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Exhibit 3
Page 1 of 10

THE PUBLIC ADVOCATE’S OFFICE
PROPRIETARY QUESTIONS INCLUDED IN THE
STRATEGIC MARKETING SERVICES OMNIBUS POLL™
(FEBRUARY 2001)

1. The Public Advocate’s Office, headed by Steve Ward, represents the interests of consumers
at the Maine Public Utilities Commission, at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
and at the Maine State Legislature. Were you aware of this office?

l. Yes
2. No
96. Don’t know [DO NOT READ]

IF YES:
la. In general, how effective do you think the Public Advocate’s Office has been in

representing the interests of the utility consumers, particularly with respect to price
issues and service quality? Would you say the office has been: [OPTIONS WERE

ROTATED]

1. Very effective

2. Somewhat effective
3. Not effective

96. Don’t know [DO NOT READ]

1b. In what ways do you think the Public Advocate’s Office could be more effective?
[Open-ended; Multiple responses were recorded]

STRATEGIC MARKETING SERVICES, PORTLAND, MAINE
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WATER DISTRICT QUESTIONS

1. Have you heard about proposed legislation that would make voluntary the PUC’s oversight
of water district rate increases?

1. Yes
2. No
96. Don’t Know [DO NOT READ

Under current Maine law, a publicly-owned water district that is run by a board of locally-elected
directors has authority to set water rates on its own — without input or review from the Public
Utilities Commission in Augusta. However, if 15% of the district’s ratepayers request a review of
the rate increase proposal by the PUC, current law places a final decision with the PUC.

The Water Utilities Association and certain water districts, including the Portland Water District,
have announced plans to seek a change in Maine law that will permit any publicly-owned water
district to “opt out” entirely from the PUC’s oversight, without any right to petition for PUC
review by 15% of ratepayers.

2. Do you approve or disapprove [OPTIONS WERE ROTATED)] of the proposal to change
Maine law to permit any publicly-owned water district to opt out entirely from the PUC’s
oversight?

1. Approve

2. Disapprove
96.  Don’t Know [DO NOT READ]

STRATEGIC MARKETING SERVICES, PORTLAND, MAINE












The Public Advocate Office, headed by Steve Ward, represents the interests of consumers at the Maine Public Utilities
Commission, at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and at the Maine State Legislature. Are you aware of this office?
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In general, how effective do you think the Public Advocate's Office has been in representing
the interests of the utility consumers, particularly with respect to price issues and service quality?
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In what ways do you think the Public Advocate's Office could be more effective?
[OPEN-ENDED; MULTIPLE RESPONSES WERE RECORDED]
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In what ways do you think the Public Advocate's Office could be more effective?
[OPEN-ENDED; MULTIPLE RESPONSES WERE RECORDED]
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In what ways do you think the Public Advocate's Office could be more effective?
[OPEN-ENDED; MULTIPLE RESPONSES WERE RECORDED]
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Exhibit 4
Page 1 of 4

Public Advocate Expenditures for 10 Years

FY 95 ( 7 positions)
FY 96 (7 positions)
FY 97 (7 positions)
FY 98 (7 positions)
FY 99 (7 positions)
FY 00 (10 positions)**
FY 01 (10 positions
(

FY 03 (10 positions
FY 04 (10 positions
FY 04 (NSA position)*
FY 05 (10 positions)
FY 05 (NSA position)

)
)
FY 02 (10 positions)
)
)

Personal
Services

$388,673
$422,072
$457,550
$468,349
$472,350
$550,232
$636,110
$713,769
$800,029
$872,515

$875,429
$90,486

All Other

$253,568
$223,207
$243,523
$252,682
$501,782
$482,373
$454,600
$510,172
$666,508
$505,774
$2,832
556,067
$132,801

Total
$642,241
$645,279
$701,073
$721,031
$974,132

$1,032,605

$1,090,710
$1,223,941
$1,466,537
$1,378,289
$2,832
$1,431,496
$223,287

*SPO still had payroll at the time and it wasn't moved until FY 05 due to legislation.

**One of these ten positions (Clerk Typist lll) has not been filled.

Source of funding is dedicated revenue.






Recent Budget Historv and Carrv Forwards

Office of the Public Advocate

199

=]

100% Carry Forward from FY 1997 was authorized

to carry into 1998. ...

LD 2278 authorized for FY 1998. ..o,

Page

....$60,483 - All Other

..... $13,000 - Personal Services

Exhihit 4
30of 4

Original Budget Request for the year was $684,549

LD 2278 authorized in FY 1999, . ...,

Brought final budget to.......................oo

....$30,000 - Personal Services

$350,000 - All Other

....51,064,549

2000

Original Budget Request for FY 2000 was $1,084,560

LD 1423 authorized 3 positions for portion of a year.....

It also authorized reclasses for entire of office staff

for a portion of the year......................cooii i,

Brought final budgetto..........................

....$114,750 - Personal Services

$42,000 - All Other
$8,000 - Capital
$27,750

- Personal Services

$1,277,060

2001

Original Budget Request for FY 2001 was $901,378

LD 1423 authorized entire year salary & benefits..........

LD 1423 authorized funding for reclasses for the year

foroffice staff. . ... ...

100% Carry Forward from FY 2000 was authorized to

carry into FY 2001...........cocoi

Brought final budget to..........................coo

....$60,000

$154,500 - Personal Services
$50,000 - All Other

- Personal Services

..... $202,269 - All Other

$1,368,147

G:\Word\Patty\OPA\opa carry forward history 2-14-01.doc



Exhibit 4
002 Page 4 of 4

LD 300 Original Budget Request for FY 2002 was $1,268,628

100% Carry Forward from FY 2001 was authorized to
carry into FY 2002, . ..., $386,299 - All Other

PL 2001, Ch 559, Part O, Section 4, OPA reduction of $33,278

Brought final budgetto...........ooooiiiii $1,654,927

LD 300 Original Budget Request for FY 2003 was $1,335,688

PL 2001, Ch 714, Part O, section 8, OPA reduction of $86,086

100% Carry Forward from FY 2002 was authorized to
carry Into FY 2003.. ..., $214,889 - All Other

Brought final budget to...............oooiiiiii $1,550,577

Original Budget Request for FY 2004 was $1,500,366

100% Carry Forward from FY 2003 was authorized to

carry into FY 2004. ... $121,173 - All Other
Brought final budget to.................coooi $1,621,539
200

Original Budget Request for FY 2005 was $1,519,713
PL 2003, Ch 320, $39,763 from OPA personal services

100% Carry Forward from FY 2004 was authorized to
carry into FY 2005, . ..o, $204,973 - All Other

Brought final budget to..............cooo $1,724,686

G:\Word\Patty\OP A\opa carry forward history 2-14-01.doc



Exhibit 4

Page 4 of 4
2006
Original Budget Request for FY 2006 was $1,519,663
PL 2005, Ch 135, $221,853 from OPA personal services
100% Carry Forward from FY 2005 was authorized to
carry into FY 2006........coooiii i, $221,853 - All Other
Brought final budgetto.................cooo $1,741,546

G:\Word\Patty\OP A\opa carry forward history 2-14-01.doc



Exhibit 5

' Title 35-A: PUBLIC UTILITIES (HEADING: PL 1987, ¢. 141, Pt. A,
@6 (hew))

~ Part 1: PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION (HEADING: PL 1989, c.
502, Pt. A, @123 (rp))

~ Chapter 17: PUBLIC ADVOCATE (HEADING: PL 1987, ¢c. 141, Pt. A. @6
- (new)) |

§1702-A. Evaluation of needs and resources

1. Definitions. As used in this section, unless the context otherwise indicates, the
~ following terms have the following meanings.

A. "Low-income consumers” means residential consumers for whom paying
public utility bills is difficult or impossible without some form of assistance or
government aid; [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]

B. "Residential consumers" means consumers who take public utility service for
domestic purposes; and [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]

C. "Small business consumers" means commercial consumers that employ fewer
than 100 employees. [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]
[1997, c. 166, 8§81 (new).]

2. Intent. It is the intent of the Legislature that the resources of the Public Advocate
be devoted to the maximum extent possible to ensuring adequate representation of the
interests of those consumers whose interests would otherwise be inadequately
represented in matters within the jurisdiction of the commission. [1997, c. 166,
§1 (new).] '

3. Priority. When the interests of consumers differ, the Public Advocate shall give
priority to representing the interests of consumers in the following order:

A. Low-income consumers; [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]
B. Residential consumers; [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]
C. Small business consumers; and [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]

D. Other consumers whose interests the Public Advocate finds to be
inadequately represented. [1997, c. 166, §1 (new).]

This subsection does not require the Public Advocate to represent the interests of a
consumer or group of consumers if the Public Advocate determines that such
representation is adverse to the overall interests of the using and consuming public.










































































































































Average budget: $1,926,986.76

T , Statistical Summary of NASUCA Data Exhibit 8
Percentage |No. of Members |Category Page 1 of 1
Employees

Employees
16% 8 Under 5 BUnder 5 B5 to 10
40% 20 5t0 10
26% 13 10 to 19
010 to 19020 to 29
8% 4 20 to 29
2% . 1 - ]30-39

I 8% 4 40+ 030-39 D40+

|

Budget

l Budget OlLess than

- $500,000
17% 7 Less than $500,000

| E$500,000 to

| 319 13 $500,000 to $1,000,000 $1,000,000
L 21% 9 $1,000,000 to $2,000,000 752,000,000

I 17% $2,000,000 to $3,000,000 082,000,000 to

. $3,000,000

) 14% - 6 $3,000,000+ 00$3,000,000+

If
I

"Median budget: -$1,133,271.00

|[Type of Organization _
38% 19 Independent state agehcy
o 18% 9 Part of another agency
| 28% 14 . Part of AG's Office
6% 3 Non-profit organization
l 10% 5 Other type of organization

Type

Hindependent state
agency

B Part of another
agency

OPart of AG's
Office

O Non-profit
organization

OOther type of

organization

IType of member

I 86% 43 Full members
f 4% 2 Associate members
10% 5 Affiliate members

‘dead of office average salary: $87,512.25

Head of office median salary: $89,213.00






