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. INTRODUCTION

The Maine Public Utilities Commission (the “Commission”) is an independent
agency created by the Maine Legislature to ensure safe, adequate, and reliable
utility service at rates that are just and reasonable for both consumers and public
utilities. The Commission has jurisdiction over electric, gas, water, and telephone
utilities, and ferries in Casco Bay. The Commission grants utility operating authority,
regulates utility service standards, responds to consumer questions and complaints,
monitors utility operations for safety and reliability, ensures the protection of
underground facilities, oversees electric energy efficiency programs, and oversees
the development and implementation of emergency services communications
(E-911).

The Consumer Assistance Division (the “CAD”) is the Commission’s primary link
with utility consumers. The CAD is charged with ensuring that consumers, utilities,
and the public receive fair and equitable treatment through education, resolution of
complaints, and evaluation of utility compliance with consumer protection rules. To
promote understanding and prevent disputes, the CAD seeks to educate and inform
consumers and utilities about utility-related consumer service issues, and consumer
rights and responsibilities. The CAD’s role as an educator has expanded in recent
years as the regulated utility industry has changed, particularly with the development
of competition in the telecommunications and electric industries.

Duties of the CAD include responding to information requests; investigating and
resolving disputes between consumers and utilities; assessing utility compliance with
consumer-related statutes, Commission rules, and utility tariffs; bringing
enforcement actions for violations of Maine statutes and Commission rules by
utilities; participating in Commission rulemakings; screening requests from utilities
seeking to disconnect gas or electric service in the winter; and reviewing requests
from utilities for waivers to Commission rules. The CAD also assists utilities in
designing and operating effective consumer service programs that are fair to both
consumers and utilities. This report is a summary of the CAD’s activities in 2003.

Il. THE YEAR IN REVIEW

The CAD’s major initiatives in 20083 included the investigation of numerous
slamming and cramming complaints and participation in subsequent enforcement
actions; participation in the management audit of Northern Utilities and the
investigation into its billing practices; and an intermnal service quality review. Each of
these initiatives is described in more detail below.
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A. Enforcement
1. Slamming

Consumers in Maine have the right to choose which company provides their local
and long distance telephone service. Sometimes a change in service is made
without a consumer’s knowledge or consent. This practice, known as “slamming,”
violates state and federal laws, as well as rules of the Maine Public Utilities
Commission and the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). The Maine
Commission has jurisdiction over slamming complaints involving local service (dial
tone) and intrastate interexchange (toll) service. In addition, the CAD began
investigating interstate slamming complaints in November 2000 when FCC rules
allowed states to become the first point of contact for resolving these complaints.

In 2002, the Commission established an investigation process for reviewing
slamming complaints in situations where staff believed an administrative penalty was
warranted due to either the large number of complaints received or the egregious
nature of the violations. In May 2003, the Commission concluded its first formal
investigation into alleged violations of Maine’s slamming statute and related
Commission consumer protection rules. After investigating more than 100
complaints from consumers who alleged that WebNet Communications, Inc.
(WebNet) changed their long distance service without their permission, the
Commission documented 55 violations by WebNet of Maine law and Commission
rules (Chapter 296—Selection of Primary Interexchange and Local Exchange
Carriers). The Commission found that WebNet used deceptive tactics to defraud
Maine consumers, including representing itself as Verizon, promising free calling
cards, promising incentive checks, and altering third-party verification tapes.

As a result of these violations, the Commission imposed an administrative
penalty of $4,555,000 on WebNet. This was the highest penalty ever assessed by
the Commission and, while its collection is unlikely given WebNet’s financial
problems, it nonetheless reflects the seriousness of WebNet'’s intentional violations
of Maine's slamming laws. The Commission also revoked WebNet’s authority to
operate in Maine, and barred WebNet, any successor entities, and any officers,
directors, or other control persons of WebNet from operating a telecommunications
company in Maine without an investigation and specific approval from the
Commission.

2. Cramming

Maine law and Commission rules (Chapter 297) prohibit service providers from
placing charges for services on a customer's local telephone bill without first
receiving the customer's authorization, a practice known as “cramming.” Service
providers most frequently offer billing on a customer’s local telephone bill for
services such as voice mail, Internet access, calling services, and web page design.
Chapter 297 requires billing aggregators (companies providing billing services) and
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service providers to register with the Commission before they forward charges to be
placed on a customer’s local telephone bill. The rule also prohibits a billing
aggregator from forwarding charges for a service provider to a local telephone
company unless the service provider is registered with the Commission, prohibits
local phone companies from billing for unregistered service providers, and provides
penalties for violations of the rule.

As a result of its investigation into complaints from 14 consumers about
unauthorized charges appearing on their phone bills, the CAD found that a billing
aggregator, Integretel, improperly forwarded charges on behalf of four service
providers who were not registered with the Commission. The unregistered service
providers were Spoonful.Net, Qitel Communications, VoiceNet, Inc., and Switched
Access Communications. The charges from these four companies were removed
from consumers’ local telephone bills to resolve the complaints. In addition,
Chapter 297 authorizes the Commission to assess a penalty of up to $1,000 for
each cramming violation. A settlement was reached with Integretel that resulted in
an administrative penalty of $10,000 being paid to resolve the pending violations.

B. Investigation of Billing Practices of Northern Utilities

Between November 13, 2000 and January 28, 2003, the CAD received
numerous complaints from customers of Northern Utilities, Inc. (NUI) about their
bills. Consumers complained they could not understand their bills and were often
asked to pay a large make-up amount for service rendered in months past. The
CAD first worked informally with NUI to resolve the complaints. However, when the
billing problems continued, the Commission opened a formal investigation in May
2002 to review NUI’s billing practices, particularly its use of estimated meter reads,
and to resolve the consumer complaints.

The Commission’s investigation revealed that many consumers received bills
based on estimated reads for service over a period of more than 6 months and in
some cases as much as 36 months. Consumers often received large make-up bills
once an actual reading was obtained because the estimated usage was significantly
less than the actual usage. The make-up bills ranged from $323.05 to $32,040.45,
with the highest residential bill being $3,199.17 accrued over a period of 31 months.

The long periods of estimated meter reads were primarily due to the rejection by
NUI's billing department of actual meter readings. NUI instead issued bills to these
accounts based on computer generated estimated usage. Often, these estimated
bills represented a lower amount of gas than the amount actually used. When a bill
based on an actual read was eventually issued, it included the previous amounts of
usage that were not included in the bills that were based on estimated reads.
Between January 1, 2000 and July 31, 2003, NUI issued estimated bills due to the
rejection of actual meter readings for 1,409 accounts (1,049 residential and 360 non-
residential). In 294 instances, the billing period exceeded 12 months.
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A second problem affecting a smaller number of accounts was that NUI did not
obtain an actual meter reading for consumers for long periods, in one case for 32
months. NUI failed to obtain an actual meter reading within 12 months for 221
residential consumers in violation of Commission rules, as well as for 73 commercial
consumers. Commission rules require a utility to obtain an actual meter reading at
least once every 12 months "to verify the accuracy of bills issued on the basis of
estimated readings or readings provided by the customer." Commission rules also
prohibit a utility from issuing two consecutive estimated bills (except in limited
emergency situations or for certain seasonal customers) unless the consumer has
been given the opportunity to read the meter.

The investigation was resolved when the Commission approved a stipulation
entered into by NUI and the Office of the Public Advocate. The stipulation required
NUI to refund or credit over $230,000 to 1,409 customers (1,049 residential and 360
commercial). The agreement addressed two groups of consumers who received
service from NUI between January 1, 2000 and July 31, 2003: 1) consumers who
received bills based on estimated reads for a period longer than six months and
whose meter was actually read at some point during that period but the actual meter
read was rejected by NUI were eligible to receive a full refund for the amount beyond
6 months prior to the issuance of the make-up bill; and 2) consumers who received
bills based on estimated reads for a period longer than 12 months whose meter was
never actually read were eligible for a full refund of all amounts beyond the 12
months prior to the issuance of the make-up bill.

C. Management Audit of Northern Utilities

As discussed in previous CAD annual reports, the CAD observed persistent
problems in 2001 and 2002 with the adequacy of NUI’s response to calls from
consumers to its credit and collections call center. (NUI's credit and collections call
center handles customer calls relating to credit, collection, and disconnection
issues.) In addition, consumers told the CAD they could not reach a live person at
the call center, or were on hold for an extended period of time before they reached a
live person. As discussed in Section B above, the Commission opened an
investigation in March of 2002 to review NUI’s billing practices and its heavy reliance
on estimated bills.

The call center complaints and billing problems raised concerns that other NUI
customer-related services and NUI's ability to respond to large-scale outages and
other service emergencies might not be adequate. It was suspected that the
problems with NUI's performance were tied to successive post-merger cuts in
staffing levels and NUI's closure of facilities in Maine. As a result of its concerns, the
Commission initiated a management audit of NUI’'s customer service practices and
opened an investigation to implement a service quality incentive plan on May 16,
2002.
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The Commission hired an independent consultant, Xenergy, Inc., to conduct a
comprehensive management audit of several NUI operational areas, including meter
reading and billing, call center operations, and field services. Over a period of nine
months, Xenergy collected information from NUI, interviewed numerous employees
and managers from various departments within NUI, and toured key operational
facilities in Maine, New Hampshire, and Massachusetts.

Xenergy's final Management Audit Report, filed June 11, 2003, recommended
that the Commission adopt a Service Quality Incentive Plan (SQP) encompassing all
operational areas included in the management audit of NUI. The report also
recommended that the SQP include automatic penalties to provide the necessary
incentive for NUI to achieve and maintain adequate service performance in all areas.

In 2008, the Office of the Public Advocate, NUI, and Commission staff developed
a substantially revised SQP. The revised SQP, which established baseline
performance targets and associated penalties in five customer service areas,
became effective January 1, 2004. The customer service areas include:

¢ Field operations (Service Appointments Met on the Scheduled Day & Time
and Response to Odor Calls);

e Meter reading (On-Cycle Meter Reads and Long No Reads);
e Billing (Meter Reads Used);

e Contact Center Performance (Emergency Calls, Non-Emergency Calls,
Abandoned Call Rate, and Contact Center Busy Outs); and

e Overall Service (Consumer Assistance Division Cases and Customer
Satisfaction Measured by Survey Results).

The SQP provides for a maximum annual penalty of $300,000 if NUI fails to meet
the baseline performance targets. Penalties will be determined using a calculation
involving the degree by which NUI under-performs the benchmark and the relative
weighting of the service area. As a result, greater performance failures will generate
greater penalties for NUI. NUI could incur the entire annual penalty amount if there
is a drastic failure in one performance area. Penalties will be paid either as a single
or multiple service quality performance line-item credit on customers’ bills. The SQP
will continue until the Commission cancels it, but changes to the SQP may begin
January 1, 2005.

In addition, NUI will undertake a Service Appointment Study during 2004 to
measure the frequency of NUl-initiated calls to reschedule service appointments and
what impact this may have on customers. The Study will be used to determine
whether changes should be made to the standard “Service Appointments Met on
Scheduled Day and Time.”
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The SQP also requires NUI to ensure that each menu level of its integrated voice
response system explicitly provides the option for customers to reach a live
customer service representative in a timely manner within the first four menu options
and prior to the “All Other Questions” option.

D. CAD Initiatives to Improve its Service Quality

In 2003, the CAD focused on improving the quality of its work and identified the
following areas as priorities for improvement: complaint investigations, written work
product, work flow between CAD staff, and consistency in establishing payment
arrangements. As a first step, specialization areas were identified for each of the
CAD staff who answer calls from consumers. These staff members then began
working with senior staff in the CAD to gain a better understanding of the
investigation process for their area(s) of expertise (e.g., high bill disputes, line
extension disputes, slamming and cramming complaints, etc.). Once training is
completed, this process will allow the CAD to more evenly distribute its workload by
increasing the number of staff trained in the investigation of more complex issues.

Second, an internal work group was created to review the process used by CAD
staff to establish payment arrangements between consumers and their utilities. The
goals of the work group were to: 1) determine whether a standardized process
could be developed that would ensure consistency among CAD staff; 2) consider
how to resolve situations in which consumers repeatedly contact the CAD for
assistance because they are unable to pay their bills; and 3) draft an internal
process to provide usable guidance to CAD staff.

As part of its review, the payment arrangement work group invited utility
representatives and other interested parties to comment on issues identified as
contributing factors to the lack of consistency among CAD staff in establishing
payment arrangements. The issues included:

e Determining the circumstances under which a new payment arrangement

should be negotiated for consumers who repeatedly break their payment
arrangements.

e Determining the circumstances under which a down payment should be
required, and what is a reasonable amount.

e Determining a reasonable amount for a monthly payment.
e Determining a reasonable length of time for a payment arrangement.

e Determining when the next payment should be due.
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The comments received emphasized the problem inherent in developing a
standardized process for establishing payment arrangements—the circumstances of
each consumer vary to such a degree that there is no “standard” situation. The
payment arrangement work group believed that the use of guidelines was a more
appropriate method of ensuring consistency among CAD staff rather than
development of a standardized process for establishing payment arrangements.

In January 2004, the payment arrangement work group submitted its draft
recommendations to the CAD Director. The work group proposed that: 1) an
internal policy be adopted setting general guidelines to assist staff in determining
both whether the CAD should establish a payment arrangement and how an
arrangement should be structured; 2) the CAD Policy Book be updated; 3) regular
in-house training be provided to CAD staff on establishing payment arrangements;
4) training be provided to CAD staff on financial assistance; and 5) several changes
be made to the CAD’s computer database. The draft report will be distributed for
comment to utility representatives and other interested parties who participated in
the process.

Finally, a training program is being developed to improve the investigative and
writing skills of CAD staff and ensure consistency in establishing payment
arrangements. The training will focus on identifying what questions to ask
customers; improving listening skills; identifying witnesses for enforcement actions;
and conducting effective research of Commission laws, rules, terms and conditions,
and past case history. It is believed these efforts will improve the efficiency of CAD
staff and improve the quality of the CAD’s work in assisting Maine consumers.

lll. CONSUMER CONTACTS

The CAD assisted 9,067 consumers in 2003, a 6% decrease from 9,651
consumers assisted in 2002, and comparable to 9,110 consumers assisted in 2001,
Consumer contacts included requests for information, requests for assistance from
residential and business consumers who had disputes with utilities, and requests by
electric and gas utilities for authorization to disconnect consumers during the winter
period.

As shown in Figure 1, the number of contacts received in the past three years
has been fairly constant. The number of contacts received in 1999 and 2000 was
much higher due to the large number of consumer questions about electric
restructuring.
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April 2001 and October 2002 (some more than once) resulting in 258 overcharges
totaling $3,870.

A second reason for the dramatic increase in abatements in 2003 is an
improvement in the quality of the CAD’s investigations. In particular, the CAD has
made significant strides in improving its investigation and resolution of slamming
complaints. In 2003, the CAD assisted 508 consumers who believed their telephone
service was changed without their permission obtain refunds totaling $62,766. This
is a 62% increase over the $38,818 refunded to 227 consumers in slamming cases
in 2002, and a 242% increase over the $18,374 refunded to 129 consumers in 2001.

In addition, over the past few years the CAD has sought to make every effort to
help consumers even if the CAD does not have clear jurisdiction (such as obtaining
a “good will” adjustment for contested interstate or international toll charges) or in
situations in which neither the consumer nor the utility has done anything that
contradicts Commission rules or the utility’s terms and conditions (such as
inadvertent toll charges incurred while accessing an internet service provider). In
the vast majority of cases, the CAD is able to negotiate a refund to the consumer.

A final factor contributing to the dramatic increase in abatements in 2003 was
better tracking in the Commission’s complaint tracking system. A software
modification implemented in 2003 allowed the CAD to track abatements that could
not previously be tracked automatically.

Appeals of CAD Decisions. Both the consumer and the utility have the right to
appeal a decision made by the CAD. Appeals of CAD decisions are reviewed by the
Commission’s Legal Division and then decided by the Commission. In 2003, 16 of
the CAD'’s decisions were appealed, or 0.6% of the cases resolved by the CAD. In
2002, 1.1% of the cases resolved by the CAD were appealed, while 0.5% of the
cases resolved in 2001 were appealed. In 2003, the Commission upheld the CAD’s
decision in 11 cases while one customer’s appeal was resolved without review by
the Commission. In 2002, the Commission upheld the CAD’s decision in 11 cases,
remanded one case back to the CAD for further review, and one appeal was
withdrawn.

B. Requests for Information

Calls or letters in which the CAD provides information to consumers are tracked
separately from consumer complaints, as are requests by electric or gas utilities to
disconnect consumers during the winter period (November 15 to April 15). The CAD
had 6,988 requests in these categories in 2003.

Consumers requested information from the CAD on utility billing practices and
services, ratepayer rights and responsibilities, electric restructuring, electricity
conservation, telephone do not call lists, and Dig Safe. Consumers asked the CAD
for guidance on resolving disputes with utilities and asked about the types of

-12-
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assistance available to low-income consumers who had trouble paying their bills.
Many consumers also contacted the CAD about utility services not regulated by the
Commission, such as cable, wireless, and propane.

C. Requests for Winter Disconnection

It is the Commission’s policy that during winter months, when severe weather
conditions can pose a threat to health and safety, residential customers of electric
and gas utilities should not be disconnected because of their inability to pay the
entire amount owed. It is also the Commission’s policy that utilities should attempt
to enter into payment arrangements with their customers, and that customers must
pay a reasonable portion of each utility bill when due during the winter period and
avoid accumulation of arrearages that will be difficult to pay on a reasonable
schedule during the summer months.

These policies are stated in the preface to the Commission’s rules on “winter
disconnection,” which is the period between November 15 and April 15. During this
period, a utility may disconnect service to an occupied dwelling only after it has
received authorization from the CAD. However, both Central Maine Power
Company and Bangor Hydro-Electric Company have obtained exemptions from this
requirement and may disconnect a customer without authorization from the CAD if
they are unsuccessful in their attempts to achieve contact with the customer.

As shown in Table 2, the CAD received 532 requests from utilities to disconnect
consumers’ gas or electric service during the winter of 2002-2003. This is a 42%
increase over the 375 requests received during the winter of 2001-2002 and a 49%
increase over the 358 requests received during the winter of 2000-2001. The
primary reason for the increase in 2002-2003 was because CMP submitted far fewer
requests than average during the 2000-2001 and 2001-2002 winter periods.

Of the 2002-2003 requests for winter disconnection, 32% were granted.
Requests granted typically involved services abandoned by consumers. Requests
to disconnect were denied if a payment arrangement was established for the
consumer pursuant to the winter disconnection rule or if payment was made, thereby
avoiding the need for disconnection.

Table 2: Winter Disconnection Requests

Requests Requests Requests

[Utility Received Granted Denied
[Bangor Hydro-Electric Company 0 0 0
Central Maine Power Company 438 142 296
|[Eastern Maine Electric Cooperative 68 20 48
|Madison Electric Works 13 1 12
[Matinicus Plantation Electric Co-op 13 6 7

Total 532 169 363

-13 -




2003 Report on Consumer Assistance

D. Requests for Exemption

The CAD reviews requests by utilities for exemptions from the Commission’s
consumer protection rules involving a single consumer while the Commission
reviews requests for exemptions involving all or a portion of a utility’s service
territory. The CAD received 22 exemption requests in 2003, compared to 6 in 2002
and 9 in 2001. Fifteen of the requests received in 2003 involved a utility seeking
permission to add a customer's final bill to another customer's account. In 2003, the
CAD granted 11 requests, denied 6, and 5 were withdrawn by the utility.

E. Violations of Commission Rules

In 2003, the CAD found that utilities violated the Commission’s consumer
protection rules in 672 cases. This is a 12% decrease from the 762 consumer
complaints with utility violations in 2002.

The majority of the 2003 complaints with violations involved telecommunications
carriers. In 62% of these complaints, a carrier violated Chapter 296 (the
Commission’s slamming rule) by making an unauthorized change in a customer’s
telecommunications service. In 28% of the complaints, a carrier violated
Chapter 292 (the Commission’s rule on credit and collections for interexchange
carriers) by failing to follow requirements for disconnection of toll service.

IV. UTILITY COMPLAINT PROFILES

This section profiles the performance of Maine utilities with respect to consumer
complaints received during the year. Complaints received by the CAD are used to
assess the complaint handling performance of the major electric, gas, water, and
telephone utilities. In nearly every case, the consumer has already contacted the
company about the problem prior to contacting the CAD. The exception is that
slamming or cramming complaints are accepted even if the consumer has not
attempted to resolve the dispute directly with the utility or the service provider.

The calculation of a consumer complaint rate (consumer complaints per 1,000
consumers) facilitates the comparison of complaints received between utilities of
various sizes. The CAD has found that high consumer complaint rates or significant
increases from one year to the next often indicate patterns and trends that should be
investigated. Prior to 2001, the CAD used the number of complaints resolved to
calculate complaint rates. However, because the number of complaints received
more accurately reflects a utility’s performance, that number was used to calculate
complaint rates starting with the CAD’s 2001 report.

This section is organized by industry type. Information is provided on major

utilities, as well as smaller utilities with a significant number of consumer complaints.
The Appendix is a compilation of complaints received in 2003 against monopoly

-14 -
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At the start of 2003, OneStar was providing local exchange setrvice,
interexchange service, or both to a number of Maine consumers, using services and
facilities provided by Verizon. However, OneStar was unable to meet its financial
obligations to Verizon and Verizon terminated OneStar’s long distance access
service. This resulted in OneStar’s long distance customers no longer being able to
make direct-dialed long distance calls. The method of termination precluded either
Verizon or OneStar from placing a recorded message on customer’s lines (as
required by Chapter 292) informing customers why they could not place a toll call.
As a result, the CAD was inundated with calls from OneStar’s toll customers
because their service was disconnected without notice.

Verizon next advised OneStar and the Commission that it intended to terminate
OneStar’s local services. This meant that OneStar's local customers would lose
their dial tone and ability to dial 911. Since many of the consumers using OneStar’s
local service were schools, fire and police departments, and municipalities, public
safety was a concern. Commission staff worked closely with both Verizon and
OneStar to ensure that any termination of local dial tone was done only after
customers received the 14 days notice required by Chapter 291. In addition, several
days before the actual disconnection CAD staff called critical customers believed to
still be with OneStar for local service to inform them of the pending disconnection.

These events highlighted the fact that even though the Commission’s regulation
of competitive telecommunications services is less restrictive than its regulation of
ILECs, the amount of time CAD staff spends in dealing with consumer issues has
actually increased commensurate with the increase in competition.

5. Business Options

Between February 2002 and January 2004, the CAD received 184 complaints
from Maine consumers regarding unauthorized changes in their preferred toll carrier
by Business Options, Inc. (BOI). Most of the consumers said they had never heard
of BOI until the charges appeared on their local phone bill or they received a bill
directly from BOI. Many recalled speaking with someone about their telephone
service but remembered that the person specifically stated he or she worked for
Verizon or AT&T and that their rates were being lowered because they paid their
bills on time. These consumers, many of whom were elderly, did their best to
protect themselves by asking the right questions (e.g., who the caller worked for,
whether the call related to changing phone service, etc.), only to be deceived by
BOI’'s marketing personnel. The CAD made findings of slamming in 167 of the
consumer complaints. In January 2004, the Commission’s prosecutorial staff, which
included representatives of the CAD, filed a report on BOI with the Commission
asking that an investigation be opened and that the assessment of an administrative
penalty be considered along with revocation of BOI's certificate to operate in Maine.

-902 .
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6. Other Slamming Complaints

As mentioned earlier, slamming complaints decreased in 2003 (“slamming” is
when a customer’s telecommunications provider is changed without the customer’s
authorization). Only 239 slamming complaints were received in 2003, compared to
608 in 2002, and 337 in 2001.

Of the slamming complaints received in 2003, 162 alleged an unauthorized
change of both in-state and out-of-state services, 15 alleged an unauthorized
change of only in-state service, and 61 alleged an unauthorized change of only
out-of-state service. The majority of the complaints were against interexchange
carriers. Table 3 lists the carriers against whom the CAD received five or more
slamming complaints in 2003.

Table 3: Slamming Complaints (by Carrier)

No. of
Carrier Complaints
AT&T 33
Business Options, Inc. 44
LCR Telecommunications 28
MCI 51
OneStar 18
Sprint 23

For slamming complaints resolved in 2003, the CAD found that 418 customers
were slammed. Table 4 lists the carriers against whom the CAD made five or more
findings of slamming in 2003.

Table 4: Customers Slammed (by Carrier)

No. of

Carrier Customers
AT&T 11
Business Options 145
LCR Telecommunications 21

MCI 11
OneStar 12
Sprint 10
WebNet 61
World Communications Satellite Systems 117

-23 -
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V. EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

The CAD attempts to increase public awareness of utility issues by issuing
consumer bulletins to the news media on regulatory matters and areas of concern.
In addition, the CAD’s web page (http://www.state.me.us/mpuc/cad/cad.htm)
includes fact sheets, brochures, consumer bulletins, “tips of the month,” consumer
complaint statistics, and annual reports. The CAD also provides training to utility
staff upon request, and provides guidance to utilities and consumers on the
interpretation of Commission laws and rules. As more utility services move toward
competition, it is expected the CAD’s educational role will continue to increase.

A. Consumer Bulletins

The CAD issued two Consumer Bulletins in 2003 on telecommunication issues.
They addressed the use of older calling cards and how consumers can protect
themselves from being slammed. Consumer Bulletins are sent to all in-state media
services (newspapers, radio, television), social service agencies, and others such as
the Congressional delegation and the Governor’s office, and are posted on the
CAD’s website. A brief description of each bulletin follows.

& Calls Placed with Older Calling Cards Can be Expensive

Issued May 15, 2003, this bulletin explained why using older calling cards could
result in higher charges for consumers. The Commission recommended that
consumers contact the telephone company that issued their card and ask for the
rates to determine if the calling card is current and included in a rate plan. The
Commission also suggested that consumers ask what rate will be charged when
they sign up for a new calling card because calling card rates may vary significantly
from the rates consumers are accustomed to paying for toll calls made from home.

® How to Avoid Being “Slammed”

Issued July 21, 2008, this bulletin provided information to consumers on how to
avoid having their service changed without their authorization. The bulletin
explained how to “freeze” the selection of the company or companies providing a
consumer their local or long-distance service. Although slamming is illegal, it
sometimes occurs and the Commission recommended a carrier freeze as the most
effective way to prevent it.

B. Other Outreach Activities

Assisting utilities with the interpretation of Commission rules is another
component of the CAD’s outreach efforts. In 2003, the CAD received 183 calls from
utilities seeking assistance. The CAD assists utilities by reviewing their credit and
collection procedures to ensure they are reasonable and in compliance with
Commission rules, and to ensure that service-related procedures are handled in a
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uniform, fair, and reasonable manner. The CAD also responds to utility requests for
assistance in dealing with their more complex consumer issues. This often means
providing advice on how to proceed with disconnection or a collection action related
to accounts with high balances, life support equipment, and such other matters as
the failure to repair service lines, bankruptcy issues, master-metered units, and line
extensions. In January 2003, the CAD provided training to Northern Utilities staff on
credit and collection procedures, payment arrangements, and low-income programs.

In December 2003, the CAD held a four-day workshop on consumer protection
strategies for representatives of the Romanian Energy Regional Authority. Topics
discussed included disconnection notices, disconnection procedures, winter
disconnections, requirements for reconnection, payment arrangements, and
master-metered multi-unit dwellings

VI. LOOKING FORWARD TO 2004

The CAD expects consumer contact levels, including the number of consumer
complaints, to remain relatively constant in 2004. (This could change, however, if a
large number of slamming or cramming complaints are received, as has happened
in previous years.) Contacts and complaints should remain level because changes
in the electric industry associated with electric restructuring have subsided; changes
associated with the implementation of the Commission’s new telecommunications
consumer protection rules have occurred and telephone utilities are familiar with the
requirements of the rules; and no major rule changes are expected in 2004 that will
impact consumer complaints and contacts.

One of the CAD’s major projects in 2004 will be the revision of Chapter 81 and
Chapter 86, the Commission’s consumer protection rules for electric, gas, and water
utilities. We expect to remove antiquated sections of these rules and update them to
reflect changes in the utility markets (electric in particular) that have occurred since
the rules were last revised in 1988. As part of the revision, the winter disconnection
process will be reviewed. Under the current process, electric and gas utilities are
prohibited from disconnecting a customer’s service during the winter period without
first obtaining permission from the CAD. The CAD is currently gathering information
from other States with cold weather protections to evaluate alternatives to the
current rule.

In addition, the CAD will continue to focus on quality improvement in 2004 by
implementing recommended internal process changes and providing additional
training to CAD staff as discussed earlier in this report.

In summary, the number of consumer complaints received is the primary factor
driving the CAD’s workload. If incoming complaints remain at the same levels in
2004 as they were in 2003, the CAD hopes to focus its efforts on completing several
quality improvement initiatives and updating the Commission’s consumer protection
rules.
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Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Disconnect/ Rate per
. . . - . Total
Utility Type Company Service Notice Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# % # %o # % # % : Customers

COMMUNICATIONS ~ CHINA TELEPHONE COMPANY 1 50% 0% | 1 50% 0% 2 0.5
COBBOSSEECONTEE TELEPHONE COMPANY (TDS) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

COMMUNITY SERVICE TELEPHONE COMPANY - 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 0.1

HAMPDEN TELEPHONE COMPANY (TDS) 0% 0% | 0% 0% 0 0.0

HARTLAND & ST. ALBANS TELEPHONE COMPANY (TDS) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

ISLAND TELEPHONE CO. (TDS) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

LINCOLNVILLE TELEPHONE COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

MAINE TELEPHONE COMPANY 1 33% 0% 67% 0% 3 0.2

MID-MAINE COMMUNICATIONS 11% 5 56% 3 33% 0% 9 14

NORTHLAND TELEPHONE COMPANY OF MAINE 5 56% 0% 44% 0% 9 04

OXFORD TELEPHONE COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

OXFORD WEST TELEPHONE COMPANY 2 67% 0% 33% 0% 3 0.3

PINE TREE TELEPHONE COMPANY ‘ 0% 1 20% 3 60% 1 20% 5 0.5

SACO RIVER TELEPHONE COMPANY 1 100% | 0% 0% 0% 1 0.1

SIDNEY TELEPHONE COMPANY 0% 0%. 1 33% 2 67% 3 1.8

SOMERSET TELEPHONE COMPANY (TDS) 20% 0% 2 40% 2 40% 5 04

STANDISH TELEPHONE COMPANY 3 75% 1 25% 0% 0% 4 04

TIDEWATER TELECOM 17% 2 33% 3 50% 0% 6 05

UNION RIVER TELEPHONE COMPANY 0% 0% 100% 0% 1 0.7

UNITEL, INC. 0% 1 33% 0% 2 67% 3 0.5

VERIZON NEW ENGLAND, INC. D/B/A VERIZON MAINE 78 32% 47 19% 110 45% | 8 3% 243 0.5

WARREN TELEPHONE COMPANY (TDS) 0% 0% 0% 1 100% 1 0.5

WEST PENOBSCOT TELEPHONE COMPANY (TDS) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

Industry Totals 23 94 31% 57 19% 132 44 % 16 5% 299 0.5
ELECTRIC BANGOR HYDRO-ELECTRIC COMPANY 24 28% 47 55% 13 15% 1 1% 85 0.8
CENTRAL MAINE POWER COMPANY 48 12% | 250 61% 110 27% 1 0% 409 0.7

EASTERN MAINE ELECTRIC CO-OP, INC 1 7% 10 67% 3 20% 1 7% 15 1.2

FOX ISLANDS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

HOULTON WATER COMPANY - ELECTRIC DEPT. 1 10% 6 60% 3 30% 0% 10 1.9

ISLE-AU-HAUT ELECTRIC POWER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

KENNEBUNK LIGHT & POWER DISTRICT 0% 2 67% 1 33% 0% 3 0.5

Page 1



Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Disconnect/ Rate per
. . e Total
Utility Type Company Service Notice Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# % # % # % # % Customers

ELECTRIC MADISON DEPARTMENT OF ELECTRIC WORKS 1 13% 5 63% 2 25% 0% 8 32
MAINE PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY L 3% 20 65% 10 32% 0% 31 0.9

MATINICUS PLANTATION ELECTRIC COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

MONHEGAN PLANTATION POWER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

SWANS ISLAND ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

VAN BUREN LIGHT & POWER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

Industry Totals 13 76 14% | 340 61% | 142 25% 3 1% 561 0.8
GAS BANGOR GAS COMPANY, LLC 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 100
MAINE NATURAL GAS, LLC. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

NORTHERN UTILITIES, INC. - MAINE 10 10% 29 29% 60 59% 2 2% 101 4.2

Industry Totals 3 10 10% 29 29% 60 59 % 2 2% 101 4.2
OTHER OTHER 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0
Industry Totals 1 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0.0
WATER ADDISON POINT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
ALFRED WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

ALLEN WATER COMPANY L 100% 0% 0% 0% 1 37.0

ANDOVER WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

ANSON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - BUCKSPORT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - CAMDEN/ROCKLAND MAIN OFFIC 3 100% 0% 0% 0% 3 04

AQUA MAINE, INC. - FREEPORT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - GREENVILLE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - HARTLAND DIVISION 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - KEZAR FALLS 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - MILLINOCKET 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

AQUA MAINE, INC. - OAKLAND 0% L 100% 0% 0% I 1.1

AQUA MAINE, INC. - SKOWHEGAN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

ASHLAND WATER & SEWER DISTRICT 0% L 100% 0% 0% L 3.1

AUBURN WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% "0 0.0

AUGUSTA WATER DISTRICT 0% 4 100% 0% 0% 4 0.7
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Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Disconnect/ Rate per
. . o1y Total
Utility Type Company Service Notice _Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# % # % # % # % Customers
WATER BAILEYVILLE UTILITY DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

BANGOR WATER DISTRICT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 0.1
BAR HARBOR WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BATH WATER DISTRICT 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0% 2 0.6
BELFAST WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 1.5
BERWICK WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 1.2
BETHEL WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BIDDEFORD & SACO WATER COMPANY 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 0.1
BINGHAM WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 2.1
BOOTHBAY REGION WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BOWDOINHAM WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BREWER WATER DEPARTMENT - 1 20% 1 20% 3 60% 0% 5 14
BRIDGTON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BROWNVILLE WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BRUNSWICK & TOPSHAM WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
BUCKFIELD VILLAGE CORPORATION 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CALAIS (CITY OF) WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CANTON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CARIBOU UTILITIES DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CASTINE WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CLINTON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CORINNA WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CORNISH WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
DANFORTH WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
DEER ISLE CONSUMER OWNED WATER UTILITY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
DEXTER UTILITY DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
DIXFIELD WATER DEPARTMENT 2 100% 0% 0% 0% 2 3.3
DOVER-FOXCROFT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
DRESDEN WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
EAGLE LAKE WATER & SEWER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
EAST MILLINOCKET WATER WORKS 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
EAST PITTSTON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
EAST VASSALBORO WATER SYSTEM 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 12.2
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Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Discon.nect/ Total Rate per
Utility Type Company Service Notice Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# % # % # % # % Customers
WATER ELLSWORTH WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
EUSTIS WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 52
EXETER WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
FARMINGTON FALLS STANDARD WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
FARMINGTON VILLAGE CORPORATION 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
FORT FAIRFIELD UTILITIES DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
FORT KENT WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0°
FRANKLIN WATER DEPARTMENT 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 1 5.5
FRIENDSHIP WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
FRYEBURG WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
GARDINER WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
GRAND ISLE WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
GRAY WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
GREAT SALT BAY SANITARY DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
GUILFORD/SANGERVILLE WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
HALLOWELL WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
HAMPDEN WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 0.6
HARRISON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
HEBRON WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
HOULTON WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
HOWLAND WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
ISLAND FALLS WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 53
JACKMAN UTILITY DISTRICT - WATER DIVISION 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
JAY VILLAGE WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
KENNEBEC WATER DISTRICT 1 13% 5 63% 2 25% 0% 8 0.9
KENNEBUNK/KENNEBUNKPORT/WELLS WATER 1 50% 0% 50% 0% 2 0.2
KINGFIELD WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% -0 0.0
KITTERY WATER DISTRICT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 0.2
LEWISTON WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 2 50% 2 50% 0% 4 04
LIMERICK WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
LIMESTONE WATER & SEWER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
LINCOLN WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
LISBON WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
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Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Disconnect/ Total Rate per
Utility Type Company Service Notice Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# Y% # % # Y% # % Customers

WATER LIVERMORE FALLS WATER DISTRICT 2 100% 0% 0% 0% 2 1.5
LONG POND WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 6.1
LUBEC WATER & ELECTRIC DISTRICT (WATER) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MACHIAS WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 1.8
MADAWASKA WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MADISON WATER DISTRICT 1 50% 1 50% 0% 0% 2 0.5
MARS HILL UTILITY DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MECHANIC FALLS WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MEXICO WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
"MILBRIDGE WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MILO WATER DISTRICT 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 1 14
MONHEGAN WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MONSON UTILITIES DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MORRILL VILLAGE WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MOSCOW WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MOUNT DESERT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
MT. BLUE STANDARD WATER DISTRICT 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 1 3.6
NEW PORTLAND WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NEW SHARON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NEWPORT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 1.5
NORRIDGEWOCK WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NORTH BERWICK WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NORTH HAVEN WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NORTH JAY WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NORTHPORT VILLAGE CORPORATION (WATER DEPARTMENT) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
NORWAY WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
OLD TOWN WATER DISTRICT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 0.3
OQUOSSOC STANDARD WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
ORONO-VEAZIE WATER DISTRICT 1 50% 1 50% 0% 0% 2 1.0
OXFORD WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
PARIS UTILITY DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
PASSAMAQUODDY WATER DISTRICT 0% 2 100% 0% 0% 2 2.7
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Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Disconnect/ Rate per
. . s Total
Utility Type Company Service Notice Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# % # % # % # % Customers
WATER PATTEN WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

PITTSFIELD WATER WORKS 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0% 2 1.9
PLYMOUTH WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
PORT CLYDE WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
PORTLAND WATER DISTRICT 0% 6 60% 4 40% 0% 10 0.2
PRESQUE ISLE WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
QUANTABACOOK WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
RANGELEY WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
RICHMOND UTILITIES DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
RUMFORD WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SABATTUS SANITARY DISTRICT (WATER DEPT.) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SANDY POINT WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SANFORD WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SEARSMONT VILLAGE WATER ASSN 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SEARSPORT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SMALL POINT WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SOLON WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SOUTH BERWICK WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SOUTH FREEPORT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SOUTHPORT WATER SYSTEM 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
SOUTHWEST HARBOR WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 1 100% 0% 1 1.1
ST. FRANCIS WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
STARKS WATER DISTRICT 1 100% 0% 0% 0% 1 47.6
STONINGTON WATER COMPANY 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
STRONG WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
TENANTS HARBOR WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
TOWN OF WALDOBORO WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
VAN BUREN WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
VINALHAVEN WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
WALDOBORO WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
WASHBURN WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
WATERBORO WATER DISTRICT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 9.0
WEST PARIS WATER DISTRICT 0% 1 100% 0% 0% 1 5.0
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Utility Complaints for Cases Received in 2003 4/1/2004
Disconnect/ Rate per
- . . 11 Total
Utility Type Company Service Notice Billing Miscellaneous Complaints 1000
# %0 # % # %0 # % Customers

WATER WILTON WATER DEPARTMENT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

WINTER HARBOR WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

WINTERPORT WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

WINTHROP UTILITIES DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

WISCASSET WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

YARMOUTH WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

YORK WATER DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

Industry Totals 155 17 23% 34 46 % 23 31% 0 0% 74 0.3

WATER COMMON BAY EXPRESS WATER TAXI 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0
CARRIER

CASCO BAY CHARTER, INC. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

CASCO BAY ISLAND TRANSIT DISTRICT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

CHEBEAGUE TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

EAGLE TOURS, INC 0% 0% 0% | 0% 0 0.0

INTERCOASTAL MARINE TRANSPORT 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

ISLAND TRANSPORTER, LLC 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

LIONEL PLANTE ASSOCIATES 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

MARINE TAXI SERVICE 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

OLDE PORT MARINER FLEET, INC. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

THE WATER TAXI F/K/A PRESUMPSCOT WATER TAXI 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

WILLARD CUSHING LLC D/B/A PORTLAND WATER TAXI 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 0.0

Industry Totals 12 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% - 0 0.0

Utility Totals 207 197 19% | 460 44% | 357 34% 21 2% 1,035 0.6
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