
GPA Customer Service Survey 2011

August 2011



Introduction
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 In July 2011, Market Research & Development conducted the first 
of a series of four Guam Power Authority customer service 
assessments on Guam.  This initial survey was designed as a 
baseline to measure changes in customer satisfaction throughout 
the year.

 Data collection was held between August 16, 2011 and August 25, 
2011.

 The target population for the study was all heads of household –
defined as those who made decisions and paid bills on Guam. 
Respondents also needed to be residents of Guam, aged 18 and 
over living in traditional households (ex. apartments, 
condominiums, and single family dwellings). 



Methods
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 A random probability sample of 507 residents was selected in two stages: 
 First, residences were randomly selected from the landline telephone number 

list;

 Second, the resident eligible to be interviewed was selected through the 
random, “most recent birthday” procedure.

 For a sample of this size, the results are accurate to ±4.5%, at the 95% 
confidence level (i.e. If the survey were replicated 100 times, the probability is 
that, 95 times out of 100, the same results with the same level of accuracy 
would be obtained).  The survey yielded demographic results representative of 
the community, an thus the reader can have confidence that the survey is 
representative of residential power consumers on Guam.  A demographic 
profile of the sample is included as an appendix.

 Notes on the Sample: 
 Data have not been weighted, post-stratification, as the sample’s ethnicity and gender distributions appear to 

conform to known, recent distributions of these variables in the population.



Key Metric – Benchmarking Points

 Overall Satisfaction and Satisfaction with Services
 Reference mainland utilities have set baseline satisfaction targets 

around 85% (typically calculated or negotiated based on 3-5 years 
of historical data)

 On Guam, the standard set for customer satisfaction at the retail 
level for petroleum companies ranges between 85% to 90% 
depending upon the company.

 First Call Resolution
 Reference mainland utilities have set baseline FCR targets north of 

70% (typically calculated or negotiated based on 3-5 years of 
history.

 On Guam, FCR targets for both the Petroleum and the 
Telecommunications industry on Guam are north of 85%.
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Key Metric - Satisfaction with GPA (Q1)

 Respondents were initially asked to rate GPA as a company or 
agency utilizing a scale of 1 to 10 (where 1 was “very dissatisfied” 
and 10 was “very satisfied.”)

 About half (52%) of the respondents gave GPA a rating of 6 or 
higher, with a mean, or average score of 5.78 out of 10.
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Review open ended commentary
P1b. Why did you rate your overall satisfaction a [RESPONSE 
FROM P1A]? N %
Bills too high 241 48%
Other 190 37%
Too many outages 109 21%
Don't Know 37 7%
Inaccurate bills 28 6%
Slow service 21 4%
Refused 1 %
Total 507 100%
Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 100%.

 Two primary reasons were identified by respondents as to why they rated 
GPA as they did:
 The bills are too high (48%)
 Too many outages (21%) 
 The “others” category represented open-ended responses reflecting individual responses not 

directly associated with the categories identified.  Those responses having to do with negative 
ratings were primarily associated with the cost of the service and the spikes and “power glitches” 
that occur.  Those comments associated with positive ratings generally identified consistency of 
service and good customer service experiences mentioned by respondents. 
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Key Metric - Satisfaction with GPA services (Q11)

 Respondents were asked to rate GPA’s overall services a utilizing a scale of 1 
to 10 (where 1 was “very dissatisfied” and 10 was “very satisfied.”)

 Seven out of ten respondents gave GPA a rating of 6 or higher.
 The mean average rating was 6.92.
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Review open ended commentary

 Four items were cited by 10% or more of respondents as reasons for respondent ratings of the service 
GPA provides:
 Good customer service (27%)
 Bad customer service (12%)
 Slow speed in service (11%)
 Good speed of service (10%) 

 The “other” category reflected individual responses.  The negative comments were associated with 
increasing rates, power fluctuations and customer service issues.  The positive comments were 
associated with responsive and helpful customer service encounters.

8

 P12. Why did you rate your satisfaction with the services 
provided by GPA as you did? N %

Other 183 36%
Customer service - good 138 27%
Customer service – bad 59 12%
Speed of service - slow 58 11%
Speed of service - good 50 10%
Communication - good 44 9%
Don't Know 44 9%
Was polite 30 6%
Communication – bad 25 5%
Was rude 23 5%
Refused 5 1%
Total 507 100%
Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 100%.



Key Metric - First Call Resolution

 Eighty-three or  (16%) of all respondents indicated that they had 
some sort of interaction with GPA staff over the phone over the last 
30 days.

 Among those that interacted with GPA over the phone, 59% were 
able to resolve their issue within the first call. Some 30% indicated 
it took 2 or more calls and about 11% could not remember
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Perceptions of GPA (% satisfied & mean rating)

 Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with a number of characteristics of 
GPA.  They rated their satisfaction on a scale of 1 to 10 where 1 represented “very 
dissatisfied” and 10 represented “very satisfied” 

 Three out of four respondents agreed that GPA “offers convenient and secure payment 
options.”

 They were least likely to agree that “GPA is a leader in energy efficiency and renewable 
energy.”
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Perceptions of GPA correlated to satisfaction

Correlation between perception and satisfaction P1. 
Satisfaction 

with GPA 
(Company) 

P11. 
Satisfaction 

with GPA 
Services

GPA provides unparalleled customer 
service

Pearson Correlation .120** .101*

Sig. (2-tailed) .008 .027
N 497 478

GPA is a reliable company Pearson Correlation .065 .094*

Sig. (2-tailed) .149 .039
N 497 478

GPA maintains a safe energy 
delivery system

Pearson Correlation -.003 -.023
Sig. (2-tailed) .949 .614
N 497 478

GPA is a leader in energy efficiency 
& renewable energy

Pearson Correlation .115* .106*

Sig. (2-tailed) .011 .021
N 497 478

GPA keeps me informed about the 
things I need to know as a customer

Pearson Correlation .041 .025
Sig. (2-tailed) .359 .581
N 497 478

GPA offers convenient and secure 
payment options

Pearson Correlation .081 .082
Sig. (2-tailed) .070 .074
N 497 478

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

 The general satisfaction items 
measured in the adjacent table were 
generally not correlated with 
“Satisfaction with GPA” or “Satisfaction 
with GPA services.”  However, two items 
had a statistically significant correlation 
but were relatively weak in their 
explanatory value
 Higher  scores for the statement “GPA 

offers unparalleled customer service”  
were positively correlated with both 
overall GPA satisfaction and satisfaction 
with the service.  The scores explained 
about 12% of the variation in how people 
feel about GPA as a company and about 
10% of the variation for how they feel 
about the service. 

 Perceptions of GPA’s leadership in energy 
efficiency explained about 12% of how 
people feel about GPA as a company and 
11% of how they feel about GPA service.

 Ratings of GPA as a reliable company 
explains about 9% of the variation on 
how rate payers feel about GPA services.
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Compare relative contact types

 Nearly half (48%)  of the respondents had visited a GPA office within the past 
month.

 One out of five had visited the GPA website 21% and about a quarter (24%) 
claimed to have encountered a GPA service person at their home or where  they 
work.  Lest than a fifth (17%) indicated they had talked with a representative 
over the  phone.
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Satisfaction by contact type (% satisfied & mean rating)

 Despite GPA’s relatively low satisfaction rating as a company, people were more 
likely to be satisfied with their personal interaction with GPA employees (such as 
telephone services, issue resolution, etc.)  More than 80% of respondents gave 
favorable ratings for the website and the person that made a service call.  Lower 
ratings were provided for issue resolution, telephone contacts and interaction with 
the customer service at the GPA offices.
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Reasons for rating: Telephone and Office

P5a. Why did you rate your satisfaction 
with the GPA Telephone Representative 
as you did? N %
Was slow 5 6%
Was rude 6 7%
Was disconnected 2 2%
Did not solve my problem 5 6%
Was polite 16 19%
Was quick 8 10%
Answered all my questions 12 14%
Solved my problem 2 2%
Other 30 36%
Don't Know 8 10%
Total 84 100

%
Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 
100%.

P7a. Why did you rate your satisfaction with 
the GPA Office as you did?

N %
Long wait times 58 24%

Slow service 45 19%

Office atmosphere - good 39 16%

Office atmosphere - bad 10 4%

Problem resolution 14 6%

Other 114 48%

Don't Know 13 5%

Refused 2 1%

Total
240 100%

Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 
100%.
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Reasons for rating: phone reps and office reps 
 Telephone

 The reasons offered for ratings tended 
to be spread across several issues.  The 
most frequented items mentioned 
were:
 Attendant was polite (19%)
 Answered all my questions (14%)
 Quick (10%) 

 The other category of individual 
response included negative comments 
such as
 Lack of accuracy, 
 Attempts to get the customer to come 

into GPA as opposed to assisting on 
phone,

 The inability to answer questions posed.   
 There were also indicative positive 

comments about the professionalism, 
kindness and positive attitude of 
telephone representatives.

 Office
 The most frequently mentioned reasons 

for ratings of service at the office were:
 Long wait lines (24%)
 Slow service (19%)
 The atmosphere was good (16%)

 The “Other” category inclusive of 
individual responses  were relatively 
evenly spread between negative and 
positive type comments.  The negative 
comments included slow service, 
uninformed customer service staff etc.  

 Positive comments had to do with 
speed of service, and customer 
friendliness
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Reasons for rating: field reps and website

Field Representatives Website Satisfaction
P8a. Why did you rate your satisfaction 
with the GPA Field Representative as you 
did? N %
Was rude 3 3%
Communication – bad 6 5%
Was polite 22 19%
Communication good 23 19%
Speed of service 15 13%
Did not leave a mess 8 7%
Other 37 31%
Don't Know 20 17%
Refused 2 2%
Total 118 100%
Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 100%.

P10. Why did you rate your satisfaction 
with the GPA Website as you did? N %
Electronic payment functionality 16 15%
Informative 22 21%
Accurate information 23 22%
Easy to use 35 33%
Other 37 35%
Don't Know 9 9%
Refused 1 1%

105 100%
Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 100%.
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Reasons for rating: field reps and website

Field Representative Website

 The most frequently mentioned 
reasons for ratings regarding the 
service field representative were:
 Polite (19%)
 Good Communication (19%)
 Speed of Service.

 The other individual responses  
were mixed.  Positive comments 
were about the speed and 
innovation of service.  The 
negative comments were mainly 
about rudeness and the inability 
to correct a problem.

 The most frequently mentioned reasons 
for the ratings of the web site were:
 Easy to use (33%)
 Accurate information (22%)
 Informative (21%)
 Electronic payment functionality (15%)

 The other category was more positive than 
negative with positive comments about:
 The ease of navigation;
 Praising the online payment feature :
 That the site was viewed as superior to 

other GovGuam sites.
 Negative comments included concerns 

about security, ease of use, the inability to 
make partial payments and not being 
informative enough.
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Reasons for rating issue resolution
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SATISFIED (Ratings 5-8) N

POSITIVE

No problems with GPA 33

All problems were resolved efficiently 32

Good customer service - always polite/ courteous/ helpful 28

Answered questions in a timely manner 15
Convenient - online transaction, dropbox, payments can be made 
over the phone 4

Underground cable - lines will not be affected by typhoon 1

NEGATIVE

Problem/ Issue was resolved slower than expected or not solved 20
Not satisfied - no alternative solution, there's room for 
improvement, no courtesy call before disconnecting power, poor 
location 11

Cost related - Bill is high, Inaccurate billing, deposit was too high 7

Poor customer service - long line, rude collection manager 6

Inaccurate meter reading/ information 3

Calls to customer service was not answered right away 2

Did not clean up the mess after the service was done 1

Has limited budget 1

Power outages still occur 1

Does not give customers enough time to pay power bill 1

DON'T KNOW 87

REFUSED 5

TOTAL 258

 Among respondents that indicated 
that they were satisfied with the 
issue that GPA helped resolved 
four reasons were primarily given:
 That there were no problems with 

GPA
 That the problems were resolved 

efficiently
 That they had experienced good 

customer service; and,
 They received a timely answer.

 There were also respondents that 
stated they were satisfied with the 
problem being resolved but 
indicated:
 That the resolution was slower than 

expected, 
 That not enough was done to be 

courteous and that the locations for 
the offices were inconvenient. 



Reasons for rating problem resolution
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DISSATISFIED (Ratings 1-4) N

Poor customer service - not consistently available to 
help, unprofessional staff 10

Lack of communication/ Does not answer my questions 9

Slow service/ slow to respond 9

Problem was not resolved 8

Bills are too high 4

Inaccurate meter readings 4

Refused to pay for a damaged sewage line 1

DON'T KNOW 13

REFUSED 3

TOTAL 61

 Among respondents that 
were not satisfied with 
the resolution of their 
issue with GPA, four 
reasons were most 
frequently mentioned:
 Poor customer service;
 Lack of 

communication/questions 
were not answered;

 Service was slow; and,
 The issue was never 

resolved. 



Customer satisfaction with personal contact 

 Percentages indicate those who believed that each respective statement was true based on 
their interaction with the field/phone representative or the GPA office.
 Respondents were least likely to believe that field representatives were “well-informed.”  (53%)
 Respondents were more likely to report telephone representatives as “friendly and courteous,” 

(83%) compared to field representatives and GPA office staff (78%).
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Service Satisfaction Correlated by Service Area

Correlation between satisfaction ratings
P1. 

Satisfaction 
with GPA 

(Company) 

P11. 
Satisfaction 

with GPA 
Services

P4. Satisfaction with GPA Telephone 
Representative

Pearson Correlation .475** .563**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 79 79

P6.Satisfaction with  GPA Office Pearson Correlation .569** .797**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 229 224

P8. Satisfaction with Field 
Representative

Pearson Correlation .429** .563**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 100 97

P9. Satisfaction with the GPA 
Website

Pearson Correlation .343** .510**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000
N 100 98

 Satisfaction ratings with GPA as a company and services are strongly affected by their perception of all contact 
points (telephone, office, field, and website.) Unlike general measures about GPA, when asked to rate satisfaction 
with specific experiences strong correlations were found. 
 Nearly 48% of the variance in satisfaction with GPA as a company is explained by ratings of satisfaction customers 

provide for telephone representative services.  Over 56% of the variation in attitudes towards GPA services can be 
explained by satisfaction with GPA Telephone representatives.  

 Ratings of the GPA Office encounter was even more highly correlated.  Nearly 57% of the variance of how people feel 
about GPA is explained by how satisfied they are with the office encounter, and nearly 80% of how they rate 
satisfaction with GPA services is explained by how they rate their satisfaction with their office visit.  

 Likewise interaction with the field representatives and the GPA website explained over 50% of the variation in 
attitudes with regard to GPA services. 
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Reasons why customers contact service areas
P14. What was the 
primary reason for 
this most recent 

contact with GPA?

P13. Of the contacts with GPA that you mentioned having with GPA 
in question 3, which one was the most recent?
GPA telephone 
representative GPA Office Visit

Field 
Representative

GPA Website 
Visit Total

Payment 20% 66% 3% 67% 51%
Billing 24% 19% % 21% 18%
Don't Know 29% 8% 14% 13% 13%
Meter Reading 7% 3% 55% 9%
Open/Close Account 
or Service 7% 1% 3% 3%

Meter Issues/Work 2% 1% 7% 2%
Electric Emergency 7% 1% 2%
Street Work 2% 14% 2%
Other % 1%
Tree Trim 1% 3% 1%
Total (41) (152) (29) (39) (353)

 Half of all interactions with GPA had something to do with payment, with 
18% also being related to billing.  

 Two thirds (66%) of all GPA office visits are made by customers paying  
their power bill.

 Due to multiple responses, totals will not sum to 100%.
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Issue resolution by contact type

 Overall about 74% of all issues are resolved.  Some types of contact 
are more effective than others.  Eighty-eight percent (88%) of GPA 
telephone contacts result in issue resolution, but only 59% of GPA 
service call visits result in a resolution that satisfies the customer.  

 It is also interesting to note that the website is just as effective if not 
more so than a GPA office visit in obtaining a satisfactory resolution.
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Issue Resolution by type of issue

 Again, entries are sorted by the number of total visits for each service category.
 Three out of four issues related to either billing (75%) or payment (79%) are 

resolved.
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Issue Resolution (Detail)
Type of Visit Reason for visit % Resolved Total (N)

GPA telephone rep. Total (all categories combined) 88% 41
Don't Know/Remember 75% 12
Billing 100% 10
Payment 100% 8
Meter Reading 67% 3
Open/Close Account or Service 100% 3
Electric Emergency 67% 3
Meter Issues/Work 100% 1
Street Work 100% 1

GPA Office Visit Total (all categories combined) 74% 152
Payment 78% 101
Billing 62% 29
Don't Know/Remember 83% 12
Meter Reading 50% 4
Open/Close Account or Service 50% 2
Electric Emergency 100% 2
Meter Issues/Work 100% 1
Tree Trim 0% 1

Visit from GPA 
service person

Total (all categories combined) 59% 29
Meter Reading 50% 16
Street Work 50% 4
Don't Know/Remember 50% 4
Meter Issues/Work 100% 2
Payment 100% 1
Open/Close Account or Service 100% 1
Tree Trim 100% 1

GPA Website Visit Total (all categories combined) 77% 39
Payment 73% 26
Billing 88% 8
Don't Know/Remember 80% 5

 There are two predominant issues 
that respondents could remember 
that draw them into contact with 
GPA personnel.
 Billing Issues
 Payment Issues

 Although 100% of respondents that 
contacted GPA by telephone were 
successful in resolving their billing 
and payment issues, respondents 
were nearly four times more likely to 
visit a GPA office instead.  When 
they did:
 78% resolved their payment issues, 

and;
 62% resolved their billing issue.

 Of those who attempted to resolve 
their payment and billing issues over 
the internet some 73% were 
successful in resolving payment 
issues, and 88% their billing issues. 

 The proportion of respondents who 
used the GPA Website to resolve 
their issues was about as large as 
the proportion that contacted GPA 
by telephone.
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Satisfaction with issue resolution by contact type

 Overall, 73% of respondents indicated they were satisfied with the 
resolution of their individual issue.
 The greatest level satisfaction was provided by the telephone contact (83%) 

and the field representative (85%)
 The least satisfying encounters were experienced with personnel in the GPA 

Offices

26



Satisfaction with issue resolution by type of issue

 Respondents were most likely to be satisfied with the resolution of issues having to do 
with opening and closing accounts (89%) and issues having to do with street work 
(80%) or and electrical emergency (80%)

 Respondents were less satisfied with how billing issues were resolved (64%) and with 
how GPA dealt with meters and whether they were working properly (67%).
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Satisfaction with issue resolution (Detail)
Type of visit Reason for visit % 6-10 Total

2. GPA 
telephone 

representative 

Total (all categories combined) 83% 40
Don't Know/Remember 82% 11
Billing 70% 10
Payment 88% 8
Meter Reading 67% 3
Open/Close Account or Service 100% 3
Electric Emergency 100% 3
Meter Issues/Work 100% 1
Street Work 100% 1

3. GPA Office 
Visit

Total (all categories combined) 67% 133
Payment 71% 86
Billing 58% 26
Don't Know/Remember 67% 12
Meter Reading 67% 3
Open/Close Account or Service 50% 2
Electric Emergency 50% 2
Meter Issues/Work 100% 1
Tree Trim 0% 1

4. Field 
representative

Total (all categories combined) 85% 20
Meter Reading 90% 10
Street Work 67% 3
Don't Know/Remember 67% 3
Meter Issues/Work 100% 2
Payment 100% 1
Open/Close Account or Service 100% 1

5. GPA 
Website Visit

Total (all categories combined) 79% 29
Payment 80% 20
Billing 83% 6
Don't Know/Remember 67% 3
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 Satisfaction with issue 
resolution varied significantly 
depending upon the type of 
contact the respondent had. 
 The most prevalent way 

respondents chose to resolve 
their issue, visiting the office 
yielded the lowest overall 
customer satisfaction for 
resolving billing issues (58%). 

 The issues usually involved: 
disconnecting customer’s 
power, and reconnecting it 
largely contributes to this 
rating. 
 Customers visit an office 

because they believe it will be 
more impactful. 

 Delivering bad news is difficult 
for GPA customer service reps 
and they are judged because 
of what they are required to 
do.  



Multiple customer outages

 Eighty-five percent of respondents reported having an outage in the past 
year.

 Seven out of ten residents reported having three or more power outages in 
the last year.
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Multiple customer outage and satisfaction

 Those who reported having less than 3 outages per year 
were more likely to give higher scores to GPA as a 
company (64%), and GPA’s services (81%).
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Outage response satisfaction

GPA's outage 
response and 
time taken to 

restore service
P1. Satisfaction with GPA 
(Company) (N=497)

Pearson Correlation
.059

Sig. (2-tailed) .188
P11. Satisfaction with the 
services provided by GPA 
(N=474)

Pearson Correlation
.053

Sig. (2-tailed)
.249

 There is no significant correlation between perceived response 
time and satisfaction with services or GPA as a company.

 However, those who had more outages over the past year were 
unsurprisingly less likely to give GPA’s outage response time a 
high satisfaction score.
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Smart grid awareness

 Less than 10% of respondents were familiar with GPA’s 
Smart Grid initiative.
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Take-Aways
 Perceptions about GPA as an organization or services (brand 

identity) has relatively little impact on customer satisfaction. 
Perceptions about GPA and its services are strongly affected by 
rate payer interaction with GPA personnel. 
 The brand and what it means or should mean to rate payers seems 

unclear. 

 The quality of interaction and impact of rate payers with GPA  
personnel is uneven.  Service visits are viewed more favorably than 
office visits, but less effective in resolving issues.  Telephone 
interaction is effective in resolving issues but less successful in 
generating satisfaction.  Office visits are the least satisfactory of all. 

 Key service benchmarks are lower than Baker-Tilly measures 
obtained in the U.S. 
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Suggested Next Steps
 Addressing  immediate customer service concerns
 Identification of how immediate customer service issues 

company wide can be addressed:
 Long waiting periods
 Insensitive reaction to customer service issues
 In ability to resolve issues with a single contact 

 Customer service training for office personnel developed to 
deal with distressed and frustrated customers. 

 Institution of a “mystery shoppers” program to identify 
objectively the delivery of customer service through customer 
contact. 
 Telephone interaction 
 Office visit interaction
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Suggested Next Steps
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 Establishing a formal branding initiative
 Strategic marketing planning to systematically chart a course for GPA to elevate itself from 

being perceived as an overly priced commodity provider to becoming a value added 
service provider.

 Focus groups to identify the salience of key customer service and brand differentiators 
identified by management. 

 The development of a strategic marketing plan to prepare GPA for the next set of 
consumer expectations that GPA wishes to establish associated with the Smart Grid.

 Branding requires GPA to “walk the walk“ or the customers may not buy in to the brand.
 Timing of additional research

 Actions must be taken now to attempt to alleviate rate payer concerns.  The next study 
must be designed to measure progress in alleviating those concerns in addition to 
measuring progress against the existing benchmark. 

 Qualitative research  regarding commercial accounts should be initiated immediately.
 28% of GPA revenues come from the residential sector. 19% from the Navy. 15% from 

Government of Guam customers. 38% from Commercial Customers.
 85% of customer accounts are Residential customers. 11.3% are Commercial customers. 

2.7% are GovGuam customers. Navy is the single largest customer.



Suggested Next Steps
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 Voice of the Customer and Key Accounts
 Service Design Quality Function Deployment



Appendix

Sample Demographics



Demographics

 The sample is representative 
of the known demographic 
profile of Guamanians.
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Residence type

 Slightly over half report owning their own home.
 Three out of four residents report living in “single-family 

dwellings.”
 Twenty-two percent live in either condominiums, 

apartments, or other multi-family dwellings.
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Income and Village

D8. What is the total 
combined income before 
taxes of all members of 
your household during 
2010? N %
Under $20,000 59 12%
$20,000 to under $30,000 51 10%
$30,000 to under $50,000 58 11%
$50,000 to under $75,000 53 10%
$75,000 to under $85,000 14 3%
$85,000 to under $100,000 16 3%
$100,000 to under $150,000 27 5%
Over $150,000 5 1%
Don't Know 150 30%
Refused 74 15%
Total 507 100%

D9. Finally, what village do you 
live in? N %
Agana Heights 15 3%
Agana/Hagåtña 8 2%
Agat 16 3%
Asan-Maina 8 2%
Barrigada 33 7%
Chalan Pago 30 6%
Dededo 134 26%
Inarajan 6 1%
Mangilao 43 8%
Merizo 9 2%
Mongmong-Toto-Maite 22 4%
Ordot 3 1%
Piti 12 2%
Santa Rita 10 2%
Sinajana 8 2%
Talofofo 11 2%
Tamuning 45 9%
Tumon 15 3%
Umatac 1 %
Yigo 54 11%
Yona 16 3%
Refused 8 2%
Total 507 100%
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