renters, those dissatisfied with SCV Water’s
overall performance, respondents with five or more people in their household, Latino/Hispanic
respondents, customers under 45 years of age, females, and customers with low monthly usage
were the most likely to report having contacted the agency during the six months preceding the
interview (see figures 9-11).
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FIGURE 9  CONTACTED SCV WATER IN PAST 6 MONTHS BY AGE & HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

FIGURE 10  CONTACTED SCV WATER IN PAST 6 MONTHS BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY, ETHNICITY & HOME 
OWNERSHIP STATUS

FIGURE 11  CONTACTED SCV WATER IN PAST 6 MONTHS BY GENDER, SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE, AVERAGE 
MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY & SATISFACTION WITH WATER SERVICES
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REASON FOR CONTACT   Respondents who indicated that they or someone in their house-
hold had contacted SCV Water within the past six months were asked a series of follow-up ques-
tions about their contact. The first question in this series asked respondents to recall the main
reason or issue that prompted their most recent contact with the agency. Question 7 was asked
in an open-ended manner to avoid respondents being prompted by or restricted to a particular
list of options. True North later reviewed the verbatim responses and grouped them into the cat-
egories shown in Figure 12.

Question 7   Thinking of your most recent contact, what was the main reason or issue that
prompted you to contact SCV Water?

FIGURE 12  REASON FOR CONTACTING SCV WATER

Overall, respondents were most likely to have contacted SCV Water to request that their service
be started or stopped (27%), followed by questions about billing or payment (23%), water-related
service issues such as a leak, water pressure problem, or water quality issue (19%), a collection
of ‘other’ issues (12%), and to make a payment (9%). When customers who specifically mentioned
having a problem with their water service were subsequently asked to describe it (Question 8),
more than half of the responses referenced water leaks (see verbatim responses below and on
the following page).

Question 8   Can you describe the specific problem you were having with your water service? 

• Back flow device issue.

• Neighbor's pipe broke.

• New meter faulty.

27.0

22.7

18.5

12.0

9.4

3.0

3.0

2.0

0.8

0.5

0.3

0.7

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Request start/stop of service

Questions about billing, payments

Water-related service issue (leak, water pressure, quality)

Other

Make payment / Pay bill

Find out how to reduce bill

Learn about, participate in rebate program

Service interrupted for non-payment

Request a payment extension or arrangement

Not sure

Learn about, participate in water conservation programs

Prefer not to answer

% Respondents Who Contacted SCV Water in Past 6 Months



C
ustom

er Service

True North Research, Inc. © 2026 18Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• From time to time, water stains would be stuck on glassware after using the dishwasher.
Also, the water pressure is low and water barely comes out of the shower head. Hot/warm
water is also scarce - only cold water comes out sometimes.

• I thought there was a leak at my water main; however, when checked by SCV maintenance it
was not leaking.

• The water quality is coming up more and more white. We can't seem to ever find clean
water.

• We had a leak in our irrigation system that was not discovered for a month. It was in-
between billing cycles, so affected 2 months' bills.

• I haven't experienced any problem. I have reported problem with broken sprinkler and pipe
leaks in the community.

• My water bill was extremely high and I couldn't figure out a reason why so they sent some-
one out to check everything and found the issue and it was resolved.

• Water was turned off due to a leak on the house side of the meter.

• Strong chlorine taste & smell for several days.

• Water was leaking at meter.

• I'd been noticing the water coming out of my patio hose being foamy as it goes into watering
can, and have a soapy odor.

• Contacted them about a leak at the water main.

• I thought I had a leak.

• The sprinkler system wasn't working so my gardener thought it was low water pressure. It
wasn't. I just had an old sprinkler system.

• How to know when there is a water leak.

• Water leak in main line.

• Water main leaked car parked on top of it.

• Broken water pipe.

• There is an ongoing leak behind the bath trap in the guest bathroom from the shower/bath-
tub. It cannot be fixed because there is no way get to the pipe to repair it so the leak cannot
be repaired unless the bathtub or the kitchen cabinets (which both connect to the wall where
the pipe is located) would it have to be removed so they could get to the pipe to repair it
which would cost us thousands of dollars. the plumbers could fix the pipe with no problem
but due to a piece of house blocking the bath trap no plumbers can get to it without tearing
out the bathtub or the cabinets in the kitchen which is very frustrating and more added
stress and anxiety to my already Disability I honestly think whoever built this house and
located the pipes where they're located with a piece of the house blocking the way, which is
a stilt or something should be the one to repair the pipe. I mean in all seriousness who was
thinking when they did that about how we would get to the pipe someday to fix it. 

• Broken water line.

• Inadequate water, pressure.

• Disgusting water smelled like sewage and not usable and they did nothing about it.
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FIELD REPRESENTATIVES   The small customer segment (4% of all customers) who had
contacted SCV Water about a water-related service issue during the prior six months were also
asked whether their problem involved the agency sending a field representative to their prop-
erty. As shown in Figure 13, six-in-ten (59% of) customers in this subgroup had a field represen-
tative sent to their property, which is notably higher than the 37% recorded in 2023. Note that
the small number of respondent households who received this question can contribute to rela-
tively large percentage changes across study years.

Question 9   Did your problem involve SCV Water sending a field representative to your prop-
erty?

FIGURE 13  PROBLEM INVOLVED SCV WATER FIELD REPRESENTATIVE BY STUDY YEAR

The next question in this section
(Question 10) asked respondents who
had a field representative sent to their
property for a water-related service
problem to rate the field representa-
tive on three dimensions. Presented in
Figure 14 below, the vast majority of
customers in this segment indicated
that the field representative clearly
explained the nature of the problem
(83%), accurately assessed the prob-
lem (81%), and arrived within the time
window given (73%).

Question 10   Did the field representative: _____?

FIGURE 14  FIELD REPRESENTATIVE PERFORMANCE
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ISSUE RESOLVED TO SATISFACTION   When asked if the reason for contacting SCV
Water was ultimately resolved to their satisfaction, eight-in-ten (81% of) customers who had con-
tacted the agency answered in the affirmative, which is significantly higher than the 68%
recorded in 2023 (see Figure 15). Satisfaction with issue resolution was strongly associated with
perceptions of overall performance and agency communication. Reports of satisfactory resolu-
tion were also higher among low- to medium-usage customers and those with minimal to moder-
ate seasonal variation, compared with high-usage or high seasonal variation customers (Figure
16).

Question 11   Was the reason you contacted them ultimately resolved to your satisfaction?

FIGURE 15  ISSUE RESOLVED TO SATISFACTION BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.

FIGURE 16  ISSUE RESOLVED TO SATISFACTION BY SATISFACTION WITH WATER SERVICES, SATISFACTION WITH 
COMMUNICATION, SEASONAL CHANGES IN WATER USAGE & AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY
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SATISFACTION WITH SERVICE REPRESENTATIVES   The final question in this series
asked customers who had contacted SCV Water to rate their satisfaction with the accessibility,
courtesy, and knowledge/expertise of service representatives. As shown in Figure 17, respon-
dents gave high ratings across all three dimensions, with over seven-in-ten respondents in this
segment indicating they were very or somewhat satisfied with the courtesy of the service repre-
sentative (90%), their ability to reach a service representative (86%), and the knowledge and
expertise of the service representative (77%). Performance ratings improved from 2023 to 2026,
with statistically significant increases recorded for service representatives’ courtesy (+14%) and
accessibility (+9%).

Question 12   When contacting SCV Water, were you satisfied or dissatisfied with _____, or do
you not have an opinion? 

FIGURE 17  SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE PERFORMANCE

TABLE 5  SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE PERFORMANCE BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.
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A T T E N T I O N  &  V A L U E

Having taken a pulse on the most important issues facing their community and customers’ satis-
faction with various aspects of the water services their household receives from SCV Water, the
survey transitioned to respondents’ attentiveness to the amount of water their household uses
and the perceived value of their water services.

ATTENTION PAID TO HOUSEHOLD WATER USE   The first question in this series
asked respondents to rate how attentive they are to the amount of water their household uses.
Overall, 47% of respondents reported that they are very attentive to their household’s water use,
38% somewhat attentive, and 10% slightly attentive. Approximately 4% of respondents confided
they do not pay any attention to how much water their household uses and 1% were unsure or
declined to state (Figure 18). The percentage of customers reporting that they were at least
somewhat attentive to their household’s water use declined from 90% in 2023 to 85% in 2026,
with a 10% decrease in the very attentive category.

Question 13   In general, how much attention do you pay to the amount of water your house-
hold uses? Would you say you are very attentive, somewhat attentive, slightly attentive, or do
you not pay attention to your water use?

FIGURE 18  ATTENTIVENESS TO WATER USAGE BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.

Figures 19 to 21 display attentiveness to water use across a host of customer characteristics.
The figures reveal that the amount of attention customers pay to their household’s water use
varied considerably, with the percentage reporting that they were at least somewhat attentive
ranging from 70% (renters) to 95% (single member households).
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FIGURE 19  ATTENTIVENESS TO WATER USAGE BY AGE & HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS

FIGURE 20  ATTENTIVENESS TO WATER USAGE BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY, ETHNICITY & HOME OWNERSHIP

FIGURE 21  ATTENTIVENESS TO WATER USAGE BY GENDER, SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE, AVERAGE MONTHLY 
WATER USAGE & SATISFACTION WITH WATER SERVICES
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TYPICAL SUMMER BILL AMOUNT   All respondents were next asked to estimate how
much they pay for their water bill in a typical summer month. As shown in Figure 22, 6% reported
paying less than $50, 20% paid $50 to $74, and 16% paid $75 to $99. Approximately 28% of cus-
tomers reported a typical summer bill of $100 or more, while 30% were unsure (23%), declined to
answer (6%), or do not pay a water bill (1%).

Question 14   In a typical summer month, how much is your household's water bill? 

FIGURE 22  TYPICAL SUMMER MONTH WATER BILL

For the interested reader, figures 23-25 show how the typical summertime monthly water bill
reported by respondents ranged across customer subgroups. Figure 25 also shows that there is
a strong correlation between the average amount of water used by customers per month based
on SCV Water’s internal records and the typical summertime bill reported by customers in the
survey, while Figure 23 shows the relationship with records for seasonal change in water usage.
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FIGURE 23  TYPICAL SUMMER MONTH WATER BILL BY AGE & SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE

FIGURE 24  TYPICAL SUMMER MONTH WATER BILL BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY, ETHNICITY & HOME 
OWNERSHIP STATUS
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FIGURE 25  TYPICAL SUMMER MONTH WATER BILL BY HOME TYPE, AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY, 
GENDER, SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES & SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION

REASONABLENESS OF COST   Respondents were next asked whether they perceived that
the amount their household pays for water service is reasonable, too high, or too low given the
quality of the water service they receive. As displayed in Figure 26, 54% of respondents felt the
cost of water is too high relative to the quality, with 10% indicating that the price is much too
high (down from 2023), 24% rating it as somewhat too high, and 20% saying the price is a little
too high. Consistent with the 2023 survey results, 41% of customers rated the amount they pay
for water service as reasonable, while less than 1% felt they pay too little given the quality of the
water service their household receives. Approximately 5% of respondents were either unsure or
unwilling to provide a response (up from 2023).

Question 15   Considering the quality of the water service your household receives, would you
say that the amount your household pays for water service is reasonable, too high, or too low? 

FIGURE 26  OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.
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Figures 27-30 show how the perceived cost of the water services their household receives varied
by age, seasonal variation in water usage, years living in Santa Clarita Valley, ethnicity, home
ownership, home type, average monthly water usage, gender, satisfaction with SCV Water’s over-
all performance, satisfaction with SCV Water’s efforts to communicate with customers, and esti-
mated typical summer water bill. When compared to their respective counterparts, the tendency
to view the cost of their water service as too high was greatest (60%+) among those who were
generally dissatisfied with their water services, those dissatisfied with SCV Water’s communica-
tion efforts, customers in the high average water usage category, those who estimated that their
typical summer water bill exceeds $99 per month, customers whose seasonal change in water
usage was 40% or more (high or very high), those who have lived in Santa Clarita Valley at least
15 years, and Asian American customers.

FIGURE 27  OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST BY AGE & SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE

FIGURE 28  OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY & ETHNICITY 
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FIGURE 29  OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST BY HOME OWNERSHIP STATUS, HOME TYPE, AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER 
USAGE CATEGORY & GENDER

FIGURE 30  OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST BY SATISFACTION WITH SERVICES, SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION 
& TYPICAL SUMMER WATER BILL

COST PER GALLON   Having measured respondents’ opinions of their monthly water bill,
Question 16 followed-up by asking customers how much they thought the water their household
receives costs per gallon. As shown in Figure 31 on the next page, two-thirds of respondents
(67%) could not or would not provide an estimate, whereas the vast majority of remaining
respondents overestimated the actual cost of water. Among all respondents, just 5% correctly
identified the cost of water as less than 1 cent per gallon (which is consistent with the 4%
recorded in 2023). Figures 32-35 show that although customer subgroups varied in their ability
to estimate the true cost of water their household receives, it is striking that less than one-in-
eight customers in every subgroup understood the actual cost of water.
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Question 16   If you had to guess, how much do you think the water your household receives
costs per gallon?

FIGURE 31  ESTIMATED COST OF WATER PER GALLON

FIGURE 32  CORRECTLY ESTIMATED COST OF WATER PER GALLON BY AGE, ATTENTIVENESS TO WATER USAGE & YEARS 
IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY
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FIGURE 33  CORRECTLY ESTIMATED COST OF WATER PER GALLON BY OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST & ETHNICITY

FIGURE 34  CORRECTLY ESTIMATED COST OF WATER PER GALLON BY HOME OWNERSHIP STATUS, GENDER, AVERAGE 
WATER MONTHLY USAGE, HOME TYPE & SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION

FIGURE 35  CORRECTLY ESTIMATED COST OF WATER PER GALLON BY TYPICAL SUMMER WATER BILL, SATISFACTION 
WITH WATER SERVICES & SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE
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VALUE FOR COST   After clarifying for respondents that the actual cost of the tap water
their household receives is less than 1 cent (one penny) per gallon, respondents were asked
whether they thought that water is an excellent value, a good value, a fair value, a poor value, or
a very poor value. As shown in Figure 36, more than half of customers rated the value of water as
excellent (31%) or good (22%) after learning that the cost of water is less than 1 cent per gallon,
24% offered that the value is fair, whereas about 11% rated it as poor (6%) or very poor (5%). The
remaining 11% of customers surveyed were unsure or unwilling to offer an opinion. 

There was a shift in the intensity of responses from 2023 to 2026, with a statistically significant
increase in the percentage who said it was an excellent value (+5%) and a corresponding decline
in good (-5%).

Question 17   To clarify, the cost of the tap water your household receives is less than 1 cent per
gallon. Knowing this, would you say that water is an excellent value, a good value, a fair value, a
poor value, or a very poor value?

FIGURE 36  OPINION OF WATER VALUE BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.

Once respondents understood the true cost of water (less than 1 cent per gallon), many who had
previously complained that their water bill was too high switched to viewing water as an excel-
lent or good value (see Figure 38). A willingness to see water as an excellent or good value at
this point varied considerably across customer segments (among those who provided an opin-
ion). However, even among those in the high average monthly usage category, 47% now viewed
water as an excellent or good value, while eight-in-ten viewed their water service as at least a fair
deal (see Figure 39).
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FIGURE 37  OPINION OF WATER VALUE BY AGE & ATTENTIVENESS TO WATER USE

FIGURE 38  OPINION OF WATER VALUE BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY & OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST

FIGURE 39  OPINION OF WATER VALUE BY ETHNICITY, SATISFACTION WITH WATER SERVICES, AVERAGE MONTHLY 
WATER USAGE CATEGORY & HOME TYPE
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FIGURE 40  OPINION OF WATER VALUE BY TYPICAL SUMMER WATER BILL, SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION & 
SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE

COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER LA COUNTY COMMUNITIES   New in 2026, Question
18 assessed perceptions of water service costs relative to other communities in Los Angeles
County. After learning that the cost of tap water their household receives is lower in the Santa
Clarita Valley than in most other communities in the County, a quarter of respondents still felt
the cost was too high (4% much too high, 9% somewhat too high, and 12% a little too high). In
contrast, 63% said the amount their household pays for water is reasonable, while just 1% felt it
is too low. The remaining 11% were unsure (9%) or unwilling to answer (2%).

Question 18   If you knew that the cost of the tap water your household receives is less than
what most other communities in Los Angeles County pay, would you say the amount your house-
hold pays for water service is reasonable, too high, or too low?

FIGURE 41  PERCEPTIONS OF WATER COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER LA COUNTY COMMUNITIES
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For the interested reader, figures 42 to 45 display how perceptions of water costs relative to
other LA County communities varied by a host of demographic characteristics. The clearest pat-
tern is that higher cost ratings are strongly associated with greater attention to water use, higher
average monthly usage, dissatisfaction with SCV Water’s overall performance and communica-
tion efforts, and more negative baseline views of water costs. Notably, 41% of respondents who
initially said their household water bill was much too high (Question 15) maintained that view
even after learning their costs are lower than those in other County communities. In total, 87% of
this subgroup still felt their bill was at least a little too high.

FIGURE 42  PERCEPTIONS OF WATER COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER LA COUNTY COMMUNITIES BY AGE & ATTENTIVENESS 
TO WATER USAGE

FIGURE 43  PERCEPTIONS OF WATER COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER LA COUNTY COMMUNITIES BY YEARS IN SANTA 
CLARITA VALLEY & OPINION OF WATER SERVICE COST
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FIGURE 44  PERCEPTIONS OF WATER COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER LA COUNTY COMMUNITIES BY ETHNICITY, 
SATISFACTION WITH WATER SERVICES, AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY & HOME TYPE

FIGURE 45  PERCEPTIONS OF WATER COSTS RELATIVE TO OTHER LA COUNTY COMMUNITIES BY TYPICAL SUMMER 
WATER BILL, SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION & SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE
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C O M M U N I C A T I O N

The final substantive section of the survey was designed to measure respondents’ satisfaction
with SCV Water’s efforts to communicate with customers, as well as identify the most effective
ways for the agency to communicate with residential customers.

OVERALL SATISFACTION   Question 19 asked respondents to report their overall satisfac-
tion with SCV Water’s efforts to communicate with customers through newsletters, its website,
social media, and other means. Unchanged from 2023, 79% of respondents indicated that they
were satisfied with the agency’s efforts in this regard in 2026, with 39% indicating that they were
very satisfied and 40% somewhat satisfied (Figure 46). The remaining respondents were either
dissatisfied with the SCV Water's communication efforts (10%) or unsure or unwilling to provide
an opinion (11%). From 2023 to 2026, there was a small, but statistically significant increase in
the percentage very dissatisfied (+2%). 

Question 19   In general, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with SCV Water's efforts to communi-
cate with customers through newsletters, its website, social media, and other means?

FIGURE 46  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.

The next three figures display how satisfaction with SCV Water’s efforts to communicate with
customers varied across a series of key subgroups among those who provided an opinion. Satis-
faction with the agency’s communication efforts was widespread. With the exception of those
who were dissatisfied with their water services in general, eight-in-ten respondents in every sub-
group reported they were either very or somewhat satisfied with the agency’s communication
efforts.
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FIGURE 47  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION BY AGE & YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY

FIGURE 48  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION BY HOME OWNERSHIP STATUS, HOME TYPE, SATISFACTION WITH 
WATER SERVICES & CONTACTED SCV WATER IN PAST 6 MONTHS
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FIGURE 49  SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION BY ETHNICITY, AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY & 
SEASONAL CHANGE IN WATER USAGE

COMMUNICATION PREFERENCES   The next question in this series presented respon-
dents with each of the methods shown to the left of Figure 50 on the next page and simply
asked, for each, whether it would be an effective way for SCV Water to communicate with them.
Overall, respondents indicated that email was the most effective method (89% very or somewhat
effective), followed by text messages (82%), electronic newsletters/Water Currents (77%), and
SCV Water’s website (74%). At the other end of the spectrum, advertisements in local papers
(28%), local radio (29%), and local TV (38%) were perceived to be the least effective ways for SCV
Water to communicate with residential customers. 

Examining responses by study year reveals statistically significant increases in the perceived
effectiveness of text messages (+12%) and SCV Water’s website (+5%) as channels for communi-
cating with customers (Table 6 on next page). For the interested reader, tables 7-11 display the
percentage of respondents who rated each proposed communication method as very effective
across subgroups, with the top three methods in each subgroup highlighted in green to ease
comparisons.
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Question 20   As I read the following ways that SCV Water can communicate with customers, I'd
like to know if you think they would be a very effective, somewhat effective, or not at all effective
way for the agency to communicate with you.

FIGURE 50  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS

TABLE 6  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.
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TABLE 7  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS BY AGE & OVERALL SATISFACTION (SHOWING % VERY 
EFFECTIVE)

TABLE 8  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS BY ETHNICITY & HOME OWNERSHIP STATUS (SHOWING % VERY 
EFFECTIVE)

TABLE 9  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS BY AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY & TYPICAL 
SUMMER WATER BILL (SHOWING % VERY EFFECTIVE)

TABLE 10  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS BY SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION & SEASONAL 
CHANGE IN WATER USAGE (SHOWING % VERY EFFECTIVE)

Overall Satisfaction (Q3)
Under 35 35 to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65 or older Satisfied Dissatisfied

Text messages 55.1 63.3 54.8 65.7 47.1 57.8 29.2
Email 46.2 61.9 63.2 52.2 53.2 57.4 25.5
Notices hung on your front door handle 56.7 32.7 38.5 29.0 31.0 35.3 28.7
Email Newsletters (Water Currents) 39.2 34.8 38.6 29.9 37.9 37.6 10.9
Information and messages inserted into your water bill 42.2 43.4 37.5 29.8 30.5 34.3 23.4
Postcards or information mailed to your house 42.2 22.4 31.3 26.2 38.7 30.3 28.1
SCV Water’s website 40.8 44.0 28.8 26.8 23.1 30.6 14.5
Social Media like Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter 31.5 21.1 19.6 19.5 12.3 19.8 6.6
Digital advertisements on websites you visit 19.0 15.9 19.8 13.4 13.0 15.5 10.9
Local TV 16.1 12.9 14.6 7.9 15.6 12.6 7.8
Advertisements in local newspapers 9.0 9.2 10.0 3.5 9.2 7.7 3.7
Local Radio 9.0 7.5 9.2 7.9 6.2 6.7 5.9

Age (QD2)

Caucasian /
White

Latino / 
Hispanic

Asian 
American

Mixed / 
Other Own Rent

Text messages 51.0 63.0 59.7 61.3 54.8 54.3
Email 51.6 54.3 56.7 64.7 54.5 44.9
Notices hung on your front door handle 35.8 33.3 37.2 33.4 33.1 40.8
Email Newsletters (Water Currents) 33.6 41.2 29.5 27.2 34.4 24.0
Information and messages inserted into your water bill 31.7 39.8 28.8 34.5 33.2 33.5
Postcards or information mailed to your house 33.9 27.7 20.8 28.1 29.3 36.3
SCV Water’s website 22.2 42.3 33.3 36.3 28.6 32.7
Social Media like Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter 11.8 26.9 14.4 35.7 18.6 11.2
Digital advertisements on websites you visit 8.8 19.6 12.1 40.0 15.2 12.0
Local TV 8.0 14.2 12.1 32.0 12.4 8.7
Advertisements in local newspapers 4.5 10.6 8.2 9.2 7.2 3.9
Local Radio 3.9 6.9 7.5 24.4 6.9 0.6

Ethnicity (QD7)
Home Ownership

Status (QD4)

Low
(<10 CCF)

Medium
(10-19 CCF)

High
(>19 CCF)

Less than 
$50

$50 to
$74

$75 to
$99

$100 to 
$124

$125 or 
more

Text messages 55.7 52.5 51.2 41.9 62.7 49.9 54.7 59.2
Email 54.5 51.9 52.2 62.6 63.4 51.4 55.5 53.6
Notices hung on your front door handle 35.9 32.8 31.3 33.7 44.0 29.3 27.6 30.7
Email Newsletters (Water Currents) 38.6 30.3 28.1 47.5 35.8 30.8 26.2 33.9
Information and messages inserted into your water bill 35.7 35.0 24.9 42.9 35.1 42.2 15.8 30.3
Postcards or information mailed to your house 31.3 27.5 30.1 32.5 28.4 32.4 33.9 20.8
SCV Water’s website 28.3 29.7 25.1 27.3 23.3 28.2 32.5 29.0
Social Media like Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter 17.5 24.2 7.3 25.1 17.1 19.8 5.9 22.1
Digital advertisements on websites you visit 16.2 17.5 7.6 18.7 15.2 14.3 9.9 10.5
Local TV 15.6 13.0 5.1 18.8 13.7 13.3 2.8 8.8
Advertisements in local newspapers 9.2 5.9 5.8 13.5 7.9 9.4 2.3 3.8
Local Radio 8.7 6.3 3.8 14.1 4.9 12.4 2.2 6.8

Average Monthly Water
Usage Category Typical Summer Water Bill (Q14)

Satisfied Dissatisfied

Minimal
variation 
(<10%)

Moderate 
increase
(10-39%)

High 
increase
(40-99%)

Very high 
increase 
(100%+)

Text messages 59.2 27.8 54.6 51.6 49.8 51.7
Email 57.6 36.7 52.9 58.9 44.1 56.1
Notices hung on your front door handle 34.5 34.7 36.6 30.6 19.6 37.2
Email Newsletters (Water Currents) 37.4 10.1 34.2 30.4 26.8 30.4
Information and messages inserted into your water bill 36.1 8.4 36.7 31.3 27.0 26.2
Postcards or information mailed to your house 31.2 24.1 26.9 29.5 30.7 33.6
SCV Water’s website 33.6 1.5 29.6 22.2 30.0 24.8
Social Media like Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter 20.2 9.6 21.9 17.1 7.1 13.8
Digital advertisements on websites you visit 17.7 1.3 15.2 18.7 6.7 11.7
Local TV 13.6 4.9 14.4 13.1 7.9 9.5
Advertisements in local newspapers 8.5 1.3 5.8 9.3 5.4 7.1
Local Radio 7.8 2.2 5.3 10.3 4.0 7.4

Satisfaction With
Communication (Q19) Seasonal Change in Water Usage
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TABLE 11  EFFECTIVENESS OF COMMUNICATION METHODS BY GENDER & YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY (SHOWING % 
VERY EFFECTIVE)

VISITS TO SCV WATER’S WEBSITE   Continuing with the communication theme, the final
substantive question of the survey asked respondents whether they had visited SCV Water’s web-
site during the 12 months preceding the interview (Figure 51). Down five percent from 2023,
59% of 2026 survey respondents reported that they had visited the website, with the remainder
indicating they had not (38%) or were unsure (4%). When compared to their respective counter-
parts, customers under the age of 45, those with minimal seasonal variation in usage, renters,
newer residents (less than 5 years), Latino/Hispanic customers, those with low average monthly
water usage (less than 10 CCF monthly), male customers, those in single family detached homes,
and customers with a typical summer water bill of $50 to $74 or at least $100 were more likely
to have visited SCV Water’s website during this period (see figures 52-54).

Question 21   In the past 12 months, have you visited SCV Water's website?

FIGURE 51  VISITED SCV WATER WEBSITE IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY STUDY YEAR

† Statistically significant change (p < 0.05) between the 2023 and 2026 studies.

Male Female Less than 5 5 to 9 10 to 14 15 or more
Text messages 56.4 54.0 66.6 60.9 36.6 49.3
Email 54.6 53.7 60.6 56.8 53.0 48.6
Notices hung on your front door handle 28.6 40.5 37.4 31.6 29.9 33.4
Email Newsletters (Water Currents) 36.5 31.7 47.0 26.5 28.3 29.4
Information and messages inserted into your water bill 38.1 29.8 40.4 37.4 27.7 29.2
Postcards or information mailed to your house 28.6 32.5 27.0 29.3 20.1 32.7
SCV Water’s website 34.0 25.2 44.9 32.0 16.1 22.4
Social Media like Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter 18.3 18.8 31.3 16.8 12.0 13.1
Digital advertisements on websites you visit 13.5 17.2 20.1 17.8 10.5 12.0
Local TV 12.2 12.8 19.1 9.9 1.8 11.4
Advertisements in local newspapers 9.7 5.0 11.3 3.4 0.5 7.6
Local Radio 7.3 6.7 7.4 3.0 0.5 8.3
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FIGURE 52  VISITED SCV WATER WEBSITE IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY AGE, SEASONAL WATER USAGE & HOME OWNERSHIP 
STATUS

FIGURE 53  VISITED SCV WATER WEBSITE IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY YEARS IN SANTA CLARITA VALLEY, ETHNICITY, 
AVERAGE MONTHLY WATER USAGE CATEGORY & GENDER
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FIGURE 54  VISITED SCV WATER WEBSITE IN PAST 12 MONTHS BY HOME TYPE, SATISFACTION WITH COMMUNICATION, 
SATISFACTION WITH WATER SERVICES & TYPICAL SUMMER WATER BILL
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D E M O G R A P H I C S
TABLE 12  DEMOGRAPHICS OF CUSTOMER SAMPLE BY STUDY YEAR

Table 12 presents the key demographic
information collected during the survey. The
primary motivation for collecting the back-
ground and demographic information was to
provide a better insight into how the results
of the substantive questions of the survey
vary by demographic characteristics. Because
this study randomly sampled customer
accounts, the demographics match those of
individuals who are direct SCV Water custom-
ers and not necessarily the general popula-
tion. This is particularly notable when it
comes to home ownership and housing type,
as those who rent a property or live in an
apartment or mobile home are typically not
the individual listed on the account for water
services.

Total Respondents 718 780
Years in Santa Clarita Valley (Q1)

Less than 5 22.0 17.5
5 to 9 14.7 10.1
10 to 14 10.5 8.1
15 or more 52.4 64.3
Prefer not to answer 0.4 0.0

Gender (QD1)
Male 45.5 46.2
Female 46.5 45.3
Non-binary <1.0 <1.0
Prefer not to answer 8.0 8.5

Age (QD2)
Under 35 12.2 10.8
35 to 44 15.3 12.7
45 to 54 15.9 18.0
55 to 64 16.7 16.8
65 or older 14.1 20.6
Prefer not to answer 25.8 21.1

Hsld Members (QD3)
1 6.8 6.9
2 27.0 27.6
3 20.0 19.9
4 16.5 18.2
5 or more 17.5 15.7
Prefer not to answer 12.1 11.6

Home Ownership Status (QD4)
Own 85.1 89.1
Rent 9.3 5.4
Live with others, don’t pay rent 0.1 0.0
Prefer not to answer 5.5 5.5

Water bill responsibility (QD5)
Hsld pays bill directly 96.2 97.3
Someone else pays bill 0.5 0.3
Prefer not to answer 3.3 2.4

Home Type (QD6)
Single family detached home 83.5 82.3
Apartment 1.7 0.8
Condominium or townhome 12.0 14.5
Mobile home 0.2 0.0
Prefer not to answer 2.7 2.4

Ethnicity (QD7)
Caucasian / White 39.6 45.1
Latino / Hispanic 23.8 24.1
Af-American / Black 3.3 3.2
Asian American 8.8 7.9
Mixed / Other 5.1 4.9
Prefer not to answer 19.3 14.8

Average Monthly Water Usage Category
Low (<10 CCF) 34.7 N/A
Medium (10-19 CCF) 39.0 N/A
High (>19 CCF) 26.2 N/A

Seasonal Change in Water Usage
Minimal variation (<10%) 44.5 N/A
Moderate increase (10-39%) 16.9 N/A
High increase (40-99%) 10.2 N/A
Very high increase (100%+) 22.1 N/A
Insufficient history 6.3 N/A

Study Year
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M E T H O D O L O G Y

The following sections outline the methodology used in the study, as well as the motivation for
using certain techniques.

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT   Dr. McLarney of True North Research worked closely
with SCV Water to develop a questionnaire that covered the topics of interest and avoided many
possible sources of systematic measurement error, including position-order effects, wording
effects, response-category effects, scaling effects, and priming. Several questions included mul-
tiple individual items. Because asking items in a set order can lead to a systematic position bias
in responses, items were asked in random order for each respondent.

Some questions asked in this study were presented only to a subset of respondents. For exam-
ple, only respondents who indicated that had contacted SCV Water in the six months prior to the
survey (Question 6) were asked to describe the reason for contacting the agency (Question 7)
and their experiences (Questions 8-12). The questionnaire included with this report (see Ques-
tionnaire & Toplines on page 48) identifies the skip patterns used during the interview to ensure
that each respondent received the appropriate questions.

PROGRAMMING, PRE-TEST & TRANSLATION   Prior to fielding the survey, the ques-
tionnaire was CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing) programmed to assist interview-
ers when conducting the phone interviews. The CATI program automatically navigates the skip
patterns, randomizes the appropriate question items, and alerts interviewers to certain types of
keypunching mistakes should they happen during the interview. The survey was also pro-
grammed into a passcode-protected online survey application to allow online participation for
sampled residents. The integrity of the questionnaire was pre-tested internally by True North and
by dialing into random homes in the SCV Water’s service area prior to formally beginning the
survey. The final questionnaire was also professionally translated into Spanish to allow for data
collection in English and Spanish.

SAMPLE, RECRUITING & DATA COLLECTION   Using SCV Water’s customer database
as a starting point, customers were first stratified by geographic subarea and water usage, then
randomly selected for inclusion in the sample. This ensured that all customers had an equal
probability of being included in the study, while also maintaining the proper balance of custom-
ers by geography and how much water they typically use. Once selected, customers were
recruited to participate in the survey through multiple recruiting methods. Customers were ini-
tially invited to participate in the survey online at a secure, passcode-protected website designed
and hosted by True North. Individuals were recruited using email invitations and text invitations,
and each was assigned a unique passcode to ensure that only SCV Water customers who received
an invitation could access the online survey site, and that the survey could be completed only
one time per passcode. Email reminder notices were also sent to encourage participation among
those who had yet to take the survey. Following a period of online data collection, True North
placed telephone calls to land lines and cell phone numbers of SCV Water customers who had yet
to participate in the online survey or for whom only telephone contact information was available.
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Telephone interviews averaged 15 minutes in length and were conducted during weekday eve-
nings (5:30PM to 9PM) and on weekends (10AM to 5PM). It is standard practice not to call during
the day on weekdays because most working adults are unavailable and thus calling during those
hours would bias the sample. A total of 718 completed surveys were gathered between March 17
and March 22, 2026.

MARGIN OF ERROR DUE TO SAMPLING   The results of the survey can be used to esti-
mate the opinions of all customer households within SCV Water’s service area. Because not every
customer in the service area participated in the survey, however, the results have what is known
as a statistical margin of error due to sampling. The margin of error refers to the difference
between what was found in the survey of 718 customers for a particular question and what
would have been found if all 66,740 residential accounts had been interviewed.2

Figure 55 provides a plot of the maximum margin of error in this study. The maximum margin of
error for a dichotomous percentage result occurs when the answers are evenly split such that
50% provide one response and 50% provide the alternative response. For this survey, the maxi-
mum margin of error is ± 3.6% for questions answered by all 718 respondents.

FIGURE 55  MAXIMUM MARGIN OF ERROR

Within this report, figures and tables show how responses to certain questions varied by respon-
dent characteristics such as water usage, age, and home type. Figure 55 is thus useful for under-
standing how the maximum margin of error for a percentage estimate will grow as the number
of individuals asked a question (or in a particular subgroup) shrinks. Because the margin of error
grows exponentially as the sample size decreases, the reader should use caution when general-
izing and interpreting the results for small subgroups.

2. This figure is estimated based on the number of residential customer accounts in SCV Water’s customer
database, which is a proxy for households.
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DATA PROCESSING   Data processing consisted of checking the data for errors or inconsis-
tencies, coding and recoding responses, categorizing verbatim responses, conducting tests of
statistical significance, and preparing frequency analyses and crosstabulations. 

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE   Many figures and tables in this report present the results of
questions asked in the current study alongside the results found in the prior survey for identical
questions. In such cases, True North conducted the appropriate tests of statistical significance to
identify changes that likely reflect actual changes in public opinion between the most recent
prior survey (2023) and the current (2026)—as opposed to being due to chance associated with
selecting two samples independently and at random. Differences between the two studies are
identified as statistically significant if we can be 95% confident that the differences reflect an
actual change in public opinion between the two studies. Statistically significant differences
within response categories over time are denoted by the † symbol which appears in the figure
next to the appropriate response value for 2026.

ROUNDING    Numbers that end in 0.5 or higher are rounded up to the nearest whole num-
ber, whereas numbers that end in 0.4 or lower are rounded down to the nearest whole number.
These same rounding rules are also applied, when needed, to arrive at numbers that include a
decimal place in constructing figures and tables. Occasionally, these rounding rules lead to small
discrepancies in the first decimal place when comparing tables and charts for a given question.
Due to rounding, some figures and narrative include numbers that add to more than or less than
100%.
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Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  &  T O P L I N E S

 

True North Research, Inc. © 2026 Page 1 

Santa Clarita Valley Water 
Customer Survey  

Final Toplines n=(718) 
March 2026 

Section 1: Introduction to Study 

Hi, may I please speak with _____? Hi, name is _____ and I�m calling from TNR on behalf of 
your water provider � Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency, commonly known as SCV Water. 
We�re conducting a short survey of customers and we would like to get your opinions. 
If needed: This is a survey about your water services � I�m NOT trying to sell anything and I 
won�t ask for a donation. Your answers will be confidential. 
If needed: The survey should take about 12 minutes to complete. 
If needed: If now is not a convenient time, can you let me know a better time so I can call 
back?  

 

Section 2: Screener 

Q1 To begin, how long have you lived in the Santa Clarita Valley? 

 1 Less than 1 year 8% 

 2 1 to 4 years 14% 

 3 5 to 9 years 15% 

 4 10 to 14 years 11% 

 5 15 years or longer 52% 

 99 Not sure / Prefer not to answer 0% 

 
Section 3: Importance of Issues 

Q2 What do you feel is the most important issue facing residents in your area today? 
Verbatim responses recorded and later grouped into categories shown below. 

 Not sure / Nothing comes to mind 28% 

 Water quality 19% 

 High cost of living 13% 

 Water supply, drought 11% 

 Growth, overdevelopment 11% 

 Traffic congestion 6% 

 Water rates, cost 5% 

 Wildfires 5% 

 Environment / Climate change, fires 4% 

 Public safety, crime, drugs 4% 

 Affordable housing 2% 

 High taxes, fees 2% 

 City planning, balance of development 2% 
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Section 4: Satisfaction with Water Services 

Q3 
Generally speaking, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the job SCV Water is doing to 
provide water services to your household? Get answer, then ask: Would that be very 
(satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)?   

 1 Very satisfied 45% Skip to Q5 

 2 Somewhat satisfied 37% Skip to Q5 

 3 Somewhat dissatisfied 11% Ask Q4 

 4 Very dissatisfied 4% Ask Q4 

 98 Not sure 3% Skip to Q5 

 99 Prefer not to answer 1% Skip to Q5 

Q4 Is there a particular reason why you are dissatisfied with SCV Water�s performance? 
Verbatim responses recorded and later grouped into categories shown below. 

 Poor quality of water 53% 

 High cost of water 20% 

 Prefer not to answer 16% 

 Low water pressure 7% 

 Inconsistent bills, rates 4% 

 Customer service issues 2% 

 Growth, overpopulation causing water 
shortages 2% 

 Improve communication, education efforts 2% 

 Not sure / No particular reason 2% 

 Inaccurate meter readings 1% 

 Need planning for future droughts 1% 

 Website, mobile access issues 1% 

Q5 

Next, I�m going to read a list of specific services provided by SCV Water. For each of the 
services I read, please tell me whether you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the agency�s 
efforts to provide the service. Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with SCV Water�s efforts 
to: _____, or do you not have an opinion? Get answer. If �satisfied� or �dissatisfied�, then 
ask: Would that be very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)? 

 Randomize 
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High Quality 

A Provide high quality water 33% 32% 15% 11% 6% 2% 

B Provide water that is free of color and odor 45% 30% 12% 10% 3% 1% 

Reliability 

C Ensure an adequate water supply now and in 
the future 33% 33% 6% 4% 23% 1% 
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D Keep the water system in good condition 
through timely repairs and maintenance 43% 30% 5% 3% 18% 1% 

E Provide reliable water service 57% 32% 4% 3% 3% 0% 

F Provide sufficient water pressure 50% 32% 10% 6% 2% 0% 

Safety 

G Prepare for natural disasters and other 
emergencies 21% 22% 5% 4% 47% 1% 

H Provide water that is safe to drink 32% 29% 13% 13% 11% 1% 

Cost-Effective 

I Offer good value for the cost of water 
services 30% 39% 15% 6% 10% 0% 

J Provide rebate programs that encourage 
customers to purchase water-efficient devices 20% 21% 10% 7% 40% 2% 

Customer Service 

K 
Communicate with customers about 
scheduled repairs, service disruptions and 
other water-related issues 

51% 32% 4% 2% 10% 0% 

L Provide good customer service 47% 26% 5% 3% 19% 1% 

M Provide accurate billing statements 52% 35% 4% 2% 6% 1% 

Environment & Sustainability 

N Educate customers about ways to conserve 
water 34% 40% 7% 4% 14% 2% 

O Use solar and other renewable energy 
sources to help protect the environment 20% 21% 6% 3% 45% 6% 

 

Section 5: Customer Service 

Q6 During the past six months, have you or anyone else in your household contacted SCV 
Water for any reason? 

 1 Yes 19% Ask Q7 

 2 No 77% Skip to Q13 

 98 Not sure 3% Skip to Q13 

 99 Prefer not to answer 1% Skip to Q13 

Q7 Thinking of your most recent contact, what was the main reason or issue that prompted 
you to contact SCV Water? Do Not Read List. 

 1 Water-related service issue (leak, 
water pressure, quality, etc.) 19% Ask Q8 

 2 Request start/stop of service 27% Skip to Q11 

 3 Questions about billing/payments 23% Skip to Q11 

 4 Make payment/Pay bill 9% Skip to Q11 

 5 Request a payment extension or 
arrangement 1% Skip to Q11 

 6 Service interrupted for non-payment 2% Skip to Q11 
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 7 Find out how to reduce bill 3% Skip to Q11 

 8 Learn about/Participate in rebate 
program 3% Skip to Q11 

 9 Learn about/Participate in water 
conservation programs 1% Skip to Q11 

 10 Learn about/Participate in gardening 
/landscaping classes 

0% Skip to Q11 

 11 Learn how to read your meter 0% Skip to Q11 

 12 Board meeting information 0% Skip to Q11 

 13 Other 12% Skip to Q11 

 98 Not sure 1% Skip to Q11 

 99 Prefer not to answer 0% Skip to Q11 

Q8 Can you describe the specific problem you were having with your water service? 
Verbatim responses provided below. 

 Back flow device issue. 

 Neighbor's pipe broke. 

 New meter faulty. 

 
From time to time, water stains would be stuck on glassware after using the 
dishwasher. Also, the water pressure is low and water barely comes out of the shower 
head. Hot/warm water is also scarce - only cold water comes out sometimes. 

 I thought there was a leak at my water main; however, when checked by SCV 
maintenance it was not leaking. 

 The water quality is coming up more and more white. We can't seem to ever find clean 
water. 

 We had a leak in our irrigation system that was not discovered for a month.  It was in-
between billing cycles, so affected 2 months' bills. 

 I haven't experienced any problem. I have reported problem with broken sprinkler and 
pipe leaks in the community. 

 My water bill was extremely high and I couldn't figure out a reason why so they sent 
someone out to check everything and found the issue and it was resolved. 

 Water was turned off due to a leak on the house side of the meter. 

 Strong chlorine taste & smell for several days. 

 Water was leaking at meter. 

 I'd been noticing the water coming out of my patio hose being foamy as it goes into 
watering can, and have a soapy odor. 

 Contacted them about a leak at the water main. 

 I thought I had a leak. 

 The sprinkler system wasn't working so my gardener thought it was low water pressure. 
It wasn't. I just had an old sprinkler system 

 How to know when there is a water leak. 

 Water leak in main line. 

 Water main leaked car parked on top of it. 

 Broken water pipe. 
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There is an ongoing leak behind the bath trap in the guest bathroom from the 
shower/bathtub. It cannot be fixed because there is no way get to the pipe to repair it so 
the leak cannot be repaired unless the bathtub or the kitchen cabinets (which both 
connect to the wall where the pipe is located) would it have to be removed so they could 
get to the pipe to repair it which would cost us thousands of dollars. the plumbers could 
fix the pipe with no problem but due to a piece of house blocking the bath trap no 
plumbers can get to it without tearing out the bathtub or the cabinets in the kitchen 
which is very frustrating and more added stress and anxiety to my already Disability I 
honestly think whoever built this house and located the pipes where they're located with 
a piece of the house blocking the way, which is a stilt or something should be the one to 
repair the pipe. I mean in all seriousness who was thinking when they did that about 
how we would get to the pipe someday to fix it.  

 Broken water line. 

 Inadequate water, pressure. 

 Disgusting water smelled like sewage and not useable and they did nothing about it. 

Q9 Did your problem involve SCV Water sending a field representative to your property? 

 1 Yes 59% Ask Q10 

 2 No 33% Skip to Q11 

 98 Not sure 4% Skip to Q11 

 99 Prefer not to answer 4% Skip to Q11 

Q10 Did the field representative:_____? 
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A Arrive within the time window given 73% 0% 19% 8% 

B Accurately assess the problem 81% 0% 12% 8% 

C Clearly explain the nature of the problem 83% 5% 12% 0% 

Q11 Was the reason you contacted them ultimately resolved to your satisfaction? 

 1 Yes 81% 

 2 No 16% 

 98 Not sure 1% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 2% 



Q
uestionnaire &

 Toplines

True North Research, Inc. © 2026 53Santa Clarita Valley Water Agency
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Santa Clarita Valley Water - Customer Survey March 2026 

True North Research, Inc. © 2026 Page 6 

 

Q12 
When contacting SCV Water, were you satisfied or dissatisfied with _____, or do you not 
have an opinion? Get answer. If �satisfied� or �dissatisfied�, then ask: Would that be very 
(satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat (satisfied/dissatisfied)? 
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A Your ability to reach a service representative 55% 31% 8% 6% 0% 0% 

B The courtesy of the service representative 68% 22% 3% 4% 3% 0% 

C The knowledge and expertise of the service 
representative 54% 22% 14% 3% 6% 0% 

 
Section 6: Attention & Value 

Q13 
In general, how much attention do you pay to the amount of water your household 
uses? Would you say you are very attentive, somewhat attentive, slightly attentive, or 
do you not pay attention to your water use? 

 1 Very attentive 47% 

 2 Somewhat attentive 38% 

 3 Slightly attentive 10% 

 4 I don�t pay attention 4% 

 98 Not sure 1% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 0% 

Q14 In a typical summer month, how much is your household�s water bill? If unsure, ask if 
they can estimate. 

 Less than $50 6% 

 $50 to $74 20% 

 $75 to $99 16% 

 $100 to $124 12% 

 $125 or more 16% 

 Don�t pay water bill / Landlord pays 1% 

 Not sure 23% 

 Prefer not to answer 6% 
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Q15 
Considering the quality of the water service your household receives, would you say that 
the amount your household pays for water service is reasonable, too high, or too low? If 
says too high, ask: Would that be much too high, somewhat too high, or a little too 
high? 

 1 Much too high 10% 

 2 Somewhat too high 24% 

 3 A little too high 20% 

 4 Reasonable 41% 

 5 Too low 0% 

 98 Not sure 5% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 1% 

Q16 If you had to guess, how much do you think the water your household receives costs per 
gallon? 

 Less than $0.01 5% 

 $0.01  1% 

 $0.02  1% 

 $0.03 to $0.05 6% 

 $0.06 to $0.10 6% 

 $0.11 to $0.20 3% 

 More than $0.20 10% 

 Not sure 64% 

 Prefer not to answer 3% 

Q17 
To clarify, the cost of the tap water your household receives is less than 1 cent (1 
penny) per gallon. Knowing this, would you say that water is an excellent value, a good 
value, a fair value, a poor value, or a very poor value? 

 1 Excellent value 31% 

 2 Good value 22% 

 3 Fair value 24% 

 4 Poor value 6% 

 5 Very poor value 5% 

 98 Not sure 10% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 2% 
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Q18 
If you knew that the cost of the tap water your household receives is less than what 
most other communities in Los Angeles County pay, would you say the amount your 
household pays for water service is reasonable, too high, or too low? If says too high, 
ask: Would that be much too high, somewhat too high, or a little too high? 

 1 Much too high 4% 

 2 Somewhat too high 9% 

 3 A little too high 12% 

 4 Reasonable 63% 

 5 Too low 1% 

 98 Not sure 9% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 2% 

 

Section 7: Communication 

Q19 

In general, are you satisfied or dissatisfied with SCV Water�s efforts to communicate 
with customers through newsletters, its website, social media, and other means? Get 
answer, then ask: Would that be very (satisfied/dissatisfied) or somewhat 
(satisfied/dissatisfied)? 

 1 Very satisfied 39% 

 2 Somewhat satisfied 40% 

 3 Somewhat dissatisfied 7% 

 4 Very dissatisfied 3% 

 98 Not sure 10% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 1% 

Q20 

As I read the following ways that SCV Water can communicate with customers, I�d like to 
know if you think they would be a very effective, somewhat effective, or not at all 
effective way for the agency to communicate with you. 
 
Here is the (first/next) one: _____. Would this be a very effective, somewhat effective, or 
not at all effective way for SCV Water to communicate with you? 
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A Email 53% 36% 7% 4% 

B Email Newsletters (Water Currents) 33% 45% 15% 8% 

C Text messages 53% 29% 12% 6% 

D Social Media like Facebook, Instagram, and 
Twitter 17% 33% 34% 16% 

E SCV Water�s website 28% 46% 19% 7% 

F Postcards or information mailed to your 
house 30% 41% 22% 8% 

G Information and messages inserted into your 
water bill 

33% 40% 22% 5% 
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H Notices hung on your front door handle 33% 36% 22% 8% 

I Advertisements in local newspapers 7% 21% 57% 15% 

J Local Radio 6% 23% 53% 18% 

K Local TV 12% 26% 46% 16% 

L Digital advertisements on websites you visit 14% 30% 40% 15% 

Q21 In the past 12 months, have you visited SCV Water�s website? 

 1 Yes 59% 

 2 No 37% 

 98 Not sure 3% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 1% 

 

Section 8: Demographics 

Thank you so much for your participation. I have just a few background questions for 
statistical purposes. 

D1 What is your gender? 

 1 Male 46% 

 2 Female 46% 

 3 Non-binary 0% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 8% 

D2 In what year were you born? Year recoded into age groups shown below. 

 Under 35 12% 

 35 to 44 15% 

 45 to 54 16% 

 55 to 64 17% 

 65 or older 14% 

 Prefer not to answer 26% 
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D3 How many people, including you, live in your household?  

 1 7% 

 2 27% 

 3 20% 

 4 17% 

 5 12% 

 More than 5 6% 

 Prefer not to answer 12% 

D4 Do you own or rent your current residence? 

 1 Own 85% 

 2 Rent 9% 

 3 Live with family / friends and don�t pay 
rent <1% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 6% 

D5 Does your household pay the water bill directly, or is it paid for by someone else like a 
landlord or Home Owner�s Association?  

 1 Household pays bill directly 96% 

 2 Someone else pays bill 1% 

 98 Not sure 0% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 3% 

D6 Which of the following best describes your current home? 

 1 Single family detached home 83% 

 2 Apartment 2% 

 3 Condominium or townhome 12% 

 4 Mobile home <1% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 3% 
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D7 What ethnic group do you consider yourself a part of or feel closest to? Read list if 
respondent hesitates 

 1 Caucasian/White 40% 

 2 Latino/Hispanic 24% 

 3 African-American/Black 3% 

 4 American Indian or Alaskan Native <1% 

 5 
Asian -- Korean, Japanese, Chinese, 
Vietnamese, Filipino, Indian, or other 
Asian 

9% 

 6 Pacific Islander <1% 

 7 Mixed Heritage 3% 

 98 Other 2% 

 99 Prefer not to answer 19% 

Those are all of the questions that I have for you!  Thanks so much for participating in this 
important survey! 

 
Post-Interview & Sample Items 

S1 Average Monthly Water Usage Category 

 Low (<10 CCF) 35% 

 Medium (10-19 CCF) 39% 

 High (>19 CCF) 26% 

S2 Seasonal Change in Water Usage (Winter to Summer) 

 Minimal variation (<10%) 45% 

 Moderate increase (10-39%) 17% 

 High increase (40-99%) 10% 

 Very high increase (100%+) 22% 

 Insufficient history 6% 

 


