
April 3, 2026 
 
Ms. Amy Dumeny, Administra8ve Director 
Maine Public U8li8es Commission (PUC) 
State House Sta8on #18 
Augusta, Maine 04333-0018 
 
Re: Ten-Person Complaint Pursuant to 35-A M.R.S.A. Sec8on 1302 
  
Dear Director Dumeny: 
 
This comment submission is provided in response to Bar Harbor Town Manager Smith’s leRer of 
March 25, 2026, regarding our “Ten-Person Complaint Concerning Increase in Rates Pertaining 
to Bar Harbor Water Division, PUC Docket No. 2026-00070.” 
 
Manager Smith’s leRer consists largely of aRempted distrac8on and obfusca8on, and does not 
respond adequately or factually to any of the issues raised in our complaint.  He begins by 
devo8ng many words to emphasizing the legality of the Town’s process, but does not address 
the requirements of Maine’s Title 35-A, §6104-A for a public hearing prior to submission of a 
rate change request (that was done almost a month before the public hearing), or that for 
minutes of the public hearing that include the detailed responses of the governing body (here 
our Town Council) to the public comments received before and at the hearing.  No such account 
or response has been provided, especially regarding alterna8ve rate structures all of which 
could generate the revenue claimed to be required (more on this below).  The public hearing, 
and the records thereof, were merely a theatrical charade for an en8rely predetermined 
outcome. 
 
His leRer further states that “The Town has not aRempted to implement rates outside of 
Commission review.”  In contrast, however, 2027 budget prepara8on documents (s/a excerpt 
below) show that the increased rates requested here appear to have been implemented in the 
now nearly completed 2026 budget cycle, in wholly improper an8cipa8on of earlier formal 
submission and assumed Commission approval. 
 
Going beyond the above procedural issues, the crux of the debate here is the fairness and 
equity of (past and) proposed Bar Harbor water rates.  No one is (yet) ques8oning the revenue 
shoraall in, or the amount of funding required to support, Bar Harbor’s water u8lity, so 
Manager Smith’s verbiage about the necessity of greater revenue aber ten years without 
adjustment is of no import.  Nor is another fancy and expensive “cost-based analysis” necessary, 
the Town has already done this, and the costs claimed by the Town and its consultants are 
assumed to be valid.  What is at issue, however, is “whether the proposed rate structure is 
unjust, unreasonable, or unduly discriminatory” (Manager Smith’s words.)  ARachment 2 below, 
using the Town’s own numbers, clearly shows that past and proposed Bar Harbor water rates 
have been, and will con8nue to be if the Town’s recent adjustment is allowed to go into effect, 
precisely that. 



 
What is of paramount importance, and the essence of the Commission’s further delibera8ons 
on fairness, equity, reasonability and public policy, is whether a town’s residents should be 
required to pay almost twice as much per unit of water as non-residen8al customers, in 
con8nua8on of a long-standing Bar Harbor tradi8on of imposing on, sacrificing and exploi8ng its 
residents in favor of the financial boRom lines of larger, wealthier and commercial en88es.  In 
stark contradic8on to the Town’s officials’ and consultants’ statement that a flat rate structure 
would lead to up to 4-8mes higher rates for residen8al users, the town’s own figures show that 
a flat and non-discriminatory water rate would decrease residen8al users’ rates by 14%, in 
contrast to the 35% increase incorporated in the Town’s recent proposal, all while raising the 
Town’s water revenue to that amount that the Town states as necessary for sustainability. 
 
In summary, Manager Smith asserts a Louis the Fourteenth-like authority (L’etat c’est moi) to 
speak somehow more authen8cally (“The Town does not share that view”) than the legally 
required ten residents filing the instant complaint.  Other comparisons also come to mind, such 
as Marie AntoineRe saying of the poor “Let them eat cake”, or slave-owners claiming that the 
enslaved were happier and more secure than free people.  Perhaps our different concepts of 
equity and fairness should be put to public vote, which our town officials would be highly likely 
to lose, just as they have repeatedly been overruled by their ci8zens on maRers pertaining to 
cruise ships in recent years. 
 
To conclude, while the terminology the Commission uses if it chooses to consider this maRer 
further is to ”open an inves8ga8on”, we believe that the facts are not in dispute and do not 
need to be “inves8gated”; rather, what is called for is examina8on and considera8on of which 
course of ac8on regarding Bar Harbor water rates best meets and accomplishes the 
Commission’s goals of fairness, equity, reasonability and non-discrimina8on.  We hope for 
sympathe8c considera8on and protec8on from exploita8on by the PUC.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charles Sidman 
Lead Pe88oner, Ci8zen and Water Customer in Bar Harbor, Maine 
PO Box 200, Bar Harbor, ME 04609 
207-288-0428 
csidman@acadia.net 
  



Attachment 1: Town’s Imposition of Increased Water Rates in 2026 Budget Cycle 

 

  



Attachment 2: Comparison of Proposed (still Declining Rate) and Fair (Flat Rate) 

 

 


