Public Opinion - Public Policy - Organizations - Campaigns

1987 — Founded in San Diego

1988 — Phone centers established in Riverside, CA and San Diego

1990 — Phone centers established in Reno, NV and San Diego

1992 — Predictive dialing installed to double interviewing capacity; CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race
1993 — "The Edge" newsletter launches

1998 — Qualitative focus groups introduced

2000 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race

2003 — KPBS/Competitive Edge Research Poll and annual Super Bowl poll launched
2004 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race (x2)

2005 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race (x2)

2006 — SDIPR/CERC Opinion Barometer launched; Ballot measures paper presented at AAPOR Conference
2008 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race; Convenes post-election summit @ USD
2009 — Interviewer effects paper presented at AAPOR Conference

2010 — Web-based interviewing and custom panels introduced

2012 — Dial-testing introduced; CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race (x2)

2013 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race; Business Forecast survey launched
2014 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race

2016 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race

2017 — Phone center established in El Paso, TX

2018 — CERC calls CA Governor’s race (x2)

2019 — Ballot measure wording paper presented at AAPOR Conference

2020 — Incumbent viability paper accepted for presentation at AAPOR Conference
2022 - San Diego County Issues Barometer launched

2022 - San Diego County Issues Barometer launched

2024 — CERC calls Presidential and Senate races in CA
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Focus Groups Summary

Research Objectives: 1) Explore what ratepayers believe SWA’s top priorities ought to be
2) Delve into awareness of SWA’s value proposition
3) Explore SWA perceptions across communities
4) Discuss ratepayer openness to rate adjustments

Group Size: Group 1: 7 participants
Group 2: 8 participants
Jurisdiction: Sweetwater Authority service area
Eligibility: SWA ratepayers
Mode: Online
Date: November 25, 2025, at 5:30pm PST and 7:30pm PST
Virtual Platform: CMNTY
Project Director/Moderator: John Nienstedt, Sr.
Research Analyst: Rachel Lawler
Research Assistant: James lwu
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Participants Generally Rated SWA’s Performance as “Good”

* Reasonable rates, reliable service, and adequate water quality were reasons for their rating

* There was a strong desire for more frequent and clearer communication from SWA as well as transparency
regarding rates, billing, water quality, and board decision-making

e Customer service interactions were uncommon and experiences were mixed
e Trust in SWA was similarly mixed
 Knowledge about SWA’s “lowest in the County rates” was extremely limited
* Without mentioning PFAS, participants were apprehensive about SWA’s tap water
— Many admitted they avoid drinking it or rely on filtration systems; perceived water quality is low
* Most were at least partly familiar with PFAS, and it proved to be a notable concern
* All projects were broadly appealing, except for nitrate removal
— We removed that from consideration in the survey
* Participants generally loved the idea of solar power, and no one mentioned the Reservoir solar project
e Participants remained focused on cost and water safety at the end of the discussion
— Transparency also emerged as a new cross-group concern
* Post-discussion ratings of SWA were stable or improved
* Bonita residents exhibited no major differences and became fans of SWA after discussion.
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Survey Summary

Research Objectives: 1) Measure ratepayer satisfaction with Sweetwater Authority (SWA), comparing to 2021 results
2) Understand why ratepayers are satisfied or dissatisfied
3) Advise on SWA communication
4) Identify ratepayer priorities
5) Assess ratepayer preference for new SWA projects

Sample Size: n=400

Margin of Sampling Error: +4.9%

Confidence Level: 95%

Sample Methodology: Simple random sampling from listed sample
Jurisdiction: Sweetwater Authority service area

Eligibility: SWA ratepayers

Interview Methods: Telephone (landlines and cellphones), email push-to-web, text push-to-web
Field Dates: December 17-21, 2025

Field Facility: Competitive Edge Research, El Paso TX
Project Director: John Nienstedt, Sr.

Research Analyst: Rachel Lawler

Research Assistant: James lwu
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Overall Performance
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SWA Earns an OK 2.96 GPA

e That's<2021’s3.17 GPA OVERALL PERFORMANCE
— Not a major blow to SWA’s reputation Hm
e A substantial 68% award SWA a grade of “A” or “B” B 40%
— Down from 79% P
 23%gradeita “C” R 39%
— Up from 15% = >3+
e Like 2021, only a handful give it a “D” or “F” R 15%
* Resultsin an OK “B-” grade 4%
 SWA continues to generally offer good service v ]3% ——
— But we want to reverse the slide and reach exceptional service levels. oTiaZS Rl
‘., FAILING 2021
2%
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Why?




Minimal Issues, Good Service, Reliability Generate High Marks

* Nearly 2/3 mention no issues or good customer service as the reason REASON FOR A/B GRADE
for their “A” grade N=272

NO PROBLEMS/ISSUES/

— Men are 2x as likely to cite no issues COMPLAINTS 31%
— Women interacting with SWA personnel in-office GOOD CUSTOMER SERVICE
disproportionately talk about the latter RELIABLE/CONSISTENT WATER

SUPPLY

— “I' had a problem with a toilet leak, and they helped me figure out
that it was a toilet leak; and then they told me about a rebate that |
qualify for; and then they were really nice about it”

HIGH PRICES

REASONABLE PRICING

STRAIGHTFORWARD

* 17% cite water reliability BILLING/PAYMENTS
* “B” graders offer similar reasons COOD/CLEAN WATER QUALITY
* But concerns about high prices also start to surface. o MPROVEMENT

CUSTOMER SERVICE ISSUES

W

POOR WATER QUALITY
F

OTHER 3%

NOTHING/UNSURE 4%
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Costs and Quality Fuel SWA Downgrades

“C” graders fixate more on costs
The also question the water quality
— Often mention an unpleasant “smell” or “taste”
— “My water smells like an algae bloom; the water stinks”

The handful who give the Authority a “D” or “F” also focus on high
prices and water quality.

REASON FOR C/D/F GRADE
N=114

HIGH PRICES

POOR WATER QUALITY

CUSTOMER SERVICE ISSUES

NO PROBLEMS/
ISSUES/COMPLAINTS

BILLING ISSUES

MEETS MINIMUM
EXPECTATIONS

INCONSISTENT WATER
PRESSURE

PROPERTY DAMAGE

OTHER

NOTHING/UNSURE

3%

2%

6%

N
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Ethnicity? Communication Preference? Bill Payment Method?

Tap Water Safety? Toilet and Clothes Washer Rebates?

Trust in SWA Information?
Type of Drinking Water? Communication Frequency? y /

Average Bi-Monthly Water Bill? Local News Source?

Landscape Audits? Household Size? \\ '

\

Average Bill Amount?

NN -
?
G Performamter Usage? Water Affordablllty Program?
N N W\
7

N ~\
SWA Priority Preference? N~

L W PFAS Concern? -
Satisfaction w/ SWA Interaction? . /I /
A
?
PFAS Awareness? \- Bill Adjustment:

ZIP Code?

Income? / Water Agency Name ID?
g =

Gender? /
SWA Board Job Performance? Water Bill Characterization?

Water Responsibility? |

SWA Interaction Mode? Tap Water Taste? Aware of Lowest Rates?
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1) High Trust in SWA Communication Leads to Good Reputation
* Most who think they get credible information from SWA feel the agency is doing an excellent job
* Those who qualify their trust are much less enthusiastic
e Results worsen from there
— Those who don't get any info or are unsure about its trustworthiness oscillate between Bs and Cs
* Ratepayers who feel the info is untrustworthy generally dole out Cs, Ds, or Fs
— They are only 12% of the customer base

SWA GRADE BY TRUST IN SWA’S INFORMATION ON WATER QUALITY/SAFETY

[ 5% |
19% 32%
40% uA
29%
40% B
60% C/UNSURE
mD/F
31%
8% 13% 10%
DISAGREE, DISAGREE, DO NOT GET THAT AGREE, AGREE, STRONGLY
STRONGLY SOMEWHAT INFO/UNSURE SOMEWHAT (41%)
(7%) (5%) (6%) (42%)

* Customers are attuned to SWA’s water quality and safety info and will judge SWA accordingly.
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Ratepayers Generally Continue to Trust SWA's Info

* The Authority hasn’t lost any credibility on this topic
— Ratepayer trust has just become more important... more important than $S$

TRUST IN SWA’S INFORMATION ON WATER QUALITY/SAFETY

EMDISAGREE, STRONGLY DISAGREE, SOMEWHAT DO NOT GET THAT INFO/UNSURE AGREE, SOMEWHAT BMAGREE, STRONGLY

SAFETY AND

QUALITY 2021 (N=122) m 10% 13% 43% 29%

QUALITY

2021 (N=139) 9% 9% 42% 37%

1 =1

SAFETY

2021 (N=141) m 6% 11% 36% 39%

* 7% claim not to receive this type of info or are unsure if they do
— Social media-reliant customers are more often in the dark
* Also, communicating about 2 things simultaneously is tougher.
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Where does the Distrust Come From?

Comms that doesn’t hit the mark
Customers hesitate to trust the Authority’s quality and safety info if:
— They’ve received no info (20%), are unsure about that (6%), or regard what they get as < good (25%)

— 1-in-5 are completely skeptical
TRUST IN SWA’S INFORMATION ON WATER QUALITY/SAFETY BY

Perceptions substantially improve from SWA COMMUNICATION PERFORMAN CE
there
o V24 . 21%
None of the “excellent” raters distrust
. . . 47%
SWA'’s info, while 2/3 strongly trust it s mAGREE, STRONGLY
o AGREE, SOMEWHAT
Improving communications will build a8% DON'T GET INFO/UNSURE
trust DISAGREE, SOMEWHAT
* EDISAGREE, STRONGLY
37%
12%
34%
13% 5%

FAIR OR POOR/ GOOD (32%) EXCELLENT (17%)
DON'T GET INFO/
UNSURE (52%)




Tap Water Taste is also Important

Customers who like their tap water rarely distrust SWA’s info

But ratepayers can't trust SWA safety and quality proclamations when the water tastes bad

— Though not necessarily fatal...

— Bad tasting water damages customer trust

Trust is qualified among customers
who are ambivalent about taste

One-third haven’t tasted the tap
water

Only 12% of them distrust SWA

— It’s better for customers not to
drink the water than for them to
drink bad tasting water.

TRUST IN SWA’S WATER QUALITY/SAFETY INFO
BY TAP WATER TASTE SENTIMENT (N=277 TASTERS)

BMAGREE, STRONGLY

AGREE, SOMEWHAT

‘ 69%

DO NOT GET THAT INFO/UNSURE
DISAGREE, SOMEWHAT

MDISAGREE, STRONGLY

"

25%

4%
UNPLEASANT TASTE NEUTRAL TASTE GOOD/CLEAN TASTE
(21%) (67%) (11%)




2) Bill “Fairness” Matters a Lot

* It's the perceived burden that affects SWA's reputation
— What ratepayers really pay tends to lead to...
— Perceptions of what they are actually paying which tends to lead to...

— Characterization of their bills
SWA GRADE BY BILL CHARACTERIZATION

20%
25% 46%
HA
B

42%
C/UNSURE

49%
34% mD/F

35%

16%
4% EEENSS— 1% .
VERY HIGH SOMEWHAT HIGH UNSURE/FAIR/

(16%) (28%) VARIES/LOW
(56%)

18%

* Thisisn’t a license to raise rates
* The key insight is how bills are framed for the ratepaying public matters more than the cost itself.
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Characterization of Water Bills is Split

* Ratepayers pay an average of $155 vs an estimated average of $144

— They actually guess lower than what they truly pay
e Characterizations are generally split between “pretty fair” and “high”

— The “pretty fair” share is unchanged since 2021 despite rising living costs

— Those saying bills are “very high” has significantly increased from 9% in 2021
* This mainly comes from:

— Customers aged 35+

— Bonita residents
* On the other hand, fewer National City residents classify their bills as low.

BILL CHARACTERIZATION

BVERY HIGH SOMEWHAT HIGH UNSURE/FAIR/VARIES SOMEWHAT LOW EVERY LOW
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Bill Characterization is Heavily Tied to Bill Estimates
 Bills lower than $135 are considered “pretty fair”
» Estimates of > $135 are typically deemed “high”
— And most who estimate their bill to be > $S250 say it is “very high”
e Customers judge fairness based on what they think they pay — but actual costs still matter underneath.

BILL CHARACTERIZATION BY BILL ESTIMATE
5% % 3%

28%

38%

61%
BVERY LOW
70%
SOMEWHAT LOW
UNSURE/FAIR/VARIES
SOMEWHAT HIGH

EBVERY HIGH

$136 - $250

(18%) (44%) (29%) (9%)




3) Communicate Well

* Ratepayers who think SWA does at least a good job communicating give the Authority a thumbs up
 Those who give the communication folks a “poor” or “fair” grade severely downgrade SWA
* But “no communication” is worse for the ratepayer than “fair” communication

21%

SWA GRADE BY SWA COMMUNICATION PERFORMANCE

HA

B

32%
27%

C/UNSURE

47%

mD/F

36%

22% 22%
3%

POOR FAIR GOOD EXCELLENT
(5%) (21%) (31%) (17%)

 What constitutes “good” or “great” communication warrants further research.




Who Needs to Hear from SWA?

White women view SWA’s comms more favorably than others
*  Non-White women and men (regardless of race) are less upbeat
— 30% in both groups report not receiving SWA comms.

SWA COMMUNICATION PERFORMANCE BY GENDER/ETHNICITY

9 13%
o

0,
29% MEXCELLENT

25%

GOOD
DON'T RECEIVE INFO/UNSURE
FAIR

mPOOR

MALE FEMALE; WHITE FEMALE, NON-WHITE
(53%) (12%) (35%)




4) Bill Adjustment is the Most Important Program

Making those needing a bill adjustment program:

— Aware of it

— Getting them to use it

— Making them very happy when they use it generates a huge payoff
However, there’s a problem if SWA doesn’t hit a homer with folks using the program
Those only somewhat satisfied with it are not nearly as positive

The very few who are SWA GRADE BY SATISFACTION WITH BILL ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM
dissatisfied with the program

tend to hate SWA.

17%

BA

33%

B

35%

36% C/UNSURE

mD/F

20%

27% 29%

15%

/0 6%
DISSATISFIED (2%) NOT USED/UNAWARE SOMEWHAT SATISFIED VERY SATISFIED
(89%) (4%) (5%)
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Programs and Services Fly Under the Radar
* 1/4 know of rebates, audits, and bill adjustments, while nearly half know the Water Affordability Program
* Few, however, have used them
e Customers are typically satisfied when they do use them

SWA SERVICES AND PROGRAMS SATISFACTION

B VERY DISSATISFIED SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED NOT USED SOMEWHAT SATISFIED EVERY SATISFIED UNAWARE
A ONE-TIME WATER BILL ADJUSTMENT IF IT
0, 0, o,
JUMPS SUBSTANTIALLY ' 12% 4" 76%
HOME AND LANDSCAPE AUDITS WHICH ARE
SOMETIMES CALLED “WATER SMART CHECK- 19% 3% 75%
uPS”
REBATES ON TOILETS AND CLOTHES
WASHERS 20% 4% 72%
A WATER AFFORDABILITY PROGRAM FOR
0, 0, 0,
LOW-INCOME RESIDENTS 38% 54%

 The adjustments are better-known to newspaper readers while social media users lag behind
» Ratepayers avail themselves of the bill adjustments more than anything else, but adoption has stalled
* More like it now

— Just 56% of users were very satisfied in 2021 compared to 82% today!
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National City Ratepayers Love the Bill Adjustment Service

There has been a massive satisfaction increase among bill adjusters in National City

— Ratepayers here are disproportionately:
° Middle_aged or younger BILL ADJUSTMENT SATISFACTION AMONG USERS BY ZIP CODE

* Non-White

* In HHs of 4+ people
Nearly half in Bonita are very dissatisfied 39%

BVERY SATISFIED

SOMEWHAT SATISFIED

— Ratepayers here are commonly:
. SOMEWHAT DISSATISFIED

* Seniors
* White

* High earners

50%

HMVERY DISSATISFIED

20% Eoé

BONITA NATIONAL CITY CHULA VISTA

Chula Vista’s bill adjusters tend to be fans. (25%) (19%) (57%)

* In HHs of 2-3 people




5) It’s also a Matter of Taste

* Good or great tasting water gives ratepayers very good feelings about SWA

— But only 12% rate it as good or better
* Far more describe it as bad or terrible and they have mediocre or worse impressions of SWA
» Getting ratepayers to drink/taste the tap water -- if it tastes good -- will be very helpful.

SWA GRADE BY TAP WATER TASTE SENTIMENT

27%
35%

25%

BA

B

40% C/UNSURE

35% mD/F

37%
50%

TERRIBLE BAD AVERAGE/NOT GOOD GREAT
(4%) (22%) TASTED/UNSURE (10%) (2%)
(62%)




“Unpleasant Taste” Remains the Top Complaint

Va4

Customers often mention a “metallic,” “mineral,” or “chlorine” taste
— “The water tastes like chlorine and tastes old and stale”

Those saying it’s “fine/decent/OK” are weakly positive

Non-Latinos generally accept the taste only after filtering

Even positive raters see the water as adequate, not remarkable
— “Good; tastes like standard tap water”

The handful of fanatics say it’s “wonderful,” and “tastes clean and
clear”

— But they are only 5% of tap water tasters
Negative assessments are concentrated in Bonita
Only Latinos in National City generally like the taste.

coffee

disgusting ~ difference . reat
chemical fair flne 6

pottedleHorneloocking (] gOOd e

consume Clean bard kind minerals

bett it fi
et describe  dit fllterEd horrible lile  OKAY

excellent

teeth
ty Sme" used WBird

poor System

TAP WATER TASTE DESCRIPTIONS AMONG
THOSE WHO HAVE TRIED IT
(N=268)

UNPLEASANT TASTE

FINE/DECENT/OK

GOOD/CLEAN

USE WATER FILTERS/TASTES
GOOD ONLY AFTER USING
FILTERS

HARD WATER/MINERAL
DEPOSITS

NORMAL/TASTES LIKE
WATER/NO TASTE

OTHER

DON'T REGULARLY DRINK TAP

WATER

37%

5%

3%
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6) Customer Service Provides a Big Boost

* Only interactions that are very satisfying improve SWA impressions
* Non-interaction is better for SWA than if the customer has only a somewhat satisfying interaction
* Dissatisfied ratepayers severely downgrade SWA

— Billing problems and contact difficulties are key pain points for them

SWA GRADE BY SATISFACTION WITH LAST SWA INTERACTION

20% 17%
28%

13% L% A
B
C/UNSURE

40%

50%
36% mD/F

30%

31%

VERY DISSATISFIED SOMEWHAT UNSURE/NO SOMEWHAT SATISFIED VERY SATISFIED
(4%) DISSATISFIED INTERACTION (10%) (38%)
(3%) (45%)

e Satisfaction is notably lower in Bonita.




/) Paying Online Leads to Positive Vibes

* 36% currently pay their bill online, making it the second to auto-pay
* These customers are happier because they often say they haven’t had any issues or complaints
— “Never had any problems and always have water”

8) More Fans in Chula Vista

* They give SWA “A” or “B” grades nearly 3/4 of the time
* They also talk about not having any problems
e Customer service is also a standout

— “The only time that | ever needed anything from them, there was a potential leak on our water meter and
they responded super quickly; they resolved the issue

9) Rebates are Good Reputation Builders
* The rebate-aware are significantly more upbeat about SWA
* Only 28% of customers know about the rebate program (similar to 23% in 2021)
— Frequently newspaper readers
— Those < 55 who use other mediums are at a deficit.

Page | 27



1) Trust in SWA Information

2) Water Bill Characterization
3) Communication Performance
4) Bill Adjustment Program — S AERELTETEE
5) Tap Water Taste

_ -
6) Satisfaction w/SWA Interaction

7) Bill Payment Method

9) Toilet and Clothes Washer Rebates
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Who's Shifting?




3 Reasons for the Shift
1) The most notable dip is among ratepayers who have not interacted with customer service
— Only 66% give SWA an “A” or “B” grade compared to 81% in 2021
— Like others, they primarily gripe about high prices and poor water quality
— Customer service is a strength, but ratepayers must use it
2) Thedipis also geographic
— Ratepayers in Chula Vista are as happy as ever
— Satisfaction has dropped in National City and Bonita
* These customers are highly cost-sensitive
3) The relatively small amount of distrust in SWA’s info now generates a bigger penalty
— May be a function of the national Zeitgeist
— Distrust now activates stronger negative judgments than it once did
* Raises the stakes for SWA's transparency and proactive communication.
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Communication Preferences
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Appetite for More Frequent Communication

* Most are content with the amount of communication they receive from SWA
* Asizeable 36% want more frequent contact, consistent with the qualitative feedback
— Despite lots of noise, customer openness to more engagement is encouraging

COMMUNICATION FREQUENCY PREFERENCE

BMLESS FREQUENT ABOUT THE SAME AS IT IS NOW/UNSURE B MORE FREQUENT

* Non-White customers < 79 are the most open to increased communication
* Customers aged 78+ are the only group wanting less communication.
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Most are Good with being Contacted Via Any SWA Channel

e Traditional mail and email remain the leading preferences
— Although email has dropped from 31%
* More ratepayers want texts now than in 2021
— Although this preference declines as age increases
* Bill inserts are popular among users of any of the services/programs we tested
* Social media and phone calls are the least-preferred modes
— But even they only generate minor blowback
* Only a miniscule 1% want to be left alone.

CONTACT METHOD PREFERENCES

BUNACCEPTABLE ACCEPTABLE mPREFERRED
MAIL 67%
emar 63%
BILL NOTICE 74%
§rexr 70%
PHONE 75%
SOCIAL MEDIA 78% I
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New Projects
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Customers Want SWA to Take on New Endeavors

* Almost no one wants the Authority to take a pass on all 4 projects we asked about
* And more than 40% would give the thumbs-up to any of them
* PFAS treatment is the clear winner and holds a double-digit lead over the other projects tested
— It’s also the top choice among folks who are more critical of SWA
— Launching it will heighten both excitement about the program and concern about PFAS
* Perdue Clearwell Rehab and Sweetwater Reservoir Capacity Restoration tie for 2"d place
* The Sweetwater Dam and South Dike improvement requires education before ratepayers are ready for it
* Nitrate removal was dropped from consideration after drawing little interest in the focus groups.

NEW SWA PROJECT PRIORITY

mSHOULD NOT PURSUE PROJECT IS FINE mPRIORITY

PFAS TREATMENT 55% 37%

PERDUE CLEARWELL REHABILITATION 72% 21%

SWEETWATER RESERVOIR CAPACITY

RESTORATION 73% 19%

SWEETWATER DAM AND SOUTH DIKE
IMPROVEMENT
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Renewable Energy is Popular

* There’s minimal resistance to expanding renewable energy

— Just 10% are opposed
e Support is robust

— Mid-to-high income earners are the biggest cheerleaders

— Women are more supportive than men among lower-income folks
* 22% are neutral
* Generally, there won’t be a huge outcry about utilizing and expanding renewables.

OPINION OF RENEWABLE ENERGY EXPANSION

mVERY OPPOSED SOMEWHAT OPPOSED NEUTRAL/UNSURE SOMEWHAT SUPPORTIVE EmVERY SUPPORTIVE
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Conclusions and Recommendations

v' Sweetwater Authority is doing well, though satisfaction has slipped some since 2021
v' Grades eased among ratepayers who don’t use customer service, outside CV, and who distrust SWA info
1. Increase trust through regular and transparent communication, improving tap water taste, ensuring information is
accurate and applicable, and reaching the entire customer base
2. Ratepayers are attuned to the quality/safety info and will judge SWA accordingly
v' Up your social media game
3. Research the tap water taste problem and work to improve it to boost satisfaction
v'  Good-tasting water will definitely increase trust
v'  Good-tasting water will address many of the concerns of Bonita residents
v' Then get non-Whites in 91911 to try the tap water
4. Bills exceeding $135 are perceived as unfair, so work with customers to keep them below that mark
v' Talk about “bills” — what matters to them -- rather than “rates,” which is bureaucratic jargon
5. Keep working to improve the bill adjustment program, target it, and tout the rebates
6. The personal touch provided by SWA staff is critical to the customer experience
v' Get more ratepayers to use customer service
v' Preserve personal interactions for complex, sensitive, or high-stakes issues... and promote them
v' Continue to strengthen digital tools for simple, self-service needs
7. Expand online bill payment
8. Consider texting as a medium, along with bill notices, e-mail and postal mail
9. Pursue PFAS abatement and give ratepayers more renewable energy.
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Thank Youl




Public Opinion - Public Policy - Organizations - Campaigns

1987 — Founded in San Diego

1988 — Phone centers established in Riverside, CA and San Diego

1990 — Phone centers established in Reno, NV and San Diego

1992 — Predictive dialing installed to double interviewing capacity; CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race
1993 — "The Edge" newsletter launches

1998 — Qualitative focus groups introduced

2000 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race

2003 — KPBS/Competitive Edge Research Poll and annual Super Bowl poll launched
2004 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race (x2)

2005 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race (x2)

2006 — SDIPR/CERC Opinion Barometer launched; Ballot measures paper presented at AAPOR Conference
2008 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race; Convenes post-election summit @ USD
2009 — Interviewer effects paper presented at AAPOR Conference

2010 — Web-based interviewing and custom panels introduced

2012 — Dial-testing introduced; CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race (x2)

2013 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race; Business Forecast survey launched
2014 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race

2016 — CERC calls San Diego Mayor’s race

2017 — Phone center established in El Paso, TX

2018 — CERC calls CA Governor’s race (x2)

2019 — Ballot measure wording paper presented at AAPOR Conference

2020 — Incumbent viability paper accepted for presentation at AAPOR Conference
2022 - San Diego County Issues Barometer launched

2022 - San Diego County Issues Barometer launched

2024 — CERC calls Presidential and Senate races in CA

John Nienstedt, MA Political Science: President

Member, American Association for Public Opinion Research, Insights Association
SBA Entrepreneurial Success Award (2000)

Pollster of the Year (x8)

Rachel Lawler, MA Political Science: Research Analyst
Member, American Association for Public Opinion Research
Ronald Zavala: Director of Operations

James Iwu: Research Assistant
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