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ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT 
OFFICE OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

WESTMINSTER, SOUTH CAROLINA 
December 31, 2021 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Draft Preliminary Notification Procedures for the International Property Maintenance Code 
Since the City Council passage of the IMPC in early December, staff is developing procedures for its 
implementation. Attached is a draft version of the Preliminary Notification Procedures.  
 
Also, attached is the December Code Enforcement Report. 
 
OJRSA 
Nothing new to report. 
 
PMPA 
Customer Satisfaction Market Research by GreatBlue Research to be conducted by telephone over the next two 
weeks. Westminster electric customers may be contacted to participate. Details about the research are below. 
Attached is a copy of the 2019 Market Research Composite Report. The last time the research was conducted was 
in 2019. The research is paid for by PMPA. 

 GreatBlue Research was commissioned by the Piedmont Municipal Power Agency (hereinafter “PMPA”) to 
conduct a market research study with the goal of better understanding the satisfaction levels of 
residential customers serviced by specific PMPA member utilities.  

 The primary goals for this research study were to assess satisfaction levels of residential customers of 
specific PMPA member utilities and highlight attitudes and awareness regarding various electric utility-
related characteristics.  

 In order to service these research goals, GreatBlue employed a telephone survey to capture the opinions 
of residential customers living in PMPA’s member cities.  

 The outcome of this research will enable PMPA and its member utilities to a) more clearly understand, 
and ultimately set, customer expectations, b) act on near-term opportunities for improvement and, c) 
create a strategic roadmap to increase customer satisfaction. 

    
PLEASE MARK YOUR CALENDARS 
January 3, 2022 – City Offices Closed for New Years 
January 4, 2022 at 4:00 pm – New Councilmember Swearing-In Ceremony – at the Depot 

January 10, 2022 at 5:00 pm – OJRSA Annual Meeting, the Depot 
January 11, 2022 at 6:00 pm – City Council Meeting at the Depot 
January 17, 2022 – City Offices Closed for Martin Luther King Jr. Day 
January 17, 2022 at 4:00 pm – OJRSA Finance and Administration Committee at OJRSA (may be moved due to Holiday) 

January 19, 2022 at 4:00 pm – OJRSA Operations and Planning Committee at OJRSA 
January 24, 2022 from 2:00-4:00 pm – Zoning Ordinance Work Session with the Planning Commission at the 
Depot 
January 25, 2022 from 12:00-4:00 pm – Strategic Planning Session 1 of 2 
January 27, 2022 at 10:00 am – PMPA Board Meeting at PMPA 
 
January 11, 2022 at 6:00 pm – City Council Meeting at the Depot 
February 15, 2022 from 12:-4:00 pm – Strategic Planning Session 2 of 2 
 

Gateway to the Mountain Lakes Region 



2019 Residential Customer Satisfaction Study 

24 January 2020 
Confidential & Proprietary
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In-depth Interviews 
Telephone Surveys 

Digital Surveys 
Focus Groups 

Journey Mapping

Harnessing the Power of Data to Help Clients 
Achieve Organizational Goals
Data to support strategic decisions to improve on products and 
services. Since 1979, our experience with study and instrument 
design, data collection, analysis, and formal presentation assists 
our clients in identifying the “why” and “what’s next.” 

Talent with a knowledge base in a wide range of industries and 
methodologies ensures a 360º view of the challenges faced and 
the expertise to address them. 

Solutions that are customized to provide a personalized 
approach of understanding organizational, employee, and 
customer needs allowing for more informed decisions.
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Project Overview
๏ GreatBlue Research was commissioned by the Piedmont Municipal Power Agency (hereinafter “PMPA”) to 

conduct a market research study with the goal of better understanding the satisfaction levels of residential 
customers serviced by specific PMPA member utilities.  

๏ The primary goals for this research study were to assess satisfaction levels of residential customers of specific 
PMPA member utilities and highlight attitudes and awareness regarding various electric utility-related 
characteristics. 

๏ In order to service these research goals, GreatBlue employed a telephone survey to capture the opinions of 
residential customers living in PMPA’s member cities.  

๏ The outcome of this research will enable PMPA and its member utilities to a) more clearly understand, and 
ultimately set, customer expectations, b) act on near-term opportunities for improvement and, c) create a strategic 
roadmap to increase customer satisfaction. 

!5



Areas of 
Investigation

The 2019 Piedmont Municipal Power Agency Residential 
Customer Satisfaction Study leveraged a quantitative 
research methodology to address the following areas of 
investigation:


๏ Overall satisfaction with electric service received

๏ Assessment of service representatives  

๏ Assessment of installation and repair employees 

๏ Overall perception of electric utility

๏ Demographic profile of respondents
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Methodology 

Telephone

!7

Research Methodology Snapshot - Composite

Target 

Residential 
Customers

No. of Completes 

808

No. of Questions 

30*

Margin of Error 

3.40%

Incentive 

None

Confidence Level 

95%

Quality Assurance 

Dual level**

Research Dates 

December 3 - 11, 
2019

* This represents the total possible number of questions; not all respondents will answer all questions based on skip patterns and other instrument bias.  
** Supervisory personnel, in addition to computer-aided interviewing platform, ensure the integrity of the data is accurate.

Sample 

Customer list
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Key Study Findings
๏ Overall satisfaction with electric service provided by the surveyed PMPA member utilities increased to 78.9% in 2019 from 

72.4% in 2017. The 2019 satisfaction rating is 5.4 percentage points higher than the National Public Power Data Source* 
average (73.5%). 

- When respondents were asked to indicate why they rated their electric utility the way they did, the most frequent open 
ended responses were recorded for “too expensive/high rates/rate increase” (60.0%) among respondents who 
reported “01-03,” “too expensive/high rates/rate increase” (28.9%) among those who reported “04” and “good, reliable 
service” (42.6%) among those who indicated “05.” 

๏ When 2019 survey respondents were asked to compare the surveyed PMPA member utilities’ electric service to the ideal 
provider, 74.7% provided a positive rating.  

๏ The frequency of respondents who indicated having experienced an unscheduled “service interruption with their electric 
service longer than 5 seconds within the last 3 months" declined to 15.6% (from 22.2% in 2017).  

๏ More than eight-out-of-ten respondents (83.2%) who experienced a service interruption reported the problem was corrected 
in a reasonable amount of time. Of note, this frequency has declined 7.1 percentage points from 2017 findings. 

- Respondents who reported the interruption was not corrected in a reasonable amount of time most frequently 
indicated the reason to be “slow response to outages” (34.6%), followed by “unreliable service/frequent outages/
surges” (26.9%).

*The Public Power Data Source is a tool measuring customer satisfaction ratings and perceptions of trends in the 
electric industry to help public power utilities benchmark themselves against other utilities and national averages. 
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Key Study Findings, continued
๏ More than nine-out-of-ten respondents, 91.4%, provided a positive rating of either “04” (15.0%) or “05” (76.4%) regarding 

the reliability of the electric service they receive from the surveyed PMPA member utilities. 

๏ 80.1% of respondents reported their expectations for electric service are being met by the surveyed PMPA member utilities, 
a positive increase in frequency compared to 2017 findings (+4.7 percentage points). 

๏ 63.9% of respondents provided positive ratings for the value of the electric service provided by the surveyed PMPA 
member utilities.  

๏ Nearly nine-out-of-ten respondents (87.7%) provided positive ratings for the surveyed PMPA member utilities’ overall 
customer service, a 3.7 percentage point increase from 84.0% in 2017.  

๏ Nine-out-of-ten respondents provided positive ratings for the surveyed PMPA member utilities’ employees, specifically, 
increasing to 90.1% from 89.1% in 2017. 

- When respondents were asked to indicate why they rated their electric utility’s employees the way they did, the most 
frequent open ended responses were “poor customer service” (39.1%) among respondents who rated their electric 
utility’s employees “01-03,” “good customer service” (35.6%) among those who rated their utility’s employees “04” 
and “good customer service” (56.6%) among those who rated their utility’s employees “05.”
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Key Study Findings, continued
๏ Ratings for all four (4) customer service characteristics improved in 2019, with the average frequency of respondents 

who provided positive ratings increasing to 90.9% (+2.7 percentage points over 88.2% in 2017). 

๏ Ratings improved for all four (4) electric installation and repair employee characteristics in 2019. The average frequency 
of respondents who provided positive responses increased to 94.8% from 90.1% in 2017. 

๏ In 2019, a consistent frequency of respondents (78.7%) provided positive ratings for the surveyed PMPA member utilities 
informing them and communicating with them as customers compared to 2017 findings (+0.1 percentage points). 

๏ 91.2% of respondents provided positive ratings regarding the ease of understanding the monthly utility bill they receive 
from the surveyed PMPA member utilities, an increase of 4.8 percentage points over 2017 findings. 

๏ 81.2% of respondents reported a positive overall perception of the electric service provided by the surveyed PMPA 
member utilities. The frequency of respondents who indicated “very positive” increased 5.2 percentage points from 
56.5% in 2017.
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Key Study Findings, continued
๏ Slightly more than one-half of 2019 survey respondents (54.6%) indicated they would likely remain as customers of the 

surveyed PMPA member utilities, if given the opportunity to switch companies. The frequency declined 14.1% from 68.7% 
in 2017. 

๏ Finally, when respondents were asked to indicate what one thing their utility could do to improve the way they deal with 
customer concerns, the most frequent open ended response was “none/nothing” (38.1%), followed by “don’t know/
refused” (15.8%) and “lower rates” (12.9%).
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Overall Satisfaction Increases 

73.5% 
National public power 

overall satisfaction 
rating* 
(2019)

*The Public Power Data Source is a tool measuring customer satisfaction ratings and perceptions of trends in the 
electric industry to help public power utilities benchmark themselves against other utilities and national averages. *Source: APPA Public Power Data Source powered by GreatBlue Research, Inc. (January 2020)

Overall satisfaction with electric service provided by the surveyed PMPA member utilities increased to 78.9% in 2019 from 
72.4% in 2017. The 2019 satisfaction rating is 5.4 percentage points higher than the National Public Power Data Source* 
average (73.5%).

Overall, how satisfied are you with the electric service provided by the [Utility]? Please use a 1 to 5 scale where 1 is 
“very unsatisfied” and 5 is “very satisfied.” (Total “04” and “05” responses without “don’t know”) Q
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Varying Sentiments Toward Utilities

Can you please tell me why you rated [Utility] 01-03?Q

The most frequent open ended response was “too expensive/high rates/rate increase” (60.0%) among respondents 
who rated their electric utility “01-03,” “too expensive/high rates/rate increase” (28.9%) among those who who rated 
their utility “04” and “good, reliable service” (42.6%) among those who rated their utility “05.”

Item… %

Too expensive/high rates/rate increase 60.0
Unreliable service/frequent outages/surges 11.8
Expressed multiple issues 6.5
Average/some good, some bad 2.9
Good, reliable service 2.9
Poor customer service 2.4
Inconsistent billing/billing issues 1.8
None/nothing 1.8
Don’t know/refused 2.9
Other (various; each less than 1.2%) 7.3

Item… %
Too expensive/high rates/rate increase 28.9
Good, reliable service 21.4
Unreliable service/frequent outages/surges 9.4
No problems or issues 9.4
Always room for improvement 7.5
Prompt response to issues/outages 1.9
Not doing a good job/occasional issues 1.3
Poor customer service 1.3
Poor infrastructure maintenance 1.3
None/nothing 3.1
Don’t know/refused 3.8
Other (various; each less than 1.0%) 10.2

Item… %
Good, reliable service 42.6
No problems or issues 28.6
Prompt response to issues/outages 4.2
Good company/do a good job 4.2
Expressed multiple issues 2.9
Great customer service 2.5
Too expensive 2.5
Fair pricing 2.3
None/nothing 1.1
Don’t know/refused 3.8
Other (various; each less than 1.3%) 4.9

Can you please tell me why you rated [Utility] 04? Q Can you please tell me why you rated [Utility] 05? Q
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Three-quarters of Respondents Indicate  
Surveyed Utilities are Close to the Ideal Providers 

Imagine the ideal electric provider. How does [Utility’s] electric service compare to the ideal provider? 
Use a 1-5 scale where 1 is “not very close to the ideal” and 5 is “very close to the ideal.”Q
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10.6%
15.5%

25.5%
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5.3%

9.8%

2.1%4.7%5.1%
1.6%

7.0%
13.6%

1.1%
5.7%8.0%

Not very close to the ideal 02 03 04 Very close to the ideal 

When 2019 survey respondents were asked to compare the surveyed PMPA member utilities’ electric service to the ideal 
provider, 74.7% provided a positive rating of either “04” (27.2%) or “05” (47.5%). This frequency increased 1.8 percentage points 
from 2017 findings.

74.7%
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Fewer Unscheduled Service Interruptions

Not including any scheduled service interruptions that were announced 
ahead of time, have you experienced a service interruption with your 
electric service longer than 5 seconds within the last 3 months?
Q

2017 Composite

2019 Composite

2019 Utility A

2019 Utility B

2019 Utility C

2019 Utility D
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87.7%
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93.5%

84.4%

77.8%

12.3%

29.6%

14.4%

6.5%

15.6%

22.2%

Yes No

2017 Composite

2019 Composite

2019 Utility A

2019 Utility B

2019 Utility C

2019 Utility D

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

84.0%

44.6%

69.0%

76.9%

61.8%

69.1%

16.0%

55.4%

31.0%

23.1%

38.2%

30.9%

Yes No

The frequency of respondents who indicated having experienced an unscheduled “service interruption with their 
electric service longer than 5 seconds within the last 3 months" declined to 15.6% (from 22.2% in 2017). The 
frequency of respondents who indicated the issue was recurring increased to 38.2% (from 30.9% in 2017). 

Has this been a recurring issue? Q
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Timely Problem Resolution 

Was the problem corrected in a reasonable amount of time? Q
2017 Composite

2019 Composite

2019 Utility A

2019 Utility B

2019 Utility C

2019 Utility D
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80.0%

77.4%

89.3%

100.0%

83.2%

90.3%

Yes
No

More than eight-out-of-ten respondents (83.2%) who experienced a service interruption reported the problem was corrected in 
a reasonable amount of time. Of note, this frequency has declined 7.1 percentage points from 2017 findings. Of the 26 
respondents who indicated the problem was not corrected in a reasonable amount of time, 34.6% indicated the reason to be 
“slow response to outages,” 26.9% indicated “unreliable service/frequent outages/surges” and 15.4% indicated “don’t know/
unsure.”

Please explain? (n=26)Q
Item… %

Slow response to outages 34.6

Unreliable service/frequent outages/surges 26.9

Don’t know/refused 15.4

Depends/varies 7.7

Poor outage notifications/updates 3.8

Other (various) 11.5
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Reliability Rating Increases 

How reliable is the electric service you receive from [Utility]? Please 
use a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 is “not reliable” and 5 is “very reliable.”Q
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Not reliable 02 03 04 Very reliable 

More than nine-out-of-ten respondents, 91.4%, provided a positive rating of either “04” (15.0%) or “05” (76.4%) 
regarding the reliability of the electric service they receive from the surveyed PMPA member utilities. This frequency 
increased 0.6 percentage points from 90.8% in 2017. 

91.4%
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Majority Report Utility Exceeds Expectations  

To what extent has [Utility] met your expectations for electric service? Use a 1-5 scale 
where 1 is “falls short of your expectations” and 5 is “exceeds your expectations.” Q

0%

25%

50%

75%

100%

2017  
Composite

2019  
Composite

2019 
Utility A

2019  
Utility B

2019  
Utility C

2019  
Utility D

62.6%

42.6%

33.7%

58.2%

49.4%47.5%

27.2%
32.5%32.2%31.1%30.7%27.9%

7.3%

15.2%
21.1%

8.7%
13.0%

16.4%

1.0%
5.1%4.0%

0.5%2.6%2.7% 1.9%4.6%
9.0%

1.5%4.3%5.5%

Falls short of your expectations 02 03 04 Exceeds your expectations 

In 2019, 80.1% of respondents reported their expectations for electric service are being met by the surveyed PMPA 
member utilities (“04” and “05” responses), a positive increase in frequency compared to 2017 findings (+4.7 
percentage points).

80.1%
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Considering what you pay for what you receive, how do you rate the value of the electric service 
provided by [Utility]? Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “not at all valuable” and 5 is “very Q

Consistent Ratings for Perceived Value 
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Not at all valuable 02 03 04 Very valuable 

Over three-fifths of respondents, 63.9%, provided positive ratings for the value of the electric service provided by the 
surveyed PMPA member utilities (“04” or “05” responses). This frequency increased 0.5 percentage points from 63.4% 
in 2017. 

63.9%
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Variance in Customer  
Service Ratings How do you rate the overall customer service provided by [Utility]? 

Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “very poor” and 5 is “excellent.”Q
2017 Composite

2019 Composite

2019 Utility A
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2019 Utility D
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Very poor
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In 2019, nearly nine-out-of-ten 
respondents provided positive ratings of 
“04” (22.0%) or “05” (65.7%) for the 
surveyed PMPA member utilities’ overall 
customer service, a 3.7 percentage point 
increase from 84.0% in 2017. 

Of note, there was an 11.2 percentage 
point variance between reported customer 
service ratings for “Utility B” (82.3%) and 
“Utility D” (93.5%).

87.7%
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Variance in Employee  
Ratings 
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Considering all of your experiences regarding the electric service 
with [Utility’s] employees, how do you rate the employees overall? 
Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “very poor” and 5 is 
Q

In 2019, nine-out-of-ten respondents 
provided positive ratings of 
“04” (20.9%) or “05” (69.2%) for the 
surveyed PMPA member utilities 
employees, specifically, increasing to 
90.1% from 89.1% in 2017.  

Of note, there was 10.9 percentage 
point variance between reported 
employee ratings for “Utility 
B” (84.5%) and “Utility D” (95.4%).

90.1%
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Item… %
Good customer service 56.6
Do a good job/easy to deal with 13.1
No problems/issues 12.9
Prompt response to issues/outages 4.4
Expressed multiple reasons 2.1
Willing to work with customers 1.9
Not enough contact with employees/limited 
interaction 1.5

None/nothing 1.2
Don’t know/refused 3.3
Other (various; each less than 1.0%) 3.0

Item… %
Good customer service 35.6
No problems/issues 11.0
Do a good job/easy to deal with 7.5
Always room for improvement 7.5
Poor customer service 6.2
Not enough contact with employees/limited 
interaction 4.1

Meet expectations/just okay 3.4
None/nothing 3.4
Slow response to issues 2.7
Difficult to speak with a rep 2.1
Don’t know/refused 7.5
Other (various; each less than 2.0%) 9.1

!23

Can you please tell me why you rated 
[Utility] employees 01-03?Q Can you please tell me why you rated 

[Utility] employees 04? Q Can you please tell me why you rated 
[Utility] employees 05? Q

Varying Sentiments Toward Employees
The most frequent open ended response was “poor customer service” (39.1%) among respondents who rated their 
electric utility employees “01-03,” “good customer service” (35.6%) among those who rated their utility employees “04” 
and “good customer service” (56.6%) among those who rated their utility employees “05.”

Item… %
Poor customer service 39.1
Representatives not helpful 7.2
Difficult to speak with a rep/long wait times 7.2
Reps are nice, polite, professional 4.3
Don't care about customers/won't work with 
them 4.3

Questions not answered 2.9
Dependent on the rep 2.9
Not enough contact with employees/limited 
interaction 2.9

Expressed multiple issues 2.9
Average customer service 2.9
None/nothing 1.4
Don’t know/refused 2.9
Other (various; each less than 2.0%) 18.2
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Please rate [Utility’s] customer service representatives throughout the organization in the following areas. Please use a scale of 
1 to 5, where 1 is “very poor” and 5 is “excellent.” (Total “04” and “05” responses without “don’t know”) Q

Characteristic… 2017 
Composite

2019 
Composite

2019  
Utility A

2019  
Utility B

2019  
Utility C

2019  
Utility D

Courtesy 90.2 91.9 95.0 87.4 92.2 93.6

Professionalism 90.3 91.5 95.0 86.3 91.0 94.2

Responsiveness 88.0 90.7 93.8 85.0 89.9 94.8

Problem Solving 84.2 89.6 92.9 85.3 88.4 92.3

Average 88.2 90.9 94.2 86.0 90.4 93.7

Ratings for all four (4) customer service characteristics improved in 2019. The average frequency of respondents who reported “04” 
or “05” increased to 90.9% (+2.7 percentage points over 88.2% in 2017). The highest frequency of positive responses was 
recorded for “courtesy” (91.9%), followed by “professionalism” (91.5%), “responsiveness” (90.7%) and “problem solving” (89.6%).

Customer Service Characteristic  
Ratings Increase 
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Characteristic… 2017 
Composite

2019 
Composite

2019  
Utility A

2019  
Utility B

2019  
Utility C

2019  
Utility D

Responsiveness 89.1 95.7 98.0 94.9 93.7 97.4

Professionalism 92.0 95.4 98.0 93.5 94.6 96.5

Courtesy 89.7 94.9 96.0 92.2 94.6 96.5

Fixing Problems 89.5 93.1 98.0 92.2 90.6 93.9

Average 90.1 94.8 97.5 93.2 93.4 96.1

Please rate [Utility’s] electric installation and repair employees in the following areas. Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is 
“very poor” and 5 is “excellent.” (Total “04” and “05” responses without “don’t know”) Q

Ratings for Installation & Repair 
Characteristics Increase 
Ratings improved for all four (4) electric installation and repair employee characteristics in 2019. The average frequency of 
respondents who reported “04” or “05” increased to 94.8%, +4.7 percentage points over 90.1% in 2017. The highest 
frequency of positive responses was recorded for “responsiveness” (95.7%), followed by “professionalism” (95.4%), 
“courtesy” (94.9%) and “fixing problems” (93.1%).
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How do you rate the [Utility] on informing and communicating with you as a customer? 
Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “very poor” and 5 is “excellent.”Q

6.7% 4.1% 1.0% 6.3% 5.9% 3.1%

In 2019, a consistent frequency of 
respondents (78.7%) provided positive 
ratings (“04” or “05”) for the surveyed 
PMPA member utilities informing them and 
communicating with them as customers 
compared to 2017 findings (+0.1 
percentage points). 

Of note, those who reported the 
communication as “excellent” (52.5%) 
decreased 4.3 percentage points from 
2017 findings.

Communication Ratings  
Consistent 
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How do you rate the monthly utility bill you receive from [Utility] in terms of being easy to understand your electric usage and 
cost? Please use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “very difficult to understand” and 5 is “very easy to understand.” Q
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Very difficult to understand 02 03 04 Very easy to understand 

More than nine-out-of-ten respondents (91.2%) provided positive ratings (“04 or “05”) regarding the ease of understanding 
the monthly utility bill they receive from the surveyed PMPA member utilities, an increase of 4.8 percentage points over 
2017 findings.

91.2%

Increase in Positive Rating of Utility Bill 
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What is your overall perception of the electric service provided by [Utility]?  Use a 1-5 scale where 1 is “very negative” and 5 is “very positive.”  Q
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81.2%

Variance in Overall Perception
Eight-out-of-ten of 2019 survey respondents (81.2%) reported a positive overall perception (“04” and “05” responses) of 
the electric service provided by the surveyed PMPA member utilities. The frequency of respondents who indicated “very 
positive” increased 5.2 percentage points from 56.5% in 2017. Additionally, there was a notable variance of “very 
positive” responses between member utilities. 
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If given the opportunity to switch to another electric company, how likely are you to continue as 
a customer of [Utility]? Use a scale where 1 is “very unlikely” and 5  is “very likely.”
Q
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Slightly more than one-half of 2019 survey respondents (54.6%) indicated they would likely remain as customers of the 
surveyed PMPA member utilities, if given the opportunity to switch companies (“04” and “05” responses). Of note, the 
frequency declined 14.1% from 68.7% in 2017.

54.6%

Decline in Respondents’ Reported Loyalty 
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What is the single 
most important 
thing that [Utility] 
can do to improve 
the way they deal 
with customer 
concerns?

Q

Sentiments Toward Suggested  
Utility Improvements 

When respondents were asked to indicate what 
one thing their utility could do to improve the way 
they deal with customer concerns, the most 
frequent open ended response was “none/
nothing” (38.1%), followed by “don’t know/
refused” (15.8%) and “lower rates” (12.9%).

Item… %

None/nothing 38.1
Lower rates 12.9
Doing a great job/keep up the good work 9.5
Reliable service/less outages 3.0
More help/ willing to work with customers 2.0
Expressed multiple issues 1.7
Better communication 1.6
Better customer service 1.6
More care for customers/listen to concerns 1.4
Easier to speak with live reps 1.2
Prompt notification of outages/issues 1.2
Don’t know/refused 15.8
Other (various; each less than 1.2%) 10.0
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Considerations
๏ Increase communication between members. The 2019 survey illuminated notable variances in results 

between surveyed member utilities. Significant differences in ratings for overall customer service, employee ratings 
and sentiment regarding informing and communicating with customers were all recorded. It is recommended that 
PMPA member utilities make consistent efforts to communicate and exchange best practices in order to close 
these ratings gaps and increase the overall ratings of PMPA.  

๏ Investigate service interruptions. The 2019 survey indicated a marked decrease in the frequency of service 
interruptions from 2017. Despite this finding, the rate of those who reported the issue was recurring increased and 
the rate of respondents who indicated the problem was restored in a reasonable amount of time decreased. It is 
recommended that PMPA investigate potential reasons for these issues and, once identified, take proper steps to 
improve the services involved.
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Considerations
๏ Analyze customer service and field service ratings. Overall, average ratings for both the customer service 

characteristics (+2.7 percentage points from 2017) and electric installation and repair employee characteristics 
(+4.7 percentage points from 2017) increased in 2019. By further analyzing potential reasons for these ratings 
increases, PMPA member utilities can make efforts to develop consistent and updated best practices moving 
forward. 

๏ Investigate reported customer loyalty. Respondents who indicated they would likely remain as customers of 
the surveyed PMPA member utilities, if given the opportunity to switch companies declined 14.1% from 68.7% in 
2017. Further, the aggregate decrease was precipitated by the metric declining for all four (4) surveyed utilities. It 
is recommended that PMPA further investigate the reported decline in loyalty in order to better understand current 
sentiment among respondents.
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Dec-21

WORKING ON NEW IPMC CODES
PROPERTY ADDRESS PROPERTY ISSUE STATUS OUTCOME DATE

Riley St. Mobil Home Park Condemned mobil homes Sending notification per new IPMC In progress Dec. 20

106 Grey St. Mobil Home renovation attempt Sending notification per new IPMC In progress Dec. 21

113 W. Mian St. Old Barrett Building Kevin is in contact with owner and possible buyer In progress Dec. 15

Corner E. Main St & Short St Condemned Old Green House Sending notification per new IPMC In progress Dec. 21

136 E. Main St Window broken and falling out Sending notification per new IPMC In progress Dec. 22

205 Walhalla St. Junk front yard and overgrown side yard Sending notification per new IPMC In progress Dec. 22



IPMC PROPERTY NOTIFICATION 
PROCEDURE  

 

 

 

 Preliminary Notice (Not Mandatory) 
 Formal Notice: If the problem cannot be resolved with a preliminary notice or informally, 

the code official may give a formal notice of compliance or correction in the manner 
prescribed in Sections 107.2.2 and 107.3 to the property owner and to any other person 
identified as a being responsible for the violation as specified in this code. In the sole 
discretion of the code official, no preliminary or informal notice is required prior to the 
initiation and delivery of a formal notice. 

  
1. Form. Notices shall be presented in the following forms: Be in writing. 

 
2. Describe the location of the violation, the date of the notice and the person served. 
 
3. Identify the violation of the IPMC. 
 
4. Inform the property owner of the date by which to fix the violation. 
 
5. Provide contact information to dispute the violation. 
 

 
Formal Notice. Formal notice prescribed in Section 107.1.2 shall be in accordance with 
all of the following: 
 
1.  Be in writing. 
 
2.  Identify the property owner based on the City’s tax or other records, and identify, to 
the extent possible, any other persons who may be lawfully responsible for the premises, 
such as a tenant, renter, lessee or permissive user.  
 
3. Include a description of the real property sufficient for identification, which may 
include, but is not limited to, street address, tax map number, plat reference or a deed 
description. 

 
4. Include a statement of the violation or violations, with specific reference to the section 
of this code which is being violated, and state why the notice is being issued. 
 
5. Include a description of necessary correction or compliance, specifying exactly what 
action is required to bring the property into conformance with this code (including costs 
and fees associated therewith), specifying any building or other permits that must first be 
obtained, and stating a reasonable time to make the repairs and improvements required to 



IPMC PROPERTY NOTIFICATION 
PROCEDURE  

 

 

bring the dwelling unit, other structure or premises into compliance with the provisions of 
this code. 
 
6. Inform the property owner of:  
 
(a) the right to an informal hearing or discussion with a hearing officer before the order is 
implemented;  

 
(b) his right to appeal any adverse decision of the hearing officer; and  
 
(c) the time limits and procedure for filing an appeal.   
 
Informal hearings or discussions with the hearing officer shall be scheduled within 10 
days of informing the violator of their violation. The code officer has the burden of 
proof of a violation. For purposes herein, the “hearing officer” shall be the code 
official or his designee. 
 
7.  Include a statement of the right of the City to file a lien in accordance with Section 
106.4 “Enforcement” for unpaid monetary penalties and costs of abatement.   
 
8. In the alternative, notice of prosecution in the City’s municipal court may be given 
by service of a Municipal Ordinance Summons (as provided by Sec. 36.06 of the 
City’s Code of Ordinances) in a proper case, or by institution of the Courtesy 
Summons (pursuant to Sec. 36.04 of the City’s Code of Ordinances). 
 

Methods of Service:  Preliminary Notice. To the extent legally permissible, a preliminary 
notice under 107.2.1 shall be served in any manner determined by the code official.  
 
107.3.2 Formal Notice. Formal notice under 107.2.2, except as described in Subparagraph 
8 above (which shall be served personally on a defendant under South Carolina law), shall 
be deemed to be properly served under any of the following methods: 

 
1. If a copy of the notice is delivered personally to each property owner of record or of 

whom the code official has actual knowledge, and to any other person who is found on 
the property and/or who appears to have a right as tenant, lessee, renter or permissive 
user to be on or in control of the property;  

 
2.  If a copy of the notice is sent by certified or first-class mail addressed to the last 
known property owner or owners at the best address available to the City for such person, 
with a return receipt requested included therewith; or 



IPMC PROPERTY NOTIFICATION 
PROCEDURE  

 

 

 
3.  If the letter and notice submitted under Section 107.3.2(2) above was not delivered, or 
if the return receipt is not properly signed, a copy of the notice shall be posted or door-
tagged in a conspicuous place in or about the front door of the structure, and the owner of 
such affected property shall be deemed to have been duly notified of the notice on the 
seventh day after the posting thereof. The provisions hereof are not required in the event 
the City complies with the provisions of 107.3.3 below regarding the posting of the 
structure. 
 
4. If delivered in accordance with Section 31-15-60 of the Code of Laws of South 
Carolina 1976, as amended. It is expressly stated that the provisions of Title 31, Chapter 
15, Article 1 are permissive and the City need not comply with such provisions when 
exercising the rights and privileges granted under the IPMC. 

 
107.3.3 Posting. In order to expedite the process for compliance and abatement of 
nuisances, the City shall additionally be permitted to post or door-tag a copy of the notice 
in a conspicuous place in or about the front door of the offending structure on or prior to 
the submission of the formal notice under Section 107.3.2(2). So long as the structure is 
properly posted on or before the formal notice is mailed under Section 107.3.2(2) above, 
then in the event the notice under 107.3.2(2) was not delivered, or if the return receipt is 
not properly signed, the owner of such affected property shall be deemed to have been duly 
notified of the notice on the 30th day after the posting thereof. 
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