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Drinking Water Safety Called into Question by 41% of U.S. Water Utility Customers, J.D. Power
Finds

High Cost, Lack of Information Provided and Low Levels of Trust Leave Bad Taste in Utility
Customers’ Mouths

TROY, Mich.: 2 May 2024 — The combined water and sewer bill for a typical household in the
United States has increased 54.8% since 2012" amid a seemingly non-stop barrage of safety
alerts, growing concerns about per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS) contamination
and supply shortages. This has not been a favorable environment for nurturing customer
confidence in local water utilities. According to the J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility
Residential Customer Satisfaction Study,*Mreleased today, 41% of customers say they do not
feel the water provided by their local utility is safe to drink.

“Water utilities need to do a better job of communicating with their customers about the efforts
they are making to keep water supplies safe and the steps they are taking to shore up
infrastructure,” said John Hazen, managing director of utilities intelligence at J.D. Power.
“When customers are aware of the work utilities are doing to maintain infrastructure and they
feel confident drinking the water, overall satisfaction scores rise considerably. The issue is that
many utilities are not engaging in this type of proactive communication.”

Following are key findings of the 2024 study:

o Water safety in the spotlight: Overall, 59% of residential water utility customers say their
unfiltered tap water supply is either safe or very safe to drink. The remaining 41% of
customers do not perceive their water is safe to drink.

o Generational perceptions of water safety: Perceptions of water safety increase with age
of customers. Those in the Pre-Boomer? and Boomer generations are the most likely to
say their water supply is safe to drink, 80% and 69%, respectively. Among Gen X
customers, 60% say their tap water is safe. That percentage falls to 53% among Gen Y
customers and 45% among Gen Z customers.

o Infrastructure communications essential: Proactive communication is the single most
important step water utilities can take to increase customer satisfaction. Among
customers who say their utility does a good job maintaining its current water
infrastructure, overall satisfaction scores rise 229 points (on a 1,000-point scale).
However, water utilities are delivering on this key performance indicator just 87% of the
time.

1 Bluefield Research, U.S. Municipal Water & Sewer: Annual Utility Rate Index 2023,
https://www.bluefieldresearch.com/research/u-s-municipal-water-sewer-annual-utility-rate-index-2023/

2 ).D. Power defines generational groups as Pre-Boomers (born before 1946); Boomers (1946-1964); Gen X (1965-1976); Gen Y
(1977-1994); and Gen Z (1995-2006). Millennials (1982-1994) are a subset of Gen Y.



https://www.bluefieldresearch.com/research/u-s-municipal-water-sewer-annual-utility-rate-index-2023/

o Utilities mum amid growing PFAS concerns: News reports about PFAS contamination in
U.S. tap water have spurred growing consumer concern about drinking water safety.
Despite widespread news coverage, just 2% of residential water utility customers say
they recall receiving any communication from their utility about PFAS.

Study Rankings

The study measures customer satisfaction with water utilities in eight geographic regions.
Highest-ranked utilities and scores, by region, are as follows:

Midwest Large: Greater Cincinnati Water Works (546)

Midwest Midsize: Metropolitan Utilities District (Omaha) (538)

Northeast Large: New Jersey American Water (562)

Northeast Midsize: Monroe County Water Authority (583)

South Large: Gwinnett County (569)

South Midsize: Cobb County Water System (587) (for a second consecutive year)
West Large: Seattle Public Utilities (568)

West Midsize: Irvine Ranch Water District (592) (for a third consecutive year)

The U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study was redesigned for 2024. Now in
its ninth year, the study measures satisfaction (on a 1,000-point scale) among residential
customers of 92 water utilities that deliver water to populations of at least 400,000 and results
are reported for eight geographic regions in two size categories: Midwest Large; Midwest
Midsize; Northeast Large; Northeast Midsize; South Large; South Midsize; West Large; and West
Midsize. Overall satisfaction is measured by examining eight core dimensions on a poor-to-
perfect 6-point rating scale. Individual dimensions measured are (in order of importance):
information provided; quality and reliability; level of trust; ease of doing business; total monthly
costs; people; resolving problems or complaints; and digital channels. This year’s study is based
on the responses of 32,833 residential water utility customers and was conducted from June
2023 through March 2024.

For more information about the U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study, visit
https://www.jdpower.com/business/utilities/water-utility-residential-customer-satisfaction-

study.

See the online press release at http://www.jdpower.com/pr-id/2024036.

About J.D. Power

J.D. Power is a global leader in consumer insights, advisory services, and data and analytics. A
pioneer in the use of big data, artificial intelligence (Al) and algorithmic modeling capabilities to
understand consumer behavior, J.D. Power has been delivering incisive industry intelligence on
customer interactions with brands and products for more than 55 years. The world's leading
businesses across major industries rely on J.D. Power to guide their customer-facing strategies.

J.D. Power has offices in North America, Europe and Asia Pacific. To learn more about the
company's business offerings, visit JDPower.com/business. The J.D. Power auto-shopping tool
can be found at JDPower.com.
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Media Relations Contacts
Geno Effler, J.D. Power; West Coast; 714-621-6224; media.relations@jdpa.com

John Roderick; East Coast; 631-584-2200; john@jroderick.com

About J.D. Power and Advertising/Promotional Rules: www.jdpower.com/business/about-
us/press-release-info

###
NOTE: Eight charts follow.
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J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study>

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

Midwest — Large

Greater Cincinnati Water Works 546
Louisville Water 544
Indiana American Water 540
Missouri American Water 537
lllinois American Water 534

Citizens Energy Group 517

City of Columbus 512

Segment Average 504

Detroit Water and Sewerage Dept

City of Chicago

City of Cleveland

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction StudySM

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study*™

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

Midwest — Midsize

Metropolitan Utilities District (Omaha) 538

City of Minneapolis 536

Aqua 527
Segment Average 503
Milwaukee Water Works 495
KC Water 469
City of Toledo 450

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction StudyM

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study®™

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-pointscale)

Northeast — Large

New Jersey American Water 562
Aqua 549
NYC Environmental Protection 534
Suffolk County 533
WSSC 523
Segment Average 514

Pennsylvania American Water 499

Philadelphia Water Department 489

Veolia

City of Baltimore

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction StudysM

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study*"

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

Northeast — Midsize

Monroe County Water Authority 583
567

Boston Water and Sewer Commission

Aquarion Water Company 548

Regional Water Authority (Connecticut) 539

Segment Average 538

537

Erie County Water Authority

DC Water

520

PGH20

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction StudysV

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study>"

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

South — Large

Gwinnett County 569
Fairfax Water 568
Aqua 555
Metro Water Services (Nashville) 547
San Antonio Water System 545
City of Fort Worth 544
Charlotte Water 539
Miami-Dade County 535
City of Dallas 530
City of Tampa 526
Segment Average 525
JEA 510
Austin Water 509
City of Atlanta 488
DeKalb County 472
City of Houston 471

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Studys"

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study*™

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

South — Midsize

Cobb County Water System 587
ouc 569
Orange County Utilities 563
Fulton County Water & Sewer 549
WaterOne 545
Manatee County 542
Palm Beach County 541
City of Raleigh 525
Pinellas County Utilities 523
Baton Rouge Water Company 521

Jefferson Parish

Segment Average

City of Oklahoma City 496
Hillsborough County 489
City of Newport News 487
El Paso Water 486

City of Virginia Beach 474

Tulsa Water 444
MLGW
Birmingham Water Works 413

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction StudyM

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study>"

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

West — Large
Seattle Public Utilities 568
California Water Service 545
Golden State Water Company 536
City of Phoenix 526

Las Vegas Valley Water District 523

Denver Water 518
L. A. Dept. of Water & Power 517

SFPUC 517

Segment Average 517
East Bay Municipal Utility District 497
San Jose Water 483
City of San Diego 453

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction StudySV

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in this
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



J.D. Power
2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer
Satisfaction Study>"

Overall Customer Satisfaction Index Ranking
(Based on a 1,000-point scale)

West — Midsize

Irvine Ranch Water District 592
Mesa Water Resources 580
Truckee Meadows Water Authority 566
Colorado Springs Utilities 564
California American Water 534
Board of Water Supply (Honolulu) 530
Segment Average 526
Eastern Municipal Water District 521
Water Utility Authority (Albuquerque) 519
Long Beach Water Dept 518
Portland Water Bureau 518
Aurora Water 517
Tucson Water 515
San Gabriel Valley Water Company 504
City of Sacramento 489
City of Fresno 459

Source: J.D. Power 2024 U.S. Water Utility Residential Customer Satisfaction Study*"

Charts and graphs extracted from this press release for use by the media must be accompanied by a statement identifying
J.D. Power as the publisher and the study from which it originated as the source. Rankings are based on numerical scores,
and not necessarily on statistical significance. No advertising or other promotional use can be made of the information in th is
release or J.D. Power survey results without the express prior written consent of J.D. Power.



