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1. Executive summary 

Colmar Brunton conducted research for the Department of the Environment and Energy 

(the Department) to determine the most effective energy rating label (ERL) design in leading pool 

owners towards purchasing a more energy efficient pool pump. 

The Equipment Energy Efficiency (E3) program is considering if energy efficiency standards, including 

an ERL should apply to pool pumps. This ERL research will inform the Departmentôs consideration of 

the final label design if labelling is introduced for pool pumps. 

Research was conducted to compare four ERL combinations. The label components tested were: the 

annual kilowatt hour figure; one star band versus a two star band; the super-efficient band between 

the two arches; and displaying either óthe more stars the more energy efficientô text or a figure 

depicting the star rating. 

The research involved a mixed-methodology using qualitative and quantitative research approaches. 

An initial qualitative component consisted of five focus groups, four groups of pool owners and one 

group of pool professionals. To understand pool pump purchasing experiences and decisions, pool 

owners were asked about their pool pump purchases and electricity costs. Similarly, pool 

professionals discussed their experiences when selling a pool pump, the consumer decision making 

process, and the degree ongoing running costs are considered as part of this process. Both groups 

considered and discussed the energy rating label design components and their preferred label. 

Not surprisingly, most participants were very familiar with the ERL design in general and recalled 

using this as a consideration in their purchase of electric appliances in the past. Most felt this 

information was useful and indicated a high degree of trust in the ERL labelling program. Very few 

indicated they had ever gone to the energy rating website for more information on how products were 

assessed or rated ï the information on the labels themselves was most commonly taken as legitimate 

and used confidently as a point of comparison between products.  

Feedback on the possible label design elements were broadly consistent across the groups. Pool 

owners were unfamiliar with the two-band star format displaying 10 stars across two rows. Despite 

this unfamiliarity, there was strong agreement that if the star rating was out of a possible 10 stars, 

then ten stars needed to be displayed (with some considering any label displaying less than 10 stars, 

under a 10 star rating system, as being misleading for consumers). Reactions to the inclusion of the 

ósuper energy efficientô band were mixed, while there was a common preference for both the number 

depicting the star rating (over the text) and the inclusion of the annual kilowatt hour figure. 

A survey of 970 pool owners across Australia was then used to quantify a range of factors observed 

during the initial qualitative research. Survey questions considered: attitudes to running pools; energy 

consumption associated with running their pool; pool pump purchase behaviour; and reactions to the 

four ERL combinations as well as other label preferences identified through the qualitative research. 

The survey results found that ERLs would likely influence pool pump purchase behaviour, and 

confirmed the feedback from the focus groups that ERLs are valued by pool owners to enable them to 

make more informed purchasing decisions.  
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In response to the four label combinations, the preferences for design elements was broadly 

consistent with that observed in the quantitative phase: 

6  The one-band arch was preferred over the two-arch format, primarily because pool owners 

were familiar and comfortable with this existing format. However, the majority of pool owners 

also agreed that if the rating is out of 10 stars, then 10 stars need to always be displayed.  

6  The inclusion of a super-efficient arch for products over six stars was only marginally 

preferred as most pool owners did not understand how a product was awarded a super-

efficient rating.  

6  Pool owners had a stronger preference for the inclusion of the numeric depiction of the 

number of stars rather than the more stars the more energy efficient text, as the number 

provided added clarity of the star rating.  

6  The inclusion of the average annual kilowatt hour consumption figure was also preferred. It 

provided another point of comparison with other products and could be used to calculate likely 

running costs. 

Overall, the survey findings confirmed that the ERL design most likely to lead pool owners to 

purchase a more energy efficient pool pump was different to those in the label combinations 

compared. The optimal ERL design would have: a single arch showing ten stars in a continuous 

scale; a number depicting the star rating under the arch; and the kilowatt hours per year. 
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2.  Background 

Australia has the worldôs highest household pool ownership per capita with 1.2 million households 

boasting swimming pools1. To service these pools, approximately 90,000 new pool pumps are sold 

annually2. Research from 20163 highlights that this amount may be increasing; modern pumps 

typically last for three to five years whereas, previously, a pool pump would be able to service 20 

years.  

For many households, pool pumps are the second biggest consumer of electricity after the hot water 

system4. The Department of the Environment and Energy estimates that water filtration by pool 

pumps account for 76% of swimming pool electricity use and 18% of total household electricity use5.  

ERLs allow consumers to compare the energy efficiency of products. Research from 2014 shows 

Australian consumers find these ERL easy to recognise, easy to understand and practical to use6. 

Currently, there is no mandatory requirement for pool pumps to be labelled with energy efficiency 

information or to meet minimum energy performance standards7. The Department established the 

Voluntary Energy Rating Labelling Program for Pool Pumps (VERLP) in 2010, which enables pool 

pump suppliers to register for an ERL for their pool pumps.  

Price and costs are the main drivers behind pool pump purchasing decisions and consumers have 

low levels of engagement and knowledge about what type of pump they own8. This suggests it is 

particularly challenging to cut through with information about energy efficiency. For those more 

engaged in pool pump purchases, e.g. pool professionals, there is some scepticism about the 

accuracy and a perceived lack of consistency in information about energy efficiency. 

The Equipment Energy Efficiency (E3) program, operated within the Department, is considering if 

energy efficiency standards, including an ERL should apply to pool pumps. This ERL research will 

inform the Departmentôs consideration of the final label design if labelling is introduced for pool 

pumps. 

Colmar Brunton conducted research with pool owners for the Department to test a series of ERL 

design elements for pool pumps. The overall aim of the new ERL for pool pumps is to influence 

consumer choices and lead pool owners to purchase a more energy efficient pool pump.  

                                                      
1 http://www.energyrating.gov.au/products/swimming-pool-pumps 
2 http://www.energyrating.gov.au/products/swimming-pool-pumps 
3 http://energyrating.gov.au/sites/new.energyrating/files/documents/2016-Pool-Pump-Market-Research-
Report_0.pdf 
4http://www.lowcarbonlivingcrc.com.au/sites/all/files/publications_file_attachments/20170705_crclcl_fact_sheet_-
_rp1014_pool_pump_efficiency.pdf 
5 http://yourenergysavings.gov.au/energy/appliances-equipment/swimming-pools-spas-pool-pumps/reduce-pool-
spa-running-costs 
6 http://www.acilallen.com.au/cms_files/ACILAllen_EnergyRatingLabels2014.pdf 
7 http://www.energyrating.gov.au/products/swimming-pool-pumps 
8 http://energyrating.gov.au/sites/new.energyrating/files/documents/2016-Pool-Pump-Market-Research-
Report_0.pdf 



10  

 

2.1. Research objectives 

Colmar Brunton compared four ERL label combinations. The label components tested were: the 

annual kilowatt hour figure; a one star band versus a two star band; the super-efficient band between 

the two arches; and displaying either óthe more stars the more energy efficientô text or a figure 

depicting the star rating. 

The research was commissioned specifically to determine if: 

1. adding the annual kilowatt hour figure to the proposed label leads consumers to purchase a 

more energy efficient pool pump; 

2. consumers perceive the energy efficiency of a 3.5 star pool pump differently depending on 

whether the label depicts one star band (with a possible six stars) versus a two star band 

(with a possible ten stars) ; 

3. consumer choices change if a super-efficient band is added; and 

4. consumers choose a more efficient product with the inclusion of óthe more stars the more 

energy efficientô text or if the star rating figure is added under the star arch. 

The findings from this report aim to contribute to the Departmentôs consideration of the final ERL 

design to be used if mandatory labelling is introduced for pool pumps.   
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3. Methodology 

To address the research objectives a mixed-methodology approach was used for this study.  

3.1. Qualitative phase 

An initial qualitative phase consisted of five focus groups conducted from 17-18 October 2018, with 

each group lasting for 90 minutes. Recruitment was undertaken by Stable Research and participants 

received $80 each for their time. Sydney and Brisbane locations were chosen on the basis that pool 

ownership is highest in these capital cities. A breakdown of these groups is presented in the table 

below:  

Table 1 - Focus group details 

Cohort Location Time Number of participants 

Pool owners Sydney 6pm, 17/10/18 8 

Pool owners Sydney 8pm, 17/10/18 8 

Pool owners Brisbane 6pm, 17/10/18 6 

Pool owners Brisbane 8pm, 17/10/18 7 

Pool professionals Sydney 6pm, 17/10/18 5 

 

3.2. Quantitative phase 

The second quantitative phase consisted of a 10-minute online survey with pool owners. The survey 

was in field from 7-14 November 2018 and respondents were drawn from Research Nowôs online 

consumer panel (a panel of more than 300,000 Australians nationwide). In total, n=970 respondents 

completed the survey. Quotas were set by location to ensure a national representation of Australian 

pool owners; a breakdown of respondents by location is provided below: 

Table 2 - Respondents by location 

State % N Area % n 

NSW 31% 296 
Sydney 22% 218 

Rest of NSW 8% 78 

VIC 25% 244 
Melbourne 21% 202 

Rest of VIC 4% 42 

QLD 23% 220 
Brisbane 12% 113 

Rest of QLD 11% 107 

WA 11% 107 
Perth 10% 100 

Rest of WA 1% 7 

SA 5% 51 Adelaide 5% 46 
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State % N Area % n 

Rest of SA 1% 5 

TAS 2% 21 
Hobart 1% 11 

Rest of TAS 1% 10 

ACT 2% 20 
ACT 2% 20 

- - - 

NT 1% 11 
Darwin 1% 9 

Rest of NT 0% 2 

 

The two target audiences for this study included pool owners and pool professionals. The definition of 

a ópool professionalô was provided to those who completed the survey and read: 

6  óPool professionalô describes people with specialist pool knowledge and includes the following 

groups:  

7  A pool maintenance or service professional who assists pool owners in the ongoing 

upkeep or maintenance of a pool once installed; 

7  Those staff working at a pool and/or pool accessories retailer; 

7  Those that design, build and/or install pools. 

3.3. Research instruments 

The discussion guides used for focus groups and the online questionnaire can be found in the 

appendices of this report.  
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4. ERL label design summary 

The Department engaged Colmar Brunton to undertake research with pool owners to determine the 

most effective ERL design in leading pool owners towards purchasing a more energy efficient pool 

pump. 

The key design decisions to be considered as part of the study included: 

6  The inclusion of a one-star arch or the two-star arch format; 

6  Whether the inclusion of the ñSuper Energy Efficientò label component was valued by pool 

owners or not; 

6  Consideration of what type of information under the star arch added more value ï text saying 

ñThe more stars the more energy efficientò or a numerical representation of the star rating; 

6  Whether the inclusion of the average annual kilowatt hour consumption figure was perceived 

to add further value; and 

6  The optimum mix of these proposed design elements that would best influence consumer 

choices and lead pool owners to purchase a more energy efficient pool pump.    

 

The key findings relating to these design elements are summarised below. 

 

4.1. One-star arch vs. two-star arch format 

There is low familiarity and understanding of ERL labels showing two-star arches. 

6  Although the qualitative research participants were familiar with seeing ERLs on various 

electronic appliances, many understood the label to be out of 5 stars and were surprised to 

learn it was out of a maximum 6 stars. After being informed that some labels were out of a 

possible 10 stars, there was significant concern that they had been misled in the past into 

thinking that they were purchasing a less energy efficient product (based on an understanding 

that the rating was out of a maximum 5 or 6 stars, not out of a possible 10 stars). 

6  During the focus groups with pool owners there was widespread confusion as to why the 

second arch with four stars was added to the proposed ERL label, with most preferring the 

label with one arch for its familiarity. There was some confusion as to whether the second 

arch was a continuation of the first arch or was rating the appliance on a different 

performance aspect. If indeed it was supposed to be a continuation of the same rating scale, 

there was a very strong preference for all the stars to be displayed in a continuous, single 

band.    
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6  Despite the negative reaction to a second arch, attitudes to this idea shifted more favourably 

when asked which format was preferred for showing that the label was out of 10 stars, i.e. 

one arch showing 6 stars or two arches showing 10 stars in total. Across each focus group, 

there was unanimous agreement that 10 stars need to be displayed if the rating is out of 10 

stars to ensure consumers can make an appropriately informed decision. 

6  The national survey showed that while there was an initial preference for the single arch 

format (59% single arch vs. 25% two arches vs. 16% same), this shifted when pool owners 

were subsequently asked the best format to display the rating if it is a rating out of a possible 

10 stars (44% single arch vs. 41% two arches vs. 15% neither). Reasons provided for either 

preference highlight the trade-off between a desire the simplicity, familiarity and clarity of the 

single arch vs. the desire to see all 10 stars if the rating is out of 10 stars in total.  

 

4.2. Inclusion of the ñSuper efficiency ratingò band 

Feedback in the focus groups was mixed on the value of the ñSuper efficiency ratingò band being 

added to the two-arch format.  

6  While some felt the band helped explain the addition of the second arch (e.g. tipping the 

product into a new energy rating category), others felt a rating of 8 or more stars out of a 

possible 10 would be needed to justify such a claim. For the majority of focus group 

participants, the addition of the ñsuper efficiency ratingò band generally did not assist with 

clarifying why the top arch was added, with many arguing that this element was simply 

ñmeaningless wordsò and a ñmarketing gimmickò. 

6  Across the focus groups, some felt they would want to know what justifies something being 

awarded a ósuper efficiency ratingô (e.g. the technical assessment), while others would just 

trust that this level had been obtained.  

6  The version of the two-star arch with the ñsuper efficiency ratingò was only marginally 

preferred by pool owners in the national survey (43% include vs. 17% not include vs. 40% 

same preference), while for the majority both variants were observed to display the same 

rating (76%). Similarly, some 55% felt the including the band was useful vs. the remainder 

who were either neutral or felt it was less useful to include this in the label design.  

 

 

4.3. Type of information under the star arch 

Across both the focus groups and the survey, there was a strong preference for the inclusion of the 

numeric depiction of the number of stars rather than the text. 
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6  The number under the arch which counts the number of stars was consistently preferred 

ahead of the text óthe more stars the more energy efficientô. This was reflected by most 

groups (from the qualitative research) deciding to include this element in their final label 

designs.  

6  The national survey of pool owners showed a higher average usefulness rating (based on a 

0-10 scale, where 0 was ónot at all usefulô and 10 was óvery usefulô) recorded for the numeric 

description of the number of stars (of 7.3) compared to the text ñThe more stars the more 

energy efficientò (mean of 6.7) from the quantitative research. The number was felt to be easy 

to read and to interpret from a quick glance, and for some, offered important clarity on the 

exact star rating of the appliance. 

6  Nonetheless, the mean rating of 6.7 for the text ñThe more stars the more energy efficientò 

highlights that respondents did not completely disregard this element; some highlighted that it 

would have greater value to those less familiar with how the star rating system works. Based 

on significant differences by demographics, younger respondents aged 25-34 and those that 

speak a language other than English would likely find this information more useful.  

 

4.4. Inclusion of the average annual kilowatt hour 

consumption figure 

Across both the focus groups and the national survey, most wanted the average annual kilowatt hour 

consumption figure included. 

6  Across the focus groups some felt this figure of energy consumption was more meaningful 

than the star rating. It was also considered more practical as it could be used to calculate 

likely running costs and also provide another point of comparison with other products. 

6  While a minority questioned the accuracy of the figure (particularly pool professionals, who 

were generally far more knowledgeable about the myriad factors that can drive total annual 

energy consumption of the pool pump), the majority of focus group participants said that so 

long as all pumps were assessed on a ólike for likeô basis then the inclusion of this information 

still provided an additional and useful point of comparison between products. 

6  The national survey of pool owners showed 64% of pool owners felt the inclusion of this kWh 

information makes it easier to identify the more energy efficient pool pump, compared to a 

label without this information (12%). Further, 66% of pool owners said this kWh information 

was useful to them, with the main reason for this being the transparency and accessibility of 

this number as a further point of comparison.  

 

Table 3 ï Summary of preferred ERL design elements 
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4.5. Optimal energy rating label design 

The survey responses to the four label combinations indicated that the preferred label layout may 

contain the following features. 

Two arch band format displaying ten stars for all star ratings  

The option of displaying a two-arch band for all star ratings was not the preferred option for pool 

owners, however, it is the preferred option based on the four label combinations tested. Pool owners 

have a strong preference for one arch showing 10 stars. If the single band variant displaying 10 stars 

is not feasible, the two-arch format and display all 10 stars for any product that has been assessed on 

a scale out of a maximum 10 stars, should be used. This would mitigate the risk of customers 

perceiving they are buying the most energy efficient product on the market (six out of six stars) when 

they are actually purchasing a product rated six stars out of a possible 10. 
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Super efficiency rating band 

Feedback on the ñSuper energy efficientò band was mixed, although research marginally supports 

inclusion of the band. Some pool owners felt the band helped explain the addition of the second arch 

(for example, tipping the product into a new energy rating category), while others felt a rating of 8 or 

more stars out of a possible 10 (as opposed to the current addition of the band when the rating 

reaches 7 stars) would be needed to justify such a claim of ósuper efficiencyô. For the majority of focus 

group participants, the addition of the ñsuper efficiency ratingò band generally did not assist with 

clarifying why the top arch was added. 

Display a number in the star arch that depicts the number of stars 

Across both the focus groups and the survey, there was a strong preference for the inclusion of the 

numeric depiction of the number of stars rather than the text ñThe more stars the more energy 

efficientò. The number was felt to be easy to read and to interpret from a quick glance, and for some, 

offered important clarity on the exact star rating of the appliance. 

Kilowatt hours per year energy consumption figure 

Across both the focus groups and the national survey, most pool owners wanted the annual kilowatt 

hour consumption figure included. Across the focus groups some felt the energy consumption figure 

was more meaningful than the star rating. The figure was considered more practical than the star 

rating as it could be used to calculate likely running costs and was another point of comparison with 

other products. 

Overall, based on the qualitative and quantitative results from this study, the optimal ERL design that 

would be most effective design in leading pool owners towards purchasing a more energy efficient 

pool pump would contain the following features:  

6  A single arch showing all 10 stars in a continuous scale; 

6  The inclusion of the number of stars under the arch; 

6  The inclusion of the kWh information. 

Figure 1 combines each of the preferred design elements to represent the optimal ERL design.   
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Figure 1 - Optimal ERL design 
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5. Qualitative findings 

5.1. Running and maintaining pools 

5.1.1. Owning a pool 

To begin the discussion, participants were asked to think about the best and worst things about 

owning a pool. For many, the best thing about owning a pool is the social and entertainment value it 

provides, while others highlighted its value in adding to the landscape and its usefulness for fitness 

exercises. The main dislike about owning a pool was the ongoing maintenance required, including 

cleaning up leaves and managing chemicals. Of note, few participants mentioned running costs as 

one of the worst things; most acknowledge and are prepared to pay the increased costs of running a 

pool given their choice to include it in their lifestyle.  

 ñI want the pool, I donôt care about the power, I know that sounds bad but itôs true.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

Most participants struggled to quantify the yearly cost of running and maintaining their pool; excluding 

one Sydney group where most agreed that it costs around $1600 on average per year. Although 

electricity was seen to be the largest cost of running a pool, participants noted this was hard to put a 

dollar figure on given this is not itemised in their monthly or quarterly household electricity bill. Some 

pointed out that if this cost was able to be seen individually (e.g. split out via a smart meter), then they 

may pay more attention to how much energy they use in running their pool.   

Heating of a pool was identified as a major additional cost for those that choose to do so. A number of 

pool owners spoke positively about the cost-effectiveness of solar heating compared to gas or other 

non-solar electric alternatives. Another measure to reduce running costs was to reduce pool running 

times over winter or other low-usage periods; this was a common activity, however some noted that 

they were still forced to run the pump during these periods to avoid the costlier outcome of a ógreen 

poolô (e.g. there is generally a baseline level at which the pool filter and pump system needs to be 

used to avoid the pool ógetting away from themô and incurring potentially more cost in restoring it to a 

swimmable condition). Participants regularly noted that seasonal changes and weather influenced the 

cost of running a pool, due to varying amounts of sun and rain, plus storm season affecting those in 

Brisbane.  

ñI do monitor my timer on the pool. I only run it for as long as I have to cause I know it costs a fortune, 

and itôs still on for 5 hours a day. I try to cut it back a bit - in winter I cut it back even more because we 

donôt use it as much, but I definitely try looking after the electricity side of things.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 
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5.1.2. Pool pumps 

Pool ownerôs knowledge of what kind of pool pump they own varies widely. Some have no idea what 

kind of pool pump they have, while others know the specifics down to the type of pump and brand 

name (Hayward was most commonly mentioned, followed by Zodiac and Astral). Participants 

identified several factors that impact the energy efficiency of a pool pump including how clean the 

filter is, the quality of the water, and the presence of leaves or other materials creating blockages. A 

few participants indicated that their pump is larger than necessary for the size of their pool, meaning it 

can perform better and manage workload easier.  

ñI know mine is bigger than it needs to be, itôs way too big but it works fineéIt filters faster.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owners) 

Those who have replaced or purchased a pool pump in the past often followed the recommendation 

of their pool professional or got a like-for-like replacement knowing that it would fit their pool 

configuration. Very few reported that they engaged in a conversation about energy efficiency with the 

pool professional when making this replacement or purchase. Some suspected that pool 

professionals would most likely push certain products which earn them the highest margin or 

commission.  

 ñItôs usually just whatever the pool supplier [recommends]. They give you the gloss of brochures, 

these are the best pumps, donôt think thereôs a choice. They just farm whatever they are fed from. 

Energy efficiency not part of the conversation.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

ñWe are in a situation where the pool guy puts in the pump and what you see is what you got.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

ñWhat Iôve got in now is just what they said and here you go thereôs your pool thereôs your pump there 

you go.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

The rebate scheme for buying energy efficient pool pumps was raised by a few Brisbane participants 

who had been directed to it while shopping for a new pool pump in-store. Participant knowledge of the 

rebate scheme was mixed, and it led to some debate over how influential it would be in encouraging 

them to get a new, more energy efficient pump. Some argued that they would not take advantage of 

the scheme if their current was operating smoothly, while others would be more inclined to take 

advantage of the scheme if they knew their pump only had a few more years left to run.  

 ñWhile its working Iôm not going to go and replace with a more energy efficient one, if it dies or starts 

to go then I will.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

Overall, the management of pools ï including how often the pool pump is run ï was clearly a habitual 

behaviour. Even in an environment of rising energy prices, few indicated they had changed how 

frequently or how long they operated their pool pump in maintaining their pool. 
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5.2. Energy Ratings Labels (ERLs) 

Before participants were shown the different ERL designs, there was a short discussion on their 

current level of familiarity and understanding of these labels. The labels were highly recognised by all 

participants who recalled seeing them on most major electronic appliances. Interestingly though, 

many thought the current scale was out of 5 stars and were surprised to be advised it was actually a 

6-star scale ï and even more surprised in the subsequent group activities to learn that the 10-star 

scale had already been in market for a prolonged period.  

 ñPretty much every electrical thing seems to have it. I honestly donôt know what it means, apart from I 

assume the more stars the better but thatôs just an assumption.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

ñ1-star fitting within 5 stars, thatôs like a 20% variable within 1 star ï so how do you know? It needs to 

be a bit more definitive I think with the grading.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

The level of trust with ERLs was very high among the Sydney groups, but slightly weaker in Brisbane 

with questions asked about who comes up with the star rating numbers and how. One Sydney group 

concluded that the ratings are likely done by an independent body; this sat comfortably on the logic 

that they must be doing the job properly for the labels to still exist. In comparison, one Brisbane group 

were doubtful of the evidence behind the numbers on ERLs, drawing links to car manufacturers that 

misled consumers on energy efficiency (Volkswagen and car emissions information was mentioned 

specifically) and also prioritising information on country of origin as a better measure of the productôs 

quality. Despite some of this scepticism, there was an overall feeling across all groups that ERLs do 

contribute to the productôs credibility given that those without the ERL are probably ñhiding somethingò 

and of likely lesser quality. 

ñItôs obviously based on some sort of universal scale otherwise itôs meaningless. Iôd assume there is 

some sort of scientific background.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

Participants gave ERLs mixed levels of importance in the purchasing decision. While the ERL is 

generally at least considered at some stage, other variables such as the brand, warranty, shelf / 

upfront price, and country or origin were sometimes deemed to be more important factors. For some, 

it is enough to know that the product is not completely substandard (i.e. out of 1 or 2 stars); with the 

difference between a 3 to 4 to 5-star rating seen to be less important as these ratings are all generally 

acceptable. At the end of the discussion, most felt that the ERL would impact their next pool pump 

purchase decision ï but only in circumstances where they saw it (often this purchase is facilitated by 

an intermediary as noted above).  

 ñMaybe if itôs got 1 star sitting on it I might think hmm, but if itôs sitting at the average or just clocking 

over normally then itôs thumbs up.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

Given the high familiarity with the current labelling regime, most suggested that ERLs for pool pumps 

should follow a similar design and contain the same types of information ï with an assumption that 

ratings are underpinned by a standard, controlled testing process that accounts for capacity 

differences.  
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5.3. Reactions to ERL Designs 

Participants were provided with a set of different ERL designs with the purpose to compare which 

elements would be most effective in encouraging pool owners to purchase pumps that are more 

energy efficient. The different elements that were tested include: 

6  One arch versus two arches on the label; 

6  Super efficiency rating band being included on the label (or not); 

6  Including text saying ñThe more stars the more energy efficientò versus the number of stars 

under the star arch; and 

6  Including kWh per year information (or not) on the label. 

5.3.1. One arch versus two arches (1A & 1B) 

In order to allow each participant the chance to rate each label component free from the influence of 

others, a written task was used for each label variant where participants could indicate their 

preference among two design alternatives. The percentages presented below are based on analysis 

of this written feedback across the groups (e.g. they are still qualitative in nature, but provide a useful 

guide of the sentiment across the groups).    

1A 1B 

  

Preferred option by pool owners: 

10% 90% 
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(n=3) (n=26) 

 

The label with a single arch was widely preferred for its familiarity and simplicity. Participants have 

used it in the past for comparing other electrical appliances and find the one arch easier to read from 

a quick glance. 

ñCleaner looking, as the one with the extra stars doesnôt seem to mean anything.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

In comparison, participants reacted to label 1A with confusion about what purpose the second arch 

serves. It was unclear if the second arch was a continuation of the first arch, or whether it might be 

measuring something else (e.g. water, noise). Assuming that the second arch was a continuation of 

the first arch, participants then questioned on what criteria a rating would move from the first arch to 

the second; however, participants agreed that an explanation on this should not be included on the 

label. 

 ñItôs not continuous, not intuitive itôs the same scale.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

Respondents were generally unsure if the ratings on both labels were different or the same. After 

being provided with the fact that both versions are based on the same rating scale out of 10 stars, 

there was widespread confusion and dismay. The main point of shock was label 1B, with participants 

in strong agreement that it was impossible to know this rating is out of 10 stars if it is only showing 6 

stars.  

When asked which label was preferred with this added information, a number of participants 

answered óneitherô as they questioned why there was a need to change to a 10-star rating scale at all. 

Nonetheless, a final decision was reached with label 1A the favoured option given that it at least 

shows 10 stars. Participants were still unsatisfied with 1A though, noting that the segregation between 

the first and second arches made it unclear that the rating was out of 10. This led to a frequently 

raised suggestion to include all 10 stars in the one continuous arch.  

ñWhy canôt you stick with 5 or 6 stars and leave it at that.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

 ñWe all think at the moment that it was out of 5 stars but now we get told itôs out of 10. If overnight 

you see 10 stars youôre going to think geez I bought a washing machine a year ago and it only has 3 

stars.ò  

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

The revelation of these scales being out of 10 stars led to some questioning whether they were lied to 

or misled in the past when purchasing an appliance that only displayed an ERL with one arch. Aside 

from one participant in Brisbane who assumed that the ERL was extended to 10 stars to account for 

more energy efficient products, the vast majority had no knowledge about why the star rating scale 

was extended. There were some comments that if this extension to a 10-star rating scale was a global 

change for ERLs (not just pool pumps) then it would require a public awareness campaign.   

It was deemed to be very misleading for an ERL to only show 6 stars if the rating is out of 10 stars. 

There was wide agreement that if the rating is out of 10 stars, then 10 stars need to be shown 

(preferably in one arch). 
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5.3.2. Super efficiency rating band (2A & 2B) 

2A 2B 

  

Preferred option by pool owners: 

72% 
(n=21) 

21% 
(n=6) 

 

Initial reactions to seeing the super efficiency rating band were more positive, as it was felt to explain 

why the second arch was added and why it had been separated from the first arch. For some, the 

addition of this band led them to interpret the second arch of stars as a óbonusô in the sense that they 

exceeded the ónormalô 6-star rating scale. The use of black was also well-liked as this helped to make 

the band stand out.  

ñMore information provided to crack the riddle.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

However, as the discussion evolved, the level of negativity towards this design element also tended to 

grow. One of the main criticisms was that the band was nothing more than a ómarketing gimmickô, 

given that when comparing 2A to 2B, the overall rating remained unchanged. There was also a view 

that anything rated from 6 stars or higher was too low to be ósuperô, it was felt that 8 stars or more 

would more accurately warrant a ósuperô rating.  

ñIt means the same thing, to me itôs just a sales pitch, if you canôt figure out itôs 8 out of 10 you canôt 

count, itôs just advertising.ò 
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(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

ñWho decides that from 60% up itôs super-efficient. Super-efficient to me would mean itôs in the top 

10%.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

The positioning of the band was also questioned, with some debating whether it should stay in the 

middle, go on top of the second arch, or be moved in between stars (if a single arch showing 10 stars 

was adopted). A few also noted that they may not pay attention to the text at first glance as it is too 

small to read.  

ñYou would have to put your glasses on to read the super efficiency, has to be a little larger.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

5.3.3. Text versus number (3A & 3B) 

3A 3B 

  

Preferred option by pool owners: 

21% 
(n=6) 

79% 
(n=23) 

Among the two options presented as per above, the numeric format was preferred by most 

participants across the focus groups. To enhance this design element even further, the idea of 

including an óout of 10ô underneath this number was frequently raised and was received very 
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positively. Some who had originally preferred the text would be swayed to preferring the number if this 

text was included.  

One of the key arguments in favour of the number was that it made the rating completely 

unambiguous. This was important for those who wanted quick confirmation that they had read the 

label correctly. A few also pointed out that it would address any confusion caused by the red bar 

sometimes falling halfway through a star or between two stars (see 2A/2B designs for an example). 

There was a common feeling that the text was redundant given the strong level of familiarity with this 

label and strong understanding that more stars equals more efficiency.  

ñI like the numbers, it confirms that Iôve said 3 and a half [in my head].ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

ñQuicker to absorb and assess the data. The number is very simple.ò 

(Brisbane, Pool Owner) 

ñDo not have to interpret at all. Gives opportunity to people who only can read numbers not pictures!ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

On the flipside, those in favour of the text argued that it was still necessary to include for those who 

have low familiarity with the label. Another point ï made in an obvious tone ï was that the number 

was not necessary given that the number of stars can be counted. A few noted that the text would 

address any confusion caused using the colour red, with some making the natural assumption that 

more red equals more ódangerô or more óbadô. 
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5.3.4. kWh per year information (4A & 4B) 

4A 4B 

  

Preferred option by pool owners: 

14% 
(n=4) 

86% 
(n=25) 

 

The addition of the kWh per year information was generally well-received, with participants describing 

this number as ñmeaningfulò particularly when compared to the star rating where few understood 

exactly how a star rating was achieved. Some assumed that the kWh figure and star rating are not 

linked, while others see them doing the same thing. Participants liked how they could use this number 

as another point of comparison; a handful went so far as to calculate an estimate of how much it 

would cost to run their pool per year using this number. Even if the number 847 is not understood, 

participants noted they could use it for making eye-to-eye comparisons given this number is relative to 

what the kWh per year is for other products.  

ñThis is a more quantifiable comparison than the star rating for me.ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 

ñReal number to enable calculation of usage ï for those so inclined!ò 

(Sydney, Pool Owner) 






















































































































































