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PREFACE 

The Public Action for Water, Energy and Environment Project (PAP) is a public education and 

behavior change communication program developed to support USAID’s technical and policy 

investments in the Jordanian water and energy sectors, and to support specific initiatives in the 

environment, in particular with regard to solid waste. The project has been awarded to ECODIT, 

a US small business holding the Prosperity, Livelihoods and Conserving Ecosystems, or PLACE, 

Indefinite Quantity Contract with USAID.  

 

PAP is a five years program that has been designed in three phases: 

 

1. Data collection and assessment phase of 9 months ending July 31, 2010; 

2. Participatory strategic planning phase of 3 months that will include dialogue with the 

relevant stakeholders; and 

3. Implementation phase lasting about 4 years. 

 

The Public Action for Water, Energy and Environment Project (PAP) is assisting the various 

utilities in Jordan, particularly water and energy, to improve their services to the public in a 

variety of ways. By assessing public attitudes towards the utilities and their services, developing 

a communication strategy for them that will substantially enhance their efforts, and planning for 

specific communication activities to address or redress concerns, PAP is supporting 

improvement of water and energy in Jordan.  

 

In July 2012, PAP conducted an omnibus survey to determine public attitudes towards water and 

energy utilities. In addition, two other series of questions were asked to assess public perception 

of Disi water, scheduled to begin servicing Amman residents in 2012, and to determine public 

exposure to the Electricity Regulatory Commission (ERC) television campaign to reduce energy 

demand. The ERC results are discussed in a separate report.  

 

Surveying Miyahuna customers about their attitudes towards the arrival of water from the Disi 

aquifer in 2013 is designed to assist PAP design work plans to support the utilities in their efforts 

to provide improved customer service and to begin campaigns targeting misperceptions around 

Disi water. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



USAID/Jordan 2012 - Final Report on the Omnibus Survey Analysis                              PAGE IV 
  

IV 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Though a nation with scarce water, energy, and environmental resources, Jordan has 
the opportunity to balance consumer demand with available supply.  Under contract with 
USAID, ECODIT implements the Public Action for Water, Energy and Environment 
Project (PAP) and has managed several strategic program areas to support various 
Jordanian entities in their effort to achieve more sustainable practices for the 
environment nationwide.  
 
PAP recently coordinated an omnibus survey on behalf of its strategic partners to 
explore public perceptions towards water and energy utilities, Disi water supply, and 
exposure of a behaviour change campaign implemented by the Electricity Regulatory 
Commission (ERC). In general, the purpose of the survey was to measure public 
attitudes towards the water and energy utilities, develop a communication strategy for 
the utility companies based on the findings, and assist in the development of 
communications regarding public concerns; namely, issues related to Disi water. 
Additional data regarding respondents' exposure to and knowledge gained from the 
ERC's publicity campaign are available in another report.  
 
The research methodology employed structured, quantitative, in-person interviews with 
1000 respondents representing adult males and females across the twelve 
governorates of Jordan. Surveys were conducted for three weeks starting July 17, 2012. 
 
The findings in the omnibus survey showed that while a majority of respondents could 
correctly identify their water provider, nearly a quarter could not. Survey results also 
revealed that more than half of the respondents believe they are paying water rates that 
are unreasonable for the quality of water service they receive. When asked whom they 
would contact if water services were cut, 66 percent of respondents said they would first 
call their water company. In the last three months; however, the majority of customers 
across all providers did not call their water providers about a problem or seek 
information.  
 
Approximately one-third of subscribers did place a call for assistance, and of those, 
about half had their questions resolved in one day. Respondents most inconvenienced 
by longer wait times were subscribers to Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa where nearly 
30 percent of their customers indicated they waited more than three days for problem 
resolution.  
 
In addition to having to endure long waiting periods, Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa 
subscribers consistently indicated that the accuracy of information regarding changes in 
supply and water rates was very or somewhat poor. Furthermore, the perceived 
politeness of water utility representatives for these three water companies was across 
the board poor as well. There is a clear opportunity for Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa 
to increase customer satisfaction by providing training to their care center staff designed 



USAID/Jordan 2012 - Final Report on the Omnibus Survey Analysis                              PAGE V 
  

V 

to address how to accurately and politely address customer concerns. Distinct trends 
were not detected for other water companies due to limited customer segments.  
 
The survey results indicated that the respondents are less familiar with their electrical 
suppliers, as one-third were unable to identify the name of their electricity company. A 
clear majority believe they are paying unreasonable electricity rates, and approximately 
16 percent of respondents have called for information or to make a complaint. When 
respondents made a call, they found resolution 50 percent of the time and experienced 
shorter wait times than for calls made to water companies.  Respondents also find 
electricity service representatives polite and that the general information they share is 
accurate.  
 
Opinions shift when it comes to information given about changing rates, particularly for 
EDCO and JEPCO. These two companies have room for improvement for resolving 
customer issues: 

 25 percent of JEPCO customers waited more than one day before receiving 
resolution for their electrical issue.  

 25 percent of EDCO customers who called indicated they did not know the 
outcome of their problem.  

 
As the largest electricity provider in the country, JEPCO should improve the waiting 
period for its customers. Similarly, EDCO should improve follow-through with their 
customers who call for help to ensure resolutions to their problems are clear. 
 
Finally, most citizens in Amman (65 percent) were open to drinking from the tap when 
Disi becomes available to the city primarily because they care about their water source. 
Respondents believed that the Disi water is clean and safe to drink. Interestingly, 
among the 80 percent of respondents who currently do not drink from the tap, 21 
percent believe the water is contaminated or radioactive. If these negative associations 
are corrected by messages that emphasize cleanliness, safety, and a reliable water 
source, then attitudes about tap water consumption may take a positive turn, especially 
when Disi water becomes available.  
 
In summary, findings from the survey confirm that the customer experience with both 
water and electrical utility companies can be improved. Additionally,  results discussed 
in the Disi water section of this report support increasing awareness of the sound quality 
of this water so that public perceptions may continue to shift in a positive direction. 
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ACRONYMS  

Although an effort was made to reduce the number of acronyms used in this 

text, in some cases limited use was necessary.  Whenever the acronym or 

abbreviation appears the first time it is defined in the text.  The following list is 

provided for ease of the readers of this document.  

 

AWC  Aqaba Water Company 

  

EDCO  Electricity Distribution Company 

 

IDECO Irbid District Electricity Company 

 

JEPCO Jordanian Electric Power Company 

 

MRO  Marketing Research Organization MRO 

 

MWI  Ministry of Water and Irrigation 

 

PAP  (USAID) Public Action for Water, Energy and Environment Project 

 

USAID  United States Agency for International Development 

 

WAJ   Water Authority of Jordan
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
The Public Action for Water, Energy and Environment Project (PAP) is assisting 
the various utilities in Jordan, particularly water and energy, to improve their 
services to the public in a variety of ways. By assessing public attitudes towards 
the utilities and their services, developing a communication strategy for them that 
will substantially enhance their efforts, and planning for specific communication 
activities to address or redress concerns, PAP is supporting improvement of 
water and energy in Jordan.  
 
During the summer of 2012, PAP conducted an omnibus survey to determine 
public attitudes towards water and energy utilities. In addition, two other series of 
questions were asked to assess public perception of Disi water and to determine 
public exposure to the Electricity Regulatory Commission (ERC) television 
campaign to reduce energy demand. The ERC results are discussed in a 
separate report.  
 
Surveying Miyahuna customers about their attitudes towards the arrival of water 
from the Disi aquifer planned for 2013 was done to assist PAP design work plans 
to support the utilities in their efforts to provide improved customer service and to 
shape campaign messages for Disi water. 

1.1 OMNIBUS SURVEY SAMPLE 

Over a three week period, the omnibus survey sampled 1000 respondents 
covering all 12 governorates in Jordan. Respondents were weighted by 
population for each governorate. 
 

Table 1: tables list the descriptive characteristics in the survey sample.  

Region Governorates 
Total 
1000 

North Irbid, Jerash, Ajloun, Mafrak 27.8% 

Central – Amman Amman 38.7% 

Central – other Zarqa, Balqa, Madaba 24.1% 

South & Desert Karak, Tafileh, Ma’an, Aqaba 9.4% 

 

Gender 
Total 
1000 

Male 55.3% 

Female 44.7% 
 

Age Total1000 

18-24 12.6% 

25-34 25.6% 

35-44 27.0% 

45-55 18.1% 

55+ 16.7% 

  

Ownership 
Status 

Total 
1000 

Owned 68.8% 

Rented 31.2% 

Housing 
Type 

Total 
1000 

Apartment 71.4% 

House (Dar) 27.4% 

Villa 1.2% 



 

USAID/Jordan 2012 - Final Report on the Omnibus Survey Analysis                                  PAGE 8  

Education Total 
1000 

No Formal Education 6.9% 

Completed Elementary 20.7% 

Completed Intermediate 27.6% 

Completed Secondary 21.4% 

Completed Diploma 9.9% 

Completed University +  13.5% 

 

1.2 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

Led by the experienced staff from Marketing Research Organization (MRO), the 
field research team sampled a total of 1000 men and women with a weighted 
population for each governorate. The survey team interviewed household 
decision-makers, either individually or jointly, about attitudes and experiences 
with water and electricity utility services, perceptions about Disi water, and 
exposure and knowledge regarding an energy reduction promotion campaign. 
The sample of households was identified and contacted using a multi-stage 
probability household sampling approach: first by governorate, then region, 
district, rural/urban areas, municipalities, sampling units within rural/urban and 
routes, then finally households.  
 
The fieldwork took place between July 17 and August 7, 2012. Research 
supervisors verified interviewing teams' adherence to protocols by calling 
randomly-selected respondents.  
 
Findings in this report are based on percentages and some totals do not sum up 
to 100 percent due to rounding or when no answers were given. Confidence level 
for the dataset is 95 percent and the table below summarizes the range in the 
margin of error depending on the size of the group breakdown. 

Table 2: range in the margin of error depending on the size of the group breakdown 

 
N  

(sample size) 
Margin of Error 

1000 ±3.1 

387 ±4.98 

366 ±5.12 

310 ±5.57 

233 ±6.42 

169 ±7.54 

136 ±8.4 

97 ±9.95 

95 ±10.05 
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2.0 WATER UTILITIES 
Both companies and government water authorities in local governorates provide 
water in Jordan.  The omnibus survey results offer a snapshot of the current 
public view on the services and quality of water. Findings discussed in this report 
are intended to shape recommendations for improving delivery of service. 

2.1 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS  

Determining public perceptions about water utility and quality is an important step 
in improving services and communication strategies.   

2.1.1 WATER UTILITY RECOGNITION 

When asked to name the company from which they receive water, responses 
were an indicator of utility identity.  
 

Table 3: Water utility companies 

 

From which utility do you get water? Total 1000 

Jordan Water Company - Miyahuna 34% 

Yarmouk Water Company 18% 

Aqaba Water Company 2% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 2% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 1% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 1% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 12% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 5% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 2% 

Don't know 23% 

No answer 0% 

  
More than one-third (34 percent) of respondents identified themselves as 
Miyahuna subscribers, followed by 18 percent as Yarmouk. The remaining 
responses corresponded with the Water Authority in their governorate. Nearly a 
quarter of the respondents (23 percent) did not know which water utility provided 
their water. 

2.1.2 FAIRNESS OF WATER RATES  

Respondents' feelings about the rate they pay for the quality of water services 
demonstrate another aspect of their satisfaction with their water utility company.  
Overall, water customers are split between their perceptions about rates as 
demonstrated by 51 percent who believe the water rates are not reasonable or 
fair. 
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Table 4: Rate paid for the quality of water services is reasonable and fair 

Rates paid for the quality of water 
services received are reasonable and fair Total 1000 

Yes No 

Jordan Water Company - Miyahuna 49% 51% 

Yarmouk Water Company 39% 60% 

Aqaba Water Company 41% 59% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 33% 67% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 40% 60% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 56% 44% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 52% 48% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 45% 55% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 44% 56% 

 

Customers in Karak and Yarmouk felt that they are paying rates that are 
unreasonable and unfair by 67 percent and 60 percent respectively. 

2.1.3 FIRST RESPONSE CONTACT 

For an interruption in water service, whom customers contact first shows who 
they depend on to resume access to water. On average, 66 percent of 
respondents indicated that they would turn to the customer care center first if 
their water supply was cut. 
  

Table 5: First Response Contact 

If your water supply gets cut, 
whom do you call first? 

Total 1000 

Customer 
call center 

Someone 
you know 

at the 
company 

No One 

Other  
(Go to 

the 
company 

office) 

Jordan Water Company - Miyahuna 77% 3% 18% 2% 

Yarmouk Water Company 68% 4% 24% 5% 

Aqaba Water Company 77% 9% 5% 9% 

WAJ - Karak Directorate 56% 8% 33% 3% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 73% 13% 7% 7% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 50% 6% 39% 6% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 52% 3% 44% 2% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 63% 6% 30% 1% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 56% 8% 32% 4% 

 
Miyahuna and Aqaba subscribers turn to their customer care center at higher 
rates, both at 77 percent. Subscribers who would call “No One” are customers 
under the Water Authority in Zarqa (44 percent)  and Ma’an (39 percent).  13 
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percent  of Tafileh customers would prefer calling someone they directly know at 
the Water Authority to reinstate their access to water. 

2.2 CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE  

In addition to overall perception of the services, satisfaction among subscribers is 
based on how well their water provider handles customer concerns and 
questions. The next set of responses explores questions about lodging 
complaints or requesting information about water services.   

2.2.1 CUSTOMER CALLS  

The majority of customers across all providers did not call their water providers 
about a problem or seek information in the past 3 months. Miyahuna, Aqaba, 
Zarqa, and Balqa customers made calls the least. 
 

Table 6: Customer Calls 

Have you called the water utility for 
information or to lodge a complaint in the last 
three months? 

Total 1000 

Yes No Don't Know 

Jordan Water Company - Miyahuna 27% 72% 1% 

Yarmouk Water Company 25% 68% 5% 

Aqaba Water Company 9% 86% 5% 

WAJ - Karak Directorate 23% 69% 8% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 40% 47% 13% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 22% 67% 11% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 23% 75% 2% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 15% 79% 6% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 32% 60% 8% 

 
Tafileh subscribers contacted their local water authority the most at 40 percent. 

 2.2.2 RESOLUTIONS PROVIDED BY PHONE 

Of the respondents who contacted the care center for information or regarding 
complains, approximately 54 percent   did not receive resolution.  
 

Table 7: Resolutions by Phone 

 

Did you get your question/problem resolved 
when you called the water utility? 

Total 227 

Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

Jordan Water Company - Miyahuna 52% 46% 2% 

Yarmouk Water Company 36% 60% 5% 
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Aqaba Water Company
1
 0% 50% 50% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 33% 56% 11% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 67% 33% 0% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 25% 50% 25% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 21% 79% 0% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 60% 30% 10% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 50% 50% 0% 

 
For customers calling in the least, there were higher rates of no resolution over 
the phone:  79 percent for Zarqa customers and 60 percent for Yarmouk. 
Alternatively, among Tafileh callers, who represent the largest block of 
complaints, 67 percent indicated that their calls ended with a resolution. 
 

2.2.3 WAITING PERIOD FOR RESOLUTION 

While most customers had their problems resolved within one day, 17 percent of 
Miyahuna subscribers had to wait a up to three days. In addition, nearly 30 
percent of Miyahuna, Yarmouk and Zarqa subscribers indicated having to wait 
more than 3 days.  
 

Table 8: Waiting Period for Resolution 

How long did it take 
before resolution 
from the water 
utility? 

Total 97 

5 
min 

1 
hour 

1 - 2 
hours 

1 
day 

2 - 3 
days 

4+ 
days 

Still 
unresolved 

Miyahuna 6% 7% 15% 22% 17% 28% 6% 

Yarmouk Water 
Company 

9% 19% 9% 25% 0% 29% 9% 

WAJ- Karak 
Directorate 

33% 0% 0% 0% 0% 66% 0% 

WAJ– Talifeh 
Directorate 

0% 0% 0% 50% 25% 25% 0% 

WAJ - Zarqa 
Directorate 

14% 14% 14% 29% 0% 28% 0% 

WAJ- Balqa 
Directorate 

0% 0% 33% 50% 0% 17% 0% 

WAJ- Madaba 
Directorate 

0% 0% 50% 25% 0% 25% 0% 

 
 
 

                                                      
1 This question applied to 9% (in total 2 respondents) Aqaba customers thus split results. Half of the issues 
were not resolved and the other half ‘does not know.’ 
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2.2.4 UTILITY REPRESENTATIVE POLITENESS 

In addition to ranking the accuracy of information provided over the phone, 
respondents also indicated how they perceived politeness  of the water utility 
representative who handled their call. The three largest customer bases, 
Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa, experienced varied levels of politeness.  
 
Thirty-eight percent of Miyahuna subscribers found customer service politeness 
“Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor” in contrast to the 44 percent who considered it 
“Somewhat Good” or “Very Good.” This suggests Miyahuna phone 
representatives are inconsistent in their politeness. With 26 percent of its 
respondents ranking politeness as “Very Poor,” Miyahuna appears to have the 
least satisfied customers. 
 

Table 9: Utility Representative Politeness  

Politeness of the 
representative when 
you call to ask a 
question 

Total 233 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat 

Good 
Very 
Good 

Miyahuna 26% 12% 18% 30% 14% 

Yarmouk Water 
Company 

5% 14% 51% 23% 7% 

Aqaba Water Company 0% 0% 50% 0% 50% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 0% 22% 44% 33% 0% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 17% 17% 33% 33% 0% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 0% 25% 50% 25% 0% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 18% 21% 18% 41% 3% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 0% 20% 10% 60% 10% 

WAJ- Madaba 
Directorate 

0% 25% 13% 63% 0% 

 
For other significant customer bases, Yarmouk customers were evenly 
distributed in their rankings; 19 percent collectively for poor ratings and 30 
percent for good ratings. Zarqa subscribers were also split; however, their 
rankings peaked at 41 percent for “Somewhat Good.” 
 

2.3 GENERAL ACCURACY OF INFORMATION 

Customers for the three largest water companies are not satisfied with the 
accuracy of information relayed over the phone, which is demonstrated by the 
majority of rankings being given as either “Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor.” In 
addition, hardly any respondents considered the information "Very Good." 
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Table 10: Accuracy of Information  

Accuracy of information in 
general that you receive 
when you telephone to ask a 
question 

Total 233 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very Good 

Jordan Water Company - 
Miyahuna 

27% 26% 24% 21% 1% 

Yarmouk Water Company 29% 41% 23% 6% 2% 

Aqaba Water Company 0% 0% 50% 50% 0% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 0% 44% 56% 0% 0% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 17% 33% 50% 0% 0% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 35% 53% 12% 0% 0% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 0% 30% 60% 10% 0% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 25% 13% 50% 13% 0% 

 

Fifty-three percent of Miyahuna subscribers felt the accuracy of general 
information was “Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor” while 70 percent of Yarmouk 
customers and 88 percent of  Zarqa respondents felt similarly.  

2.3.1 ACCURACY OF INFORMATION: TIMING OF WATER SUPPLY 

When asked about information they received about changes in the timing of their 
water supply, Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa customers are generally 
unsatisfied. 
 

Table 11: Accuracy of Information: Timing of Water Supply 

Accuracy of information 
regarding changes in timing of 
your regular water supply 

Total 233 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very 
Good 

N/A 

Jordan Water Company – Miyahuna 24% 20% 29% 16% 4% 7% 

Yarmouk Water Company 18% 28% 23% 12% 1% 18% 

Aqaba Water Company 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 0% 0% 33% 11% 0% 56% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 17% 0% 17% 50% 17% 0% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 0% 0% 25% 25% 0% 50% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 29% 24% 26% 6% 0% 15% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 20% 10% 20% 30% 0% 20% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 0% 13% 25% 38% 13% 13% 

 

For Miyahuna respondents, 44 percent found the accuracy about changes in 
timing of their water supply “Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor,” responses for 
Yarmouk and Zarqa were at 46 percent and 53 percent respectively. 
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2.3.2 RATE CHANGES: CLARITY AND TIMELINESS 

Lastly, respondents ranked the clarity and timeliness of information provided 
about water rate changes. Again, subscribers for Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa 
services were not satisfied. 
 

Table 12: Rate Changes: Clarity and Timeliness 

Clear and well-timed 
information regarding rate 
changes for water 

Total 233 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very 
Good 

N/A 

Jordan Water Company - 
Miyahuna 

22% 25% 17% 14% 4% 18% 

Yarmouk Water Company 13% 29% 24% 7% 2% 26% 

Aqaba Water Company 0% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 

WAJ- Karak Directorate 0% 11% 33% 0% 0% 56% 

WAJ– Tafileh Directorate 17% 17% 17% 17% 0% 33% 

WAJ- Ma’an Directorate 0% 0% 25% 25% 0% 50% 

WAJ - Zarqa Directorate 24% 29% 18% 0% 0% 29% 

WAJ- Balqa Directorate 10% 0% 20% 20% 0% 50% 

WAJ- Madaba Directorate 0% 13% 25% 38% 0% 25% 

 

Nearly half of Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa customers ranked the clarity and 
timeliness of information “Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor”.  
 

2.4 LESSONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings in the omnibus survey showed that more than half of the 
respondents believe they are paying water rates that are unreasonable for the 
quality of water service they receive. In addition, nearly a quarter of respondents 
could not identify the name of their water provider. When asked whom they 
would contact if water services were cut, 66 percent of respondents said they 
would first call their water company. In the least three months; however, the 
majority of respondents across all providers did not call their water providers 
about a problem or seek information.  
 
Out of the third of subscribers who did call, about half had their questions 
resolved in one day. Respondents most inconvenienced by longer wait times 
were subscribers to Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa where nearly 30 percent of 
their customers indicated having to wait more than three days for problem 
resolution.  
 
In addition to having to endure long waiting periods, Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and 
Zarqa subscribers consistently indicated that the accuracy of information 
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regarding changes in supply and water rates was “Very Poor” or “Somewhat 
poor”. Furthermore, the perceived politeness of water utility representatives for 
these three water companies was across the board poor as well. There is a clear 
opportunity for Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and Zarqa to increase customer satisfaction 
by providing training to their care center staff designed to address how to 
accurately and politely address customer concerns. Distinct trends were not 
detected for other water companies due to limited customer segments.
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3.0 ELECTRICAL UTILITIES 
Three energy utility companies provide electricity in Jordan: Electricity 
Distribution Company (EDCO), Irbid District Electricity Company (IDECO) and 
Jordanian Electric Power Company (JEPCO). This section of the omnibus 
survey analysis offers a description of the current public view on the services 
and quality of electricity.  Findings discussed in this report are intended to 
serve as support for recommendations to improve delivery of service.  

3.1 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS  

As with the objective for water utilities, determining public perceptions about 
electrical utility companies is a necessary step towards improving services. 

 3.1.1 ELECTRICITY UTILITY RECOGNITION 

For the purpose of understanding utility branding, respondents were asked to 
name the company from which they receive electricity.  

 
Table 13: Electricity Utility Recognition 

From which utility do you get electricity? 
Total 
1000 

Electricity Distribution Company (EDCO) 7% 

Irbid District Electricity Company (IDECO) 13% 

Jordanian Electric Power Company (JEPCO) 51% 

Don't know 29% 

No answer 0% 

 
While the majority of respondents were able to identify their electricity 
provider, 29 percent did not know their provider's name. 
 

3.1.2 FAIRNESS OF ELECTRICITY RATES 

Across the three companies, the majority of customers indicated they did not 
feel the rates they pay for electricity are reasonable or fair.  
 

Table 14: Fairness of Electricity Rates 

Do you feel that the rates you're paying 
for the quality of electricity services 
you are getting are reasonable and 
fair?  

Total 1000 

Yes, 
reasonable 

and fair 

No, not 
reasonable nor 

fair 

EDCO 30% 70% 

IDECO 37% 63% 

JEPCO 30% 70% 

 
Slightly fewer IDECO customers shared this opinion regarding unreasonable 
rates for the quality of electricity they receive at 63 percent compared to 70 
percent of both EDCO and JEPCO customers.  
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3.1.3 FIRST RESPONSE CONTACT 

In the event of an electrical outage, the majority of all respondents would call 
the customer care center first. 
 

Table 15: First Response Contact 

If your electricity 
gets cut, whom 
do you call first? 

Total 1000 

Customer 
call center 

Someone 
you know 

at the 
company 

No One 

Other  
(Go to the 
company 

office) 

EDCO 68% 4% 22% 5% 

IDECO 71% 5% 20% 4% 

JEPCO 74% 4% 17% 5% 

 
Nearly three-fourths of IDECO and JEPCO customers would call their 
customer service line in the event of an electrical outage. Almost as many 
EDCO customers, 68 percent would call to report an outage, but 22 percent 
indicated they would not call anyone, while only 20 percent of IDECO and 17 
percent of JEPCO respondents would notify no one. 
   

3.2 CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE  

The level of satisfaction among customers indicates the public's overall 
perception of the electricity provider and quality of service it provides. The 
next set of responses gauges customer feedback about how their questions 
and complaints are handled as well as the accuracy of information provided 
by these companies.  
 

3.2.1 CUSTOMER CALLS 

Approximately 83 percent of the total respondents have not contacted their 
electricity companies in the past three months, which suggests most 
respondents did not have reasons to call for information or lodge any 
complaints.  

 
Table 16: percentages of respondents’ called the electricity utilities in the past three 

years to complain or search for information  

Have you called the electrical 
utility for information or to lodge a 
complaint in the last three 
months? 

Total 1000 

Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

EDCO 16% 84% 1% 

IDECO 16% 81% 3% 

JEPCO 15% 85% 0% 
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3.2.2 RESOLUTIONS PROVIDED BY PHONE 

Of the 16 percent of respondents who did call, most respondents, with the 
exception of JEPCO, said their question or problem was resolved.  
 

Table 17: Resolutions Provided by Phone 

Did you get your 
question/problem resolved when 
you called the electricity utility? 

Total 147 

Yes No 
Don't 
Know 

EDCO 51% 24% 25% 

IDECO 65% 35% 0% 

JEPCO 45% 53% 2% 

 
Interestingly, 25 percent of EDCO customers who called indicated they did not 
know the outcome of their problem. 

3.2.3 RESOLUTION WAITING PERIOD 

Of the customers who called with a problem, the majority received resolution 
within 5 minutes to a couple of hours.  Contrastingly, 25 percent of JEPCO 
customers had to wait more than one day for problem resolution. 
 

Table 18: Waiting Period for Resolution 

How long did it take 
before resolution from 
the electricity utility? 

Total 95 

5 min 1 hour 
Couple 
hours 

1+ days 

EDCO 17% 50% 17% 17% 

IDECO 30% 26% 39% 4% 

JEPCO 2% 10% 63% 25% 

 

 

3.2.4 UTILITY REPRESENTATIVE POLITENESS 

Across the board, the majority of respondents felt their electricity company 
representatives were polite over the phone. For both EDCO and IDECO 
respondents, 74 percent ranked politeness as “Somewhat Good” or “Very 
Good.” However, 23 percent of JEPCO customers felt their customer care 
representatives lacked politeness, which illustrates inconsistency in customer 
experiences. 

 
Table 19: Utility Representative Politeness 

Politeness of the 
representative when you 
call to ask a question 

Total 169 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very 
Good 

EDCO 5% 8% 14% 49% 25% 

IDECO 0% 6% 20% 56% 18% 

JEPCO 11% 12% 23% 26% 27% 
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3.3 GENERAL ACCURACY OF INFORMATION 

The majority of all respondents found the accuracy of information provided by 
their electricity companies as either “Acceptable” or “Somewhat Good”: EDCO 
72 percent, IDECO 82 percent, and JEPCO 62 percent. 
 

Table 20: Accuracy of Information 

Accuracy of information in 
general that you receive when 
you telephone to ask a question 

Total 169 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very 
Good 

EDCO 3% 15% 58% 14% 11% 

IDECO 1% 1% 38% 44% 16% 

JEPCO 2% 20% 29% 33% 15% 

 
EDCO and JEPCO respondents indicated dissatisfaction with the level of 
accuracy of general information, rating it as "Very Poor" or "Somewhat Poor" 
respectively at 18 percent and 22 percent. 
 

3.3.1 ACCURACY OF INFORMATION: CUTS IN ELECTRICITY 

Respondents who experienced electrical outages seemed satisfied with the 
information they received about the cut, with 40 percent of IDECO 
respondents and 35 percent of both EDCO and JEPCO respondents rating it 
as “Somewhat Good” or “Very Good.” Electricity cuts, however, did not apply 
to all customers. 
 

Table 21: Accuracy of Information: Cuts in Electricity 

Accuracy of 
information regarding 
changes in cuts of 
electricity 

Total 169 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very 
Good 

N/A 

EDCO 5% 18% 18% 30% 5% 25% 

IDECO 2% 18% 24% 31% 9% 16% 

JEPCO 12% 18% 24% 21% 14% 11% 

 
Approximately one-fourth of EDCO customers, 20 percent of IDECO, and 30 
percent of the JEPCO customers ranked information about electricity cuts as 
“Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor”.  
 

3.3.2 RATE CHANGES: CLARITY AND TIMELINESS 

In reference to clarity and timeliness of electricity rate changes, 44 percent 
said EDCO information was “Very Poor” or “Somewhat Poor” while only 9 
percent felt the electrical company was clear. Forty-six percent felt JEPCO 
was vague while 27 percent had no issue. 
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Table 22: Information Clarity and Timeliness 

Clear and well-timed 
information regarding 
rate changes for 
electricity 

Total 169 

Very 
Poor 

Somewhat 
Poor 

Acceptable 
Somewhat  

Good 
Very 
Good 

N/A 

EDCO 13% 31% 30% 3% 6% 18% 

IDECO 7% 19% 19% 23% 13% 19% 

JEPCO 16% 30% 11% 14% 13% 16% 

 

3.4 LESSONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

One-third of respondents were unable to identify the name of their electricity 
company. A clear majority believe they are paying unreasonable electricity 
rates, and approximately 16 percent of respondents have called for 
information or to make a complaint. Of those who called, resolution was 
reached 50 percent of the time and the callers experienced shorter wait times 
than for calls made to water companies.  Respondents also find electricity 
service representatives polite and that the general information they share is 
accurate.  
 
Opinions shift when it comes to information given about changing rates, 
particularly for EDCO and JEPCO. These two companies have room for 
improvement for resolving customer issues: 
25 percent of JEPCO customers waited more than one day before receiving 
resolution for their electrical issue.  
25 percent of EDCO customers who called indicated they did not know the 
outcome of their problem.  
 
As the largest electricity provider in the country JEPCO should improve the 
waiting period for its customers. Similarly, EDCO should improve follow 
through with their customers who call help, so the resolutions to their 
problems are clear.  
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4.0 DISI WATER 

4.1 PAST PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS 

The effect of water pollution discovered in the summer of 1998 continues to influence 
scepticism among Jordanians. With a new water source expected through the Disi 
Water Conveyance Project, stakeholders are mindful of the current perceptions. 
Adding to concerns about water sources, an independent study conducted in 2009 
found that Disi water is radioactive and lead to compromised health. Nevertheless, 
efforts to generate potable water remain in effect as water scarcity looms. PAP is 
aware that it will be challenged to dispelling any lingering negativity affiliated with this 
water source.  
 

4.2 ARRIVAL OF DISI WATER 

Out of a total of 387 Amman respondents, 41 percent expect Disi to start 
supplying Amman with water next year, 2013. About one-fifth of respondents 
believe it may arrive in 2014 and an additional one-fifth expects it in 2015. 
Remaining respondents anticipate a longer timeframe for Disi water to flow 
into the city. 

 

Table 23: Timing of Disi Water Arrival 

When do you expect Disi 
water to start supplying 
Amman? 

Total 
(387) 

2013 41% 

2014 21% 

2015 20% 

2012 6% 

4 to 5 years 3% 

Less than 10 years 3% 

10 years or more 1% 

Never 2% 

Don't know 2% 

 

4.2.1 WATER SOURCE AND PERCEIVED QUALITY 

Most respondents in Amman (91 percent), care about the source of their 
drinking water and nearly all of the same respondents (80 percent) currently 
do not drink tap water.  
 
Surprisingly, once Disi water begins flowing into the city, 65 percent of 
respondents indicate they would be willing to drink it. This is a 45 percent 
increase from those who currently drink water from their tap. The 65 percent 
of respondents who agreed to drink from the tap after Disi water is in supply, 
said they would do so because: 
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 50 percent believe it is clean  

 11 percent view it as better water quality  

 9 percent trust the water source  
 
Just under one-third (30 percent) of the respondents in Amman said they 
would not drink from the tap after Disi water is introduced into the city’s water 
supply and 5 percent are unsure. Out of the Amman residents who still will not 
consume tap water: 
 

 14 percent claim the water would be contaminated 

 7 percent believe it is radioactive 
 

4.2.2 TAP WATER CONSUMPTION  

In Amman, there was a clear split between respondents who currently drink 
tap water (20 percent) as opposed to those who do not (80 percent). Among 
the 80 percent who do not drink tap water: 

 92 percent reported that they believe the water is contaminated and 
unhealthy to drink 

 19 percent perceived it to have a bad taste 
 
 

4.4 CHANGES EXPECTED WITH ADDITIONAL WATER 
SUPPLY 

Respondents were asked to imagine what change after Disi water would 
become available in reference to the general cost, availability and storage of 
water. Respondent expectations are mixed, which suggests they are not clear 
on how these will change in the future. 

COST  

When Disi water becomes available, 52 percent of respondents believe water 
will cost more. Just more than a quarter (27 percent) think water will be 
cheaper, while 19 percent believe the cost will stay the same.  
 

AVAILABILITY 

More than half of Amman respondents (55 percent), do not believe water will 
be available 24 hours each day. Still, 41 percent believe it will be available 
and 5 percent do not know. There is a noticeable different between men and 
women regarding the expectations of water availability: 47 percent of men 
compared to 35 percent of women anticipate 24-hour water availability per 
day. 
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STORAGE 

Although Disi water will support the supply used in the city, 81 percent believe 
that they will still need water tanks stored on their roof even with the additional 
water supply.  

 

4.5 LESSONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Most citizens in Amman (65 percent) are open to drinking from the tap when 
Disi begins flowing to the city primary because they care about their water 
source. Respondents believe Disi water is clean and safe to drink. 
Interestingly among the 80 percent of respondents who currently do not drink 
from the tap, 21 percent believe the water is contaminated or radioactive. If 
these negative associations are corrected by messages that emphasize 
cleanliness, safety, and a reliable water source, then tap water consumption 
should increase when Disi water becomes available. 
 

5.0 CONCLUSION  
The findings in the omnibus survey showed that while a majority of 
respondents could correctly identify their water provider, nearly a quarter 
could not. Survey results also revealed that more than half of the respondents 
believe they are paying water rates that are unreasonable for the quality of 
service they receive. When asked whom they would contact if water services 
were cut, 66 percent of respondents said they would first call their water 
company. In the least three months; however, the majority of respondents 
across all providers did not call their water providers about a problem or seek 
information.  
 
Approximately one-third of subscribers did place a call for assistance, and of 
those, about half had their questions resolved in one day. Respondents most 
inconvenienced by longer wait times were subscribers to Miyahuna, Yarmouk, 
and Zarqa where nearly 30 percent of their customers indicated they waited 
more than three days for problem resolution.  
 
In addition to having to endure long waiting periods, Miyahuna, Yarmouk, and 
Zarqa subscribers consistently indicated that the accuracy of information 
regarding changes in supply and water rates was “Very Poor” or “Somewhat 
poor”. Furthermore, the perceived politeness of water utility representatives 
for these three water companies was across the board poor as well. There is 
a clear opportunity for Miyahuna, Yarmouk and Zarqa to increase customer 
satisfaction by providing training to their care center staff designed to address 
how to accurately and politely address customer concerns. Distinct trends 
were not detected for other water companies due to limited customer 
segments.  
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For electrical utilities, nearly one-third of respondents were unable to identify 
the name of their electricity company. A clear majority believe they are paying 
unreasonable electricity rates, and approximately 16 percent of respondents 
have called for information or to make a complaint. Of those who called, 
resolution was reached 50 percent of the time and the callers experienced 
shorter wait times than for calls made to water companies.  Respondents also 
find electricity service representatives polite and that the general information 
they share is accurate.  
 
Opinions shift when it comes to information given about changing rates, 
particularly for EDCO and JEPCO. These two companies have room for 
improvement for resolving customer issues: 
25 percent of JEPCO customers waited more than one day before receiving 
resolution for their electrical issue.  
25 percent of EDCO customers who called indicated they did not know the 
outcome of their problem.  
 
As the largest electricity provider in the country, JEPCO should improve the 
waiting period for its customers. Similarly, EDCO should improve follow 
through with their customers who call help, so the resolutions to their 
problems are clear.  
 
Finally, most citizens in Amman (66 percent), are open to drinking from the 
tap when Disi begins flowing to the city primary because they care about their 
water source. Respondents believe Disi water is clean and safe to drink. 
Interestingly among the 80 percent of respondents who currently do not drink 
from the tap, 21 percent believe the water is contaminated or radioactive. If 
these negative associations are corrected by messages that emphasize 
cleanliness, safety, and a reliable water source, then perceptions towards tap 
water consumption should improve when Disi water becomes available.  
 
Findings from the omnibus survey confirm that the customer experience with 
both water and electrical utility companies can be improved. Results 
discussed in the Disi water section of this report support increasing 
awareness of the sound quality of this water so that public perceptions may 
continue to shift in a positive direction.  
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6.0 ANNEXSES  

ANNEX A: OMNIBUS ARABIC SURVEY 

 

 دساصخ ػِ اىَبء ٗاىنٖشثبء قٜ الأسدُ 2012الأسدُ 

 

 سقٌ الإصزَبسح_________

 

ه  ًٗ  أصئيخ رزؼيق ثبىَٞبٓ –اىقضٌ الأ

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ 

.Q1 أٛ ششمخ رحصو أّذ ػيٚ اىَٞبٓ؟ ٍِ 

 

 1 شروح ٍِاٖ الأردْ )ٍِإ٘ا(

 2 شروح ٍِاٖ اٌٍرِٛن

 3 شروح ٍِاٖ اٌؼمثح

 7 ____________)لا رقشأ( )حذد( غٍر٘ا 

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ 

.Q2 ( ____________ أرمش إصٌ ششمخ اىَٞبٓ ٍِ ٕو إرصيذ ثششمخQ1 ٗىزحصو ػيٚ ٍؼيٍ٘بد أ )

 ىزقذٌٝ شن٘ٙ خلاه اىضلاصخ أشٖش اىَبضٞخ؟ 

 

 أمَو 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف Q6إّزقو إىٚ 

 9 شأ()لا رق لا جٛاب

 :، إصأهQ2إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

.Q3 ( حو اىَشنيخ ػْذٍب إرصيذ ثششمخ _______؟ ٌّ أرمش إصٌ ششمخ ٕو حصيذ ػيٚ اىَؼيٍ٘بد أٗ/ٗ ر

 (Q1اىَٞبٓ ٍِ 

 

 أمَو 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف Q5إّزقو إىٚ 

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 :، إصأهQ3إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

.Q4 ٍِ أرمش إصٌ اى٘قذ ىحص٘ىل ػيٚ اىَؼيٍ٘بد أٗ/ٗ ىحو اىَشنيخ ٍِ قجو ششمخ _______؟ ) مٌ أخز

 (Q1ششمخ اىَٞبٓ ٍِ 

 

 1 دلائك 5

 2 ساػح ٚاحذج

 3 تضغ ساػاخ

 4 ٌَٛ ٚاحذ
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 5 أٌاَ 3 – 2

 6 أٌاَ 6 – 4

 7 أسثٛع

 8 أساتٍغ 3 – 2

 9 شٙر

 11 أوثر ِٓ شٙر

 97 ___________)لا رقشأ( )حذد( غٍر٘ا

 98 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 99 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 

 :(، إصأهQ2إرا إرصو اىَضزفزٚ ثششمخ اىَٞبٓ )إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

 

.Q5  ٍِ ٝؼْٜ جٞذح جذاً. ثشنو ػبً، مٞف 5" ٝؼْٜ ضؼٞفخ جذاً ٗ "1، حٞش أُ "5إىٚ  1ػيٚ اىَقٞبس "

 ( ٍِ حٞش اىزبىٜ:Q1أرمش إصٌ ششمخ اىَٞبٓ ٍِ رقٌّٞ خذٍخ ششمخ  ____________)

 

 
ضؼٞفخ 

 جذاً 

ضؼٞفخ 

 ّ٘ػبً ٍب
 ٍقج٘ىخ

جٞذح 

 ّ٘ػبً ٍب

جٞذح 

 جذاً 

لا 

 أػشف

)لا 

 رقشأ(

 لا ج٘اة

)لا 

 رقشأ(

A 
دلحّ اٌّؼٍِٛاخ تشىً ػاَ اٌرً ذحصً ػٍٍٙا ػٕذِا 

 ذرصً تشروح اٌٍّاٖ ٌلإسرفسارػٓ شٍئ ِا
1 2 3 4 5 8 9 

B 9 8 5 4 3 2 1 ٍئ ِاٌثالح اٌّٛظّف ػٕذ الإذصاي ٌلإسرفسارػٓ ش 

C ٖ9 8 5 4 3 2 1 دلحّ اٌّؼٍِٛاخ اٌّرؼٍمح ترغٍر أٚلاخ ضخ اٌٍّا 

D ٖ9 8 5 4 3 2 1 ِؼٍِٛاخ ٚاضحح ٚآٍٔح حٛي ذغٍٍر ذسؼٍرج اٌٍّا 

  

 إصأه اىجَٞغ

.Q6 ٕو رؼزقذ أُ الأصؼبس اىزٜ رذفؼٖب ٍقبثو ج٘دح خذٍبد اىَٞبٓ اىزٜ رحصو ػيٖٞب ٕٜ ٍؼق٘ىخ ٍْٗبصجخ؟ 

 

 1 ؼُ، ِؼمٌٛح ٚػادٌحٔ

 2 لا، غٍر ِؼمٌٛح ٚلاػادٌح

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

  

 إصأه اىجَٞغ 

.Q7 ____قطغ اىَٞبٓ ػْل، ٍغ ٍِ رزصو أٗلا؟ً ٕو رزصو ة ٌّ  إرا ر

 

 1 خذِح اٌستائٓ

 2 ِغ شخص ذؼرفٗ ٌؼًّ فً شروح اٌٍّاٖ

 6  لا أذصً تأحذ

 7 ____________)لا رقشأ( )حذد( غٍر٘ا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

إّزقو إىٚ  –فقظ ىيَْبطق اىزٜ رغطٖٞب خذٍبد ششمخ ٍٞبْٕب )ٍحبفظخ ػَبُ(  Q14Cإىٚ  Q8إصأه 

Q15 ٙىيَحبفظبد الأخش 

 

 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ
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.Q8 بُ؟ َّ  ٍزٚ رز٘قغ ثذأ ٍٞبٓ اىذٝضٜ ثبىضخ ىؼ

 

2113 1 

2114 2 

2115  3 

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ

.Q9 ٕو رششة ٍِ ٍٞبٓ اىحْفٞخّ؟ 

 

 Q11إّزقو إىٚ  1 ٔؼُ

 أمَو 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف
 Q11إّزقو إىٚ 

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 

 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ

  :، إصأهQ9إرا أجبة "لا"  فٜ  

.Q10 (إقجو أمضش ٍِ إجبثخ) ٍشٍزح ٍضجقبً( –إجبثخ ٍفز٘حخ  -لا رقشأ ة ٍِ ٍٞبٓ اىحْفٞخّ؟ )ىَب لا رشش 

 (صجوً الإجبثخ، صٌ ضغ دائشح ح٘ه اىشٍز اىَْبصت فٜ اىجذٗه اىزبىٜ -)دقق 

 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 1 ٍِّٛثح/غٍر ٔظٍفح

 2 صحٍحّ/ذسثة الأِراضغٍر صاٌحح ٌٍشرب/ غٍر 

 3 فٍٙا اٌىثٍر ِٓ اٌىٍٛرٌٓ

 4 ِٛاسٍر شثىح اٌٍّاٖ ٍِّٛثح/ِٙررئح

ثح ّٛ  5 ِٛاسٍر/خسأاخ إٌّسي ذسٚدٔا تٍّاٖ ٍِ

 6 طؼّٙا ػىر/غٍر ِسرساؽ

 7 رائحرٙا ورٌٙح

 8 ٌٛٔٙا غٍر ِسرساؽ 

 9 لا أثك تاٌّصذر

 97 )حذد(_________________________غٍر٘ا 

 98 فلا أػر

 99 لا جٛاب

 

 

 

 

 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ

.Q11 ل اىَصذس اىزٛ رأرٞل ٍْٔ ٍٞبٓ ششثل؟ َّ  ٕو ٖٝ

 

 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب
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 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ

.Q12 ّبُ ثبىَٞبٓ، ٕو ٍِ اىََنِ أُ ششة ٍِ ٍٞبٓ اىحْفٞخ َّ  ؟ػْذٍب رجذأ ٍٞبٓ اىذٝضٜ ثززٗٝذ ػ

 

 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ

 إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" أٗ "لا"، إصأه

.Q13 ( ٍشٍزح ٍضجقبً  –إجبثخ ٍفز٘حخ  -لا رقشأ ىَبرا؟– )إقجو أمضش ٍِ إجبثخ 

 (صجوً الإجبثخ، صٌ ضغ دائشح ح٘ه اىشٍز اىَْبصت فٜ اىجذٗه اىزبىٜ -)دقق 

 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

ثح ّٛ  1 ٍِاٖ اٌذٌسً ٍِ

 2 ذحرٛي ٍِاٖ اٌذٌسً ػٍى ِٛاد ِشؼّح

 3 ذسثة ٍِاٖ اٌذٌسً ِرض اٌسرطاْ

ثح ّٛ  4 ِٛاسٍر/خسأاخ إٌّسي ذسٚدٔا تٍّاٖ ٍِ

 5 شثىح ِٛاسٍر ٍِاٖ جذٌذج

 6 ٍِاٖ اٌذٌسً ٔظٍفح

 7 ضًٔٛػٍحّ ٍِاٖ أف

 8 ِصذر ٍِاٖ ِٛثٛق

 97 )حذد(_________________________ غٍر٘ا

 98  لا أػرف

 99  لا جٛاب

 

 إصأه ىَحبفظخ ػَبُ فقظ

.Q14 بُ ثبىحص٘ه ػيٚ ٍٞبٓ اىذٝضٜ؟ َّ  ٍبرا رؼزقذ صٞحذس ىيَٞبٓ ػْذٍب رجذأ ػ

 

.A ٕو صزنُ٘ أصؼبس اىَٞبٓ؟ 

 

 1 أغٍى

 2 أرخص ، أَ

 3 سرثمى وّا ً٘ اَْ

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

.B  ٓصبػخ؟ 22ٕو صزز٘فشّ اىَٞب 

 

 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

.C ىٌ رؼذ ثحبجخ إىٚ إىٚ ٗج٘د خزاّبد ىحفظ اىَٞبٓ ػيٚ الأصطح؟ 

 

 1 ٔؼُ
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 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 أصئيخ رزؼيق ثبىنٖشثبء –بّٜ اىقضٌ اىض

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ

.Q15 أٛ ششمخ رحصو أّذ ػيٚ اىنٖشثبء؟ ٍِ 

 

 1 شروح اٌىٙرتاء الأردٍٔح

 2 شروح وٙرتاء ِحافظح إرتذ

 3 شروح ذٛزٌغ اٌىٙرتاء

 7 ___________)لا رقشأ( )حذد( غٍر٘ا 

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ

.Q16 ٕو ( ____________ اىنٖشثبء ٍِ   أرمش إصٌ ششمخإرصيذ ثششمخQ15 ىزحصو ػيٚ ٍؼيٍ٘بد )

 أٗ ىزقذٌٝ شن٘ٙ خلاه اىضلاصخ أشٖش اىَبضٞخ؟ 

 

 أمَو 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف Q20إّزقو إىٚ 

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 :، إصأهQ16إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

.Q17 ٗحو اىَشنيخ ػْذٍب إرصيذ ثششمخ _______؟ )ٕو حصيذ ػيٚ اىَؼيٍ٘بد أ ٌّ أرمش إصٌ ششمخ  /ٗ ر

 (Q15اىنٖشثبء ٍِ 

 

 أمَو 1 ٔؼُ

 2 لا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف Q19إّزقو إىٚ 

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 :، إصأهQ17إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

.Q18  أرمش إصٌ _______؟ )مٌ أخز ٍِ اى٘قذ ىحص٘ىل ػيٚ اىَؼيٍ٘بد أٗ/ٗ ىحو اىَشنيخ ٍِ قجو ششمخ

 (Q15ششمخ  اىنٖشثبء ٍِ 

 

 1 دلائك 5

 2 ساػح ٚاحذج

 3 تضغ ساػاخ

 4 ٌَٛ ٚاحذ

 5 أٌاَ 3 – 2

 6 أٌاَ 6 – 4

 7 أسثٛع

 8 أساتٍغ 3 – 2

 9 شٙر

 11 أوثر ِٓ شٙر
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 97 ___________)لا رقشأ( )حذد( غٍر٘ا

 98 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 99 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 :(، إصأهQ15رصو اىَضزفزٚ ثششمخ اىنٖشثبء )إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ إرا إ

.Q19  ٍِ ٝؼْٜ جٞذح جذاً. ثشنو ػبً، مٞف 5" ٝؼْٜ ضؼٞفخ جذاً ٗ "1، حٞش أُ "5إىٚ  1ػيٚ اىَقٞبس "

 ( ٍِ حٞش اىزبىٜ:Q15أرمش إصٌ ششمخ  اىنٖشثبء ٍِ  رقٌّٞ خذٍخ ششمخ  ____________)

 

 
ضؼٞفخ 

 جذاً 

ضؼٞفخ 

 ّ٘ػبً ٍب
 ٍقج٘ىخ

جٞذح 

 ّ٘ػبً ٍب

جٞذح 

 جذاً 

لا 

 أػشف

)لا 

 رقشأ(

 لا ج٘اة

)لا 

 رقشأ(

A 
دلحّ اٌّؼٍِٛاخ تشىً ػاَ اٌرً ذحصً ػٍٍٙا ػٕذِا 

 ذرصً تشروح اٌٍّاٖ ٌلإسرفسارػٓ شٍئ ِا
1 2 3 4 5 8 9 

B 9 8 5 4 3 2 1 ٌثالح اٌّٛظّف ػٕذ الإذصاي ٌلإسرفسارػٓ شٍئ ِا 

C 9 8 5 4 3 2 1 ترغٍر أٚلاخ لطغ اٌىٙرتاء دلحّ اٌّؼٍِٛاخ اٌّرؼٍمح 

D 
ِؼٍِٛاخ ٚاضحح ٚآٍٔح حٛي ذغٍٍر ذسؼٍرج 

 اٌىٙرتاء
1 2 3 4 5 8 9 

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ

.Q20  ٕو رؼزقذ أُ الأصؼبس اىزٜ رذفؼٖب ٍقبثو ج٘دح خذٍبد اىنٖشثبء اىزٜ رحصو ػيٖٞب ٕٜ ٍؼق٘ىخ

 ٍْٗبصجخ؟

 

 1 ٔؼُ، ِؼمٌٛح ٚػادٌح

 2 ػادٌحلا، غٍر ِؼمٌٛح ٚلا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 

 

 

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ

.Q21 ____قطغ اىنٖشثبء ػْل، ٍغ ٍِ رزصو أٗلا؟ً ٕو رزصو ة ٌّ  إرا ر

 

 1 خذِح اٌستائٓ

 2 ِغ شخص ذؼرفٗ ٌؼًّ فً شروح اٌىٙرتاء

 6  لا أذصً تأحذ

 7 ___________)لا رقشأ( )حذد( غٍر٘ا

 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ

.Q22  خلاه الأصج٘ػِٞ اىَبضِٞٞ، ٕو شبٕذد أٛ إػلاّبد ح٘ه إصزؼَبه اىنٖشثبء ثنفبءح؟ 

 

 أمَو 1 ٔؼُ

إّزقو إىٚ أصئيخ اىَؼيٍ٘بد  2 لا
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 اىؼبٍخ 8 )لا رقشأ( لا أػرف

 9 )لا رقشأ( لا جٛاب

 

 :، إصأهQ22إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

.Q23  أُ رخجشّٜ ػِ ٍحز٘ٙ ٕزٓ الإػلاّبد؟ٕو ىل 

 (صجوً الإجبثخ ثبىزفصٞو -)دقق  -إجبثخ ٍفز٘حخ( )

 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

 :، إصأهQ22إرا أجبة "ّؼٌ" فٜ 

.Q24 ( إقجو أمضش ٍِ إجبثخ -لا رقشأ إِٝ صَؼذ/شبٕذد ٕزٓ الإػلاّبد؟) 

 

 1 اٌجرائذ

 2 جلاخاٌّ

 3 اٌرادٌٛ

 4 اٌرٍفسٌْٛ

 5 إػلأاخ اٌشٛارع

 97  غٍر٘ا

 98  لا أػرف

 99  لا جٛاب

 

 إصأه اىجَٞغ –أصئيخ اىَؼيٍ٘بد اىؼبٍخ 

 

.D1 ( ٚلا رقشأجْش اىَضزفز) 

 

 1 رور

 2 أٔثى

 

 

.D2 ٕو ىل أُ رخجشّٜ مٌ ػَشك؟ 

 صجّو اىؼَش ثبىزحذٝذ ___________________

 (ىفئخ اىؼَشٝخ اىَْبصجخ فٜ اىجذٗه اىزبىٜضغ دائشح ح٘ه ا)

 

18 – 24 1 

25 – 34 2 

35 – 44 3 

45 – 54 4 

55+ 5 

 9 لا جٛاب

 

.D3 ٍب ٕ٘ أػيٚ ٍضز٘ٙ رؼيٌٞ أّٖٞزٔ؟ 

 

 1 لا ذؼٍٍُ رسًّ

 2 أٍٔٙد الإترذائً

 3 أٍٔٙد الإػذادي

 4 أٍٔٙد اٌثأٛي

 5 أٍٔٙد وٍٍح/دتٍَٛ

 6 أٍٔٙد جاِؼح ِٚا فٛق
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 9 جٛاب لا

 

.D4 رَيل ٕزا اىَْزه أً أّٔ ثبلأجبس؟ ٕو 

 

 1 ٍِه

 2 أجار

 

.D5 ّ٘ع اىَضنِ/اىَْزه 

 

 1 شمحّ

 2 فٍلّا

 

.D6 اىَْطقخ 

 

 1 شّاي

اْ –ٚسظ  ّّ  2 ػ

 3 غٍر٘ا –ٚسظ 

 4 جٕٛب ٚصحراء

 

.D7 اىَحبفظخ 

 

 1 إرتذ

 2 ػجٍْٛ

 3  جرش

 4 ػّاْ

 5 اٌسرلاء

 6 اٌثٍماء

 7 ِادتا

 8 رقاٌّف

 9 اٌىرن

 11 اٌطفٍٍح

 11 ِؼاْ

 12 اٌؼمثح

 

.D8 ______________________________اىقضبء 

 

.D9 رصْٞف اىَْطقخ 

 

 1 حضر

 2 رٌف

 



 

USAID/Jordan 2012 - Final Report on the Omnibus Survey Analysis                                  PAGE 34  

 
 
 

ANNEX B: OMNIBUS ENGLISH SURVEY 

 
Jordan 2012 Water and Electricity in Jordan Survey 

Questionnaire No.__________ 

 

SECTION ONE – WATER QUESTIONS 

 

ASK ALL 

Q1. From which utility do you get water? 
 

1 Miyahuna 

2 Yarmouk 

3 Aqaba Water 

7 (Don't read) (Specify)______________________ Other 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

 

ASK ALL 

Q2. Have you called the water utility_____________ (mention utility name from Q1) 

for information or to lodge a complaint in the last three months?  
 

 

IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q2, ASK: 

Q3. Did you get your question/problem resolved when you called the water 

utility_______________ (mention utility name from Q1)? 
 

Continue 1 Yes 

Skip to Q5 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

 

IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q3, ASK: 

Q4. How long did it take before resolution from the water utility_____________ 

(mention utility name from Q1)? 

 

Continue 1 Yes 

Skip to Q6 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 5 minutes 

2 1 hour 

3 Couple of hours 

4 1 day 

5 2 – 3 days 

6 4 – 6 days  

7 1 week 

8 2-3 weeks 

9 1 month 

10 More than a month 

97 (Don't read) (Specify)_______________________ Other  
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IF RESPONDENT CALLED THE WATER UTILITY, (IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q2, 

ASK: 

Q5. On a range of 1-5 were "1" means very poor and "5" means very good, in 

general how would you rate the service of your water utility on the following points: 
 

 

ASK ALL 

Q6. Do you feel that the rates you're paying for the quality of water services you are 

getting are reasonable and fair?  
 

 

 

 

 

 

ASK 

ALL 

Q7. If your water supply gets cut, whom do you call first? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ASK 

Q8 to Q14C only for Miyahuna services area (Amman Governorate) – for other 

governorates, go to Q15 

 

ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

Q8. When do you expect Disi water to start supplying Amman? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

98 (Don't read) Don't know 

99 (Don't read) No answer 

NA 

(Don't 

Read) 

DK 

(Don't 

Read) 

Very 

Good 

Somewhat 

Good 
Acceptable 

Somewhat 

Poor 

Very 

Poor 
 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 

Accuracy of information in 

general that you receive when 

you telephone to ask a question 

A 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 
Politeness of the representative 

when you call to ask a question 
B 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 

Accuracy of information 

regarding changes in timing of 

your regular water supply 

C 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 

Clear and well-timed 

information regarding rate 

changes for water 

D 

1 Yes, reasonable and fair 

2 No, not reasonable nor fair 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 Customer call center 

2 Someone you know who works at the water company 

3 (Don't read) No one 

7 (Don't read) (Specify)______________ Other  

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 2013 

2 2014 

3 2015 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 



 

USAID/Jordan 2012 - Final Report on the Omnibus Survey Analysis                                  PAGE 36  

 

ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

Q9. Do you drink your tap water? 
 

Skip to Q11 1 Yes 

Continue 2 No 

Skip to Q11 
8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

 

ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

 

IF ANSWERED "NO" IN Q9, ASK: 

Q10. Why don't you drink tap water?  

(Don't read - Open-ended, pre-coded question) (Allow multiple responses) 

(Probe - Record response in details – then code most appropriate response) 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

Q11. Do you care where your drinking water comes from? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

Q12. When Disi starts supplying water to Amman, would you consider drinking from 

your tap water? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Contaminated/dirty water 

2 Not safe to drink/unhealthy water/causes diseases 

3 Contains lots of chlorine 

4 The water pipes are worn-out/dirty 

5 Our water tanks/pipes of the house provide dirty water 

6 It tastes bad 

7 It has an unpleasant smell 

8 It's color is unpleasant 

9 Don't trust the source of water 

97 (Specify)________________________________ Other 

98  Don't know 

99  No answer 

1 Yes 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 Yes 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 
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ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

Q13. Why? Why not? 

(Don't read - Open-ended, pre-coded question) (Allow multiple responses) 

(Probe - Record response in details – then code most appropriate response) 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

ASK IN AMMAN ONLY 

Q14. What do you think will happen to your water when Amman starts to get Disi 

Water?  
 

A. Will water prices be? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B. Will water be available 24 hours? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

C. Will you no longer need to have water tanks on the roof to store water?   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Disi water is contaminated 

2 Disi water is radioactive 

3 Disi water causes cancer 

4 Our tanks/pipes at the house provide dirty water 

5 New water pipes 

6 Disi water is clean 

7 Better water quality 

8 Trusted source of water 

97  (Specify)__________________________________ Other 

98  Don't know 

99  No answer 

1 Higher 

2 Lower 

3 Stays the same 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 Yes 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 Yes 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 
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SECTION TWO – ELECRTICITY QUESTIONS 

 

ASK ALL 

Q15. From which utility do you get electricity? 
 

1 JEPCO 

2 IDECO 

3 EDCO 

7 (Don't read) (Specify)_______________ Other  

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

 

ASK ALL 

Q16. Have you called the electricity utility _______ (mention utility name from Q15) 

for information or to lodge a complaint in the last three months?  

 

 

IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q16, ASK: 

Q17. Did you get your question/problem resolved when you called the electricity 

utility____ (mention utility name from Q15)? 
 

Continue 1 Yes 

Skip to Q19 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

 

IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q17, ASK: 

Q18. How long did it take before resolution from the electricity utility____ (mention 

utility name from Q15)? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Continue 1 Yes 

Skip to Q20 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 5 minutes 

2 1 hour 

3 Couple of hours 

4 1 day 

5 2 – 3 days 

6 3 – 6 days  

7 1 week 

8 2-3 weeks 

9 1 month 

10 More than a month 

97 (Don't read) (Specify)_______________________ Other  

98 (Don't read) Don't know 

99 (Don't read) No answer 
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IF RESPONDENT CALLED THE ELECTRICITY UTILITY (IF ANSWERED "YES" 

IN Q16), ASK: 

Q19. And on a range of 1-5 were "1" means very poor and "5" means very good, in 

general how would you rate the service of your electricity utility on the following points: 

 

 

ASK ALL 

Q20. Do you feel that the rates you're paying for the quality of electricity services you 

are getting are reasonable and fair?  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ASK ALL 

Q21. If your electricity gets cut, whom do you call first? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ASK ALL 

Q22. In the last two weeks have you seen any promotion for energy efficiency? 

 

 

 

IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q22, ASK: 

Q23. Do you remember what it said? 

 (Probe - Record response in details) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

NA 

(Don't 

Read) 

DK 

(Don't 

Read) 

Very 

Good 

Somewhat 

Good 
Acceptable 

Somewhat 

Poor 

Very 

Poor 
 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 

Accuracy of information in 

general that you receive when 

you telephone to ask a question 

A 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 
Politeness of the representative 

when you call to ask a question 
B 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 

Accuracy of information 

regarding changes in timing of 

your cuts in electricity 

C 

9 8 5 4 3 2 1 

Clear and well-timed 

information regarding rate 

changes for electricity 

D 

1 Yes, reasonable and fair 

2 No, not reasonable nor fair 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

1 Customer call center 

2 Someone you know who works at the electricity company 

3 No one 

7 (Don't read) (Specify)__________________ Other  

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 

Continue 1 Yes  

Go to Demographic Questions 

2 No 

8 (Don't read) Don't know 

9 (Don't read) No answer 
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IF ANSWERED "YES" IN Q22, ASK: 

Q24. Where have you heard/seen these advertisements?  

(Allow multiple responses) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS – ASK ALL 

 

D1. Gender of respondent 
 

 

 

 

D2. Can you please tell me how old are you? 
 

(Record exact age)_______________________ 

(Code appropriate age range in the table below) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D3. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D4. Do you own this house or is it rented? 

 

 

 

 

 

D5. House type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 Newspapers 

2 Magazines 

3 Radio 

4 TV 

5 Billboards 

97 (Don't read) (Specify)_____ Other 

98 (Don't read) Don't know 

99 (Don't read) No answer 

1 Male 

2 Female 

1 18-24 

2 25-34 

3 35-44 

4 45-54 

5 55+ 

9 No answer 

1 No formal education 

2 Completed elementary 

3 Completed intermediate 

4 Completed secondary 

5 Completed Diploma 

6 Completed University and above 

9 No answer 

1 Owned 

2 Rented 

1 Apartment 

2 Villa 
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D6. Region 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D7. Governorate 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D8. District___________________  

 

D9. Residence 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 North 

2 Central(Amman) 

3 Central (Other) 

4 South & Desert 

1 Irbid 

2 Ajloun 

3 Jarash 

4 Amman 

5 Az-zarqa 

6 Al-Balqa' 

7 Madaba 

8 Al-mafraq 

9 Al-Karak 

10 At-tafeeleh 

11 Ma'an 

12 Al-Aqaba 

1 Urban 

2 Rural 
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ANNEX C. WATER UTILITY BREAKOUT SEGMENTS 

 

The following findings are based on data analysed from cross-tabulation of five variables: 

gender, age, education, ownership status and housing type. The governorate/geographical 

variable is included in the body of the report. Only notes in its simple, raw form shared in the 

annex.  

 

Difference in percentages generated in SPSS is assessed in reference to the appropriate 

corresponding confidence interval for sample subsets.  Confidence level for the dataset is 

95%. Summary of confidence interval (margin of error) listed in the table below: 

 

N  

(sample size) 
Margin of Error 

1000 ±3.1 

387 ±4.98 

366 ±5.12 

310 ±5.57 

233 ±6.42 

169 ±7.54 

136 ±8.4 

97 ±9.95 

95 ±10.05 

 

 

Breakdown by gender 

Men are more likely to call the customer call center first when water is cut (71% compared to 

66% on average), which means women are more likely not to call anyone (34% versus 22% 

of men and 27% of general public). 

 

Women are even more less likely to have called water company in the last 3 months (77% 

answered no, 71% of men answered no and the general public said 73% of them have not 

called). 

 

 

Breakdown by age 

The youngest age group more likely think they are paying rates that are reasonable and fair 

(52% vs. 47% of general public). On the other hand, the elders disagree: less elders (43%) 

think water rates are fair. Difference in youngest and eldest. 

 

If water cuts off, eldest (55+) and 25-34 are less likely to call no one (31% of elders and 25-

34 year olds vs. 27% of the general public). 

 

Youth (18-24) more less likely to have called water company in the last 3 months (14% 

called vs. 23% overall). The 45-54 age group has called more frequently than the average 

(27% vs. 23%). 

 

Even with a smaller subset, 45-54 found accuracy of information given over the phone very 

poor more often than others (33% vs. 26%). They would also rank the information less often 
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as “Somewhat Poor” (21% vs. 33% public). They appear most unsatisfied with help given 

over the phone. 

 

45-54 age group is less likely to say accuracy of info about timing of water supply is 

“Somewhat Poor” (10% vs. 18% of general public). Interesting only because the CI is 6 

points give/take), but how they rate it “Very Poor” falls into line with the rest of the sample. 

 

Like above, 45-54 age group is less likely to say accuracy of info about water rates is 

“Somewhat Poor” (17% vs. 24% of general public). Interesting only because the CI is 6 

points give/take), but how they rate it “Very Poor” falls into line with the rest of the sample. 

 

 

Breakdown by education 

Trends in education level are mixed. For those without formal education claimed to a lesser 

degree to be Miyahuna subscribers (32% while others averaged 38%); they more often say 

they are Karak subscribers. Those with secondary school education are less likely to say they 

subscribe to Yarmouk (21% vs. 26% of respondents). Higher education citizens name 

Yarmouk  (31%) than the average respondent (26%).  

 

Feelings are mixed about paying reasonable and fair water rates, no trend for higher or lower 

education. More elementary, diploma and university/above feel more often that they are 

paying fair rates (national average is 47% and their percentages respectively are 50%, 56% 

and 52%). Those with no formal education and secondary education disproportionately think 

they are paying not reasonable and unfair rates (sample average is 53% and their's are 61% 

and 60%) 

 

No formal education are more likely to call no one if water is cut (35% vs. 27% sample 

average). Elementary and university+ are more likely to call customer care center (69% and 

71% respectively and respondent average is 66%). 

 

Most subsets are too small, so the only difference found is for Jordanians who completed 

intermediate schooling. They are more likely to NOT have their question/issue resolved when 

they call the water company (65% vs. 54% of general public). 

 

Intermediate educated more often say that accuracy of information over the phone is 

somewhat poor (42% vs. 33% of those who called). Interestingly, elementary education 

Jordanians will more often say the information was “Acceptable” (36% vs. 27% of those who 

called). 

 

Those with less education are more pleased with representatives. Jordanians with elementary 

education are more likely to say the politeness of representative was somewhat good (43% 

vs. 32% of callers). Intermediate educated more likely say it was “Acceptable” (35% versus 

28% of callers) and those with secondary school education will more often say it was 

somewhat poor (25% vs. 15% of callers). 

 

Secondary school educated Jordanians are more split about the accuracy of information given 

about timing of water supply. 27% say it is somewhat poor, compared to 18% of those who 

called. 33% say it was “Acceptable” versus the 26% of callers.   
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Information about rate changes is considered somewhat poor more often for Intermediate 

educated Jordanians (32% compared to 24%).  

 

 

Breakdown by type of dwelling 

Respondents who live in houses (dar) indicated to a higher degree that the rate they are 

paying for water is not reasonable nor fair (58% compared to 53% of sample respondents). 

 

Jordanians living in houses are far more pleased with politeness of utility rep: 12% more than 

the average caller (28% sample average and house residents say politeness is “Acceptable” 

40%). 

 

Breakdown by ownership status 

More renters feel they are paying reasonable rates for water (55% vs. 47% of all 

respondents), which clearly means more owners feel they are paying rates that are not 

reasonable nor fair (57% vs. 53% of all respondents) 

 

More renters consider politeness of representative “Acceptable” (36% compared to 28% of 

callers). 

 

Breakdown by type of housing 

No significant differences calculated.  
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ANNEX D: ELECTRICITY UTILITY BREAKOUT SEGMENTS 

 

Breakdown by gender 

Men are more likely to call electrical utility company if electricity is cut (80% compared to 75% 

of general public and 68% of women). Unsurprisingly women are less likely to call (28% versus 

12% of men and 20% of public). 

 

Men have called electrical utility company more often in the last 3 months (22% compared to 

17% of general public and 11% of women). Unsurprisingly more women have not called (89% 

versus 78% of men and 83% of public). 

 

Breakdown by age 

Again a split between young and old: more 25-34 will name JEPCO as their electrical provider 

(66% vs. 62% of public) and less 55+ will name JEPCO (57%). 

 

Seniors (55+) are disproportionally more likely to say Yarmouk is their water provider (31% 

compared to 26% of general public). 

 

The 25-34 age group is at odds with the next age group up. Overall 31% of Jordanians like they 

are paying reasonable and fair rates for the quality of electricity they are receiving, but less 25-34 

agree with this (26%) and 35-44 more often agree (35%).   

 

In the 18-24 age group, more will call someone they know at the electriciy company (6.3% vs. 

2.5% of general public). The 45-54 age group is MORE likely to call the customer care center 

(80% vs. 75% of general public). And finally the elders (55+) are more likely to call no one 

(24% vs. 20% of the Jordanians). 

 

More young Jordanian (both groups between 18-34), say that more often they have called the 

electrical company in the last 3 months (21% and 20% respectively, vs. 17% of general public). 

Elders have not called as frequently (10%, which is 7% less than the overall average). 

 

Only pattern than is significant is 35-44 age group finds politeness of representative acceptable 

more often than others (33% vs. 23% of others on average) and 25-34 age group would rate 

politeness acceptable much LESS often than others by (16%). 

 

 

Breakdown by education  

Less education attainment more likely to feel they that no, rate are not reasonable/fair (o formal 

education and elementary (77% and 74% vs. 69% of all respondents surveyed). With more 

education, Jordanians who had at least intermediate and diploma educations were more likely to 

agree that yes, they are paying rates that are reasonable and fair. 

 

With less education, Jordanians are less likely to call the customer care center (66% vs. 75% of 

the sample). Interestingly, those with secondary and higher education are on average less likely 

to call no one (14% and 15% compared to 20% of all respondents). 
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Respondents with higher than university educated Jordanians are more likely to call than others 

(21% vs. 17% sample average). Also notable those who completed intermediate school are less 

likely to have called (13%). 

 

More secondary school educated Jordanians said that their issues were resolved over the phone 

(64% vs. 56% of all callers). 

 

Secondary educated are less likely to say that information given over the phone was somewhat 

poor (7% vs. 18% of callers). This would suggest they are more satistified than others. 

 

Secondary school educated would more often say politeness of representatives was very good 

(36% compared to 26% overall). 

 

More support showing satisfaction among secondary school educated: 38% (vs. 28%) said that 

accuracy of info about timing of electricity cuts is somewhat good. 

 

Even satisfied with information given about rate changes among secondary school educated 

Jordanians (24% vs. 15% of all callers). 

 

 

Breakdown by ownership status 

More apartment residents (perhaps renters in Amman at 69%) and less house dwellers (42%) say 

that JEPCO is their energy supplier (62% of survey respondents). About 13% more of house 

residents say that IDECO is their supplier compared to the national average (26%). Those living 

in apartments name IDECO slightly less (22%).   

 

Owners appear to have their questions resolved more often than renters (63% vs. 44%, where the 

national average is 56%). 

 

Far more renters say the accuracy of general phone information is somewhat poor (32% 

compared to sample average 18%). They also are less likely to say the information is very good 

(8% vs. 17% of those who called). 

 

Accuracy of electricity cuts is considered much more poor for renters (20% vs. 9% overall 

callers, only 4% of owners said it was very poor). Understandably, far fewer renters would say 

this information is somewhat good (14% vs. 28% of all callers). 

 

 

Breakdown by housing type 

A pattern that emerged from the data when comparing differences between Jordanians who live 

in apartments or houses (dar), the portion of respondents living in houses feel they are paying 

reasonable and fair electricity rates (36%) more than all other respondents surveyed (31%). 

 

Respondents who live in house as opposed to apartments, are less likely to call customer care 

center if electricity is cut (16% vs. 20% of entire sample). Interesting because this is the same 
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subset that called for information in the past and indicated that are generally more pleased with 

the accuracy of information and representative's politeness. 

 

Jordanians living in houses are more satisfied with accuracy of information given over the phone 

than average respondents (27% say info is very good compared to 17% of callers). No surprise 

that they are also less likely to rate accuracy as somewhat poor (8% said so compared to 18% of 

all callers). 

 

Aligned with previous responses, house residents are much more likely to say politeness of rep is 

somewhat good (43%) than average callers (30%). Therefore less would say it’s just 

"acceptable" (12% compared to 23% of other callers). 

 

 

 


