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I. INTRODUCTION 1 

  2 

Q. Please state your name and business address. 3 

A. My name is Tiffany Van Meter, and my business address is 621 Woodland Square 4 

Loop SE, Lacey, Washington, 98503. My business mailing address is P.O. Box 5 

47250, Olympia, Washington, 98504-7250. My email address is 6 

tiffany.vanmeter@utc.wa.gov. 7 

 8 

Q. By whom are you employed and in what capacity? 9 

A I am employed by the Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission 10 

(Commission) as a Regulatory Analyst. 11 

 12 

Q. How long have you been employed by the Commission? 13 

A. I have been employed by the Commission since 2014. 14 

 15 

Q. Please state your qualifications to provide testimony in this proceeding. 16 

A.  I have more than 10 years of regulatory experience.  Among other duties, I am 17 

responsible for policy, economic, financial, and accounting analysis of investor-18 

owned transportation and water companies under jurisdiction of the Commission. I 19 

have been lead staff on multiple general rate cases for water and transportation since 20 

2015. I graduated from Saint Martin’s University in 1999 with a Bachelor of Arts in 21 

Business Administration.  I worked for the Washington Department of Health and 22 

Social Services from February 2001 to July 2014 as a Cost Reimbursement Analyst.  23 

mailto:tiffany.vanmeter@utc.wa.gov
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In that position I audited yearly cost reports of Medicaid-certified long-term care 1 

facilities. I analyzed the revenues and expenses that facilities claimed for Medicaid 2 

reimbursement to calculate their Medicaid reimbursement daily rate. 3 

 4 

Q. Have you previously testified before the Commission? 5 

A.  Yes. I have provided testimony in docket UE-1522531. 6 

 7 

Q. Have you prepared exhibits in support of your testimony? 8 

A. Yes.  I have prepared Exh. TVM-2, Exh. TVM-3, Exh. TVM-4C, Exh. TVM-5 and 9 

Exh. TVM-6, as described above in my List of Exhibits. 10 

 11 

II. SCOPE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY  12 

 13 

Q. What is the scope and purpose of your testimony? 14 

A.  My testimony and exhibits reflect Staff’s position on Puget Sound Pilots’ (“PSP” or 15 

“Pilots”) restating and pro forma adjustments, Transportation Charge, Port Angeles 16 

Expense Charge previously named the Port Angeles Boat Charge, proposed Capital 17 

Recovery Charge, and other proposed Tariff changes relating to unavailability of 18 

PSP-operated pilot boat and changes to geographic definitions.  Additionally, I 19 

briefly discuss affiliate companies. 20 

  

 

 
1 In the Matter of Pacificorp d/b/a/ Pacific Power & Light Company, Docket UE-152253, Exh. TMV-1T 

(March 17, 2016). 
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Q. Please summarize your recommendations in your testimony. 1 

A. Staff recommends removing the following amounts from revenue requirement: 2 

$170,138 attorney expense, $26,840 dues expense, $26,000 license fees expense, 3 

$110,893 transportation expense, $255,926 depreciation expense, $676,338 lease 4 

expense, and $208,333 rate case expense. Staff also recommends removing $45,572 5 

from fuel expense for the Puget Sound pilot boat and $4,526 from fuel expense for 6 

the Juan de Fuca pilot boat. Staff recommends allowing the Pilot Boat Charge to be 7 

renamed the Port Angeles Expense Charge as proposed by PSP. Staff also 8 

recommends allowing this charge to cover all operational expenses for the Port 9 

Angeles Pilot House, which also includes the pilot boats. Staff also recommends 10 

disallowing the $75 Capital Recovery Charge proposed by PSP and the proposed 11 

change in tariff language and practice regarding alternative launch service invoicing 12 

when the pilot boat is not available. 13 

   14 

III. ADJUSTMENTS TO REVENUE REQUIREMENT 15 

 16 

A. Restating Adjustments 17 

 18 

Q. Are there restating adjustments in Ann LaRue’s Exh. AML-3 that Staff is 19 

contesting? 20 

A. Yes. 21 
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Q. What are the restating adjustments that Staff is contesting? 1 

A. Staff is contesting Restating Adjustments R-13 (Attorneys Fees-General).2  2 

 3 

Q. What about restating adjustment R-13 does Staff disagree with? 4 

A. Staff partially disagrees with R-13. Staff agrees with the restatement of ($540,162) 5 

but does not agree with the second portion of the adjustment which reclassifies 6 

$118,615 in attorney fees into account 50100-009 attorney fees-general. These 7 

attorney fees are associated with the attorney retained to deal with retirement the 8 

retirement plan transition which is not currently in place.3   9 

 10 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation with restating adjustment R-13? 11 

A. The attorney fees associated with R-13 (Attorneys fees-General) are for a retirement 12 

plan that is not yet in place, or used and useful. Removing and deferring retirement 13 

transition costs from this rate case until the future filing when the retirement plan is 14 

to be implemented and the benefits (savings realized) matches the benefits of the 15 

transition with the costs of the transition and allows parties to judge the prudency of 16 

the transition costs. Staff is not addressing prudency at this time given the 17 

recommendation does not allow recovery of this cost in this case. Staff proposes that 18 

all costs associated with the retirement plan, ordered in docket TP-190976 Order 09 19 

and reiterated in docket TP-220513, should be deferred to a future rate case when the 20 

 
2 LaRue, Exh. AML-3, Sch 1.3-Restating Adj. 
3 LaRue, Exh. AML-1T, at 51:20-52:3. 



 

TESTIMONY OF TIFFANY VAN METER   Exh. TVM-1T 

DOCKET TP-250574 Page 5 

retirement plan is implemented and prudency would be considered at that time. 4 This 1 

restating adjustment is removed in its entirety with Staff’s adjustment S-05.5 2 

 3 

 B. Pro Forma Adjustments  4 

 5 

Q. What are the pro forma adjustments in Exh. AML-3 that Staff is contesting? 6 

A. Staff is contesting pro forma adjustments 06 (attorneys fees-general), 09 (dues), 10 7 

(license fees), 12 (transportation), 18 (depreciation), 24 (payment to LLC, PPU 8 

lease), and 25 (rate case costs).6 9 

 10 

Q. Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-06 (attorneys fees-general)? 11 

A. Staff is contesting a portion of pro forma adjustment 06 for attorney fees in the 12 

amount of $51,523.7 This amount is for attorney fees that are from 2025, which is 13 

outside of test period and unrelated to the rate case. Pro forma adjustment 06 is 14 

eliminated with Staff adjustment S-05.8 15 

  16 

Q. Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-09 (dues)? 17 

A. Staff is contesting pro forma adjustment 099 because the adjustment increases the 18 

dues expense to include dues for pilots not employed by PSP. The Pilots used the 19 

 
4 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Pilots, Docket TP-190976, Order 09, at ¶ 119 (November 25, 

2020).  Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Pilots, Docket TP-220513, Order 08, at ¶ 218 (Aug. 

10, 2023). 
5 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.7 Attorney Fees. 
6 LaRue, Exh. AML-3, Sch. 1.4 Pro Forma Adj. 
7 LaRue, AML-3, Sch. 2.13 Legal Gen. 
8 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.2 Staff Adjustments. 
9 LaRue, Exh. AML-3, Sch. 1.4 Pro Forma Adj. 
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number of 60 authorized pilots set by the Board of Pilotage Commission (BPC) to 1 

calculate its dues expense.10 Staff is calculating dues expense using the actual 2 

number of Pilots employed by PSP, which is 56. Scott Sevall testifies to the number 3 

of pilots in Exh. SS-1T page 15.11 Staff’s adjustment removes PSP’s pro forma 4 

adjustment of $14,575 and further restates the test year by removing $12,265, which 5 

is the difference between the book amount and the calculated yearly dues for 56 6 

pilots.12 Staff is recommending a total of $26,840, to be removed from dues expense 7 

with Staff adjustment S-09.13 8 

 9 

Q. Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-10 (pilot license fees)? 10 

A. Staff is contesting pro forma adjustment 10 for license fees because PSP’s 11 

adjustment increases the pilot license fees to include licenses for pilots not employed 12 

by PSP. The Pilots used the number of authorized pilots set by the Board of Pilotage 13 

Commission (BPC) to calculate its fees expense. Staff is calculating the expense 14 

using the actual number of Pilots employed by PSP. Scott Sevall testifies to the 15 

number of pilots in Exh. SS-1T page 15.14 Staff’s adjustment removes PSP’s pro 16 

forma adjustment of $13,000 and further restates the test year by removing an 17 

additional $13,000, which is the difference between the book amount and the 18 

calculated yearly license fees for 56 pilots. Staff is recommending Staff adjustment 19 

S-10 to remove $26,000, from license fees-Pilots expense.15 20 

 
10 LaRue, Exh. AML-3, Sch 2.22 Dues. Carlson, Exh. IC-1T, at 33:3-4. 
11 Sevall, Exh. SS-1T, at 15:2-17. 
12 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.9 Dues. 
13 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.2 Staff Adjustments. 
14 Sevall, Exh. SS-1T at 15:2-17. 
15 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.2 Staff Adjustments. 
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Q Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-12(transportation)? 1 

A. Pro forma adjustment P-12 to the transportation expense account in the amount of 2 

$109,341, was made by PSP to increase transportation expense for increases in 3 

vendor transportation rates since the test year. Staff’s recommended adjustment S-08 4 

eliminates the Company’s pro forma amount. I explain Staff’s adjustment S-08 on 5 

page 12 of my testimony. 6 

 7 

Q. Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-18 (depreciation expense 8 

Seattle)? 9 

A. Staff is contesting a portion of PSP’s pro forma adjustment P-18 to Seattle 10 

depreciation, which increases test year depreciation expense for future assets that 11 

PSP plans to purchase in 2027. Staff recommends the removal of $255,925 through 12 

Staff adjustment S-01, from the adjustment which amounts to the difference between 13 

the test year depreciation for Pilot Portable Units (PPUs) purchased in 2023 and 14 

forecasted future depreciation for PPUs that are currently planned to be purchased in 15 

2027.16  These assets are not yet used and useful and therefore should not be 16 

included in revenue requirement.17  17 

 18 

Q. Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-24 (PTSII payment to LLC 19 

lease)? 20 

 

 
16 Sevall, Exh. SS-2 Sch 2.2, Staff Adjustments. 
17 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Pac. Power & Light Co., Dockets UE-140762, UE-140617, UE-131384 

& UE-140094 (Consolidated), Order 08, at 71 ¶ 166. 
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A. Pro forma adjustment 24 is for an increase of lease expense in the amount of 1 

$144,699. Staff recommends removing its effect on revenue requirement through 2 

Staff adjustment S-2, which recommends the elimination of all lease expense related 3 

to the PPUs. This is discussed further on page 7 of my testimony.  4 

 5 

Q. Why is Staff contesting pro forma adjustment P-25 (rate case costs)? 6 

A. Staff contests PSP pro forma adjustment P-25, an increase of $803,333 for rate case 7 

costs, because these costs include estimates of 2025 and 2026 rate case costs for the 8 

current litigation. The case is still ongoing, and staff recommends using the actual 9 

2025 and 2026 rate case costs to update the expense at the end of the case. Staff has 10 

reduced the effect of PSP’s pro forma rate case costs by ($208,333) with Staff 11 

adjustment S-13. This adjustment is the difference between PSPs calculation of 12 

estimated rate case cost for 2025 and 2026 divided by 3 years and Staff’s calculation 13 

which uses only the 2025 estimated rate case costs divided by 3 years.18 14 

 15 

C. Staff Adjustments 16 

 17 

Q. Are there other adjustments Staff is making? 18 

A. Yes. Staff also included Staff adjustments S-2 (PTSII-payments to LLC, PPU lease), 19 

S-3 (Puget Sound fuel) and S-4 (Juan de Fuca fuel) in their revenue requirement.19 20 

 
18 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.13 Rate Case Expense. 
19 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.2 Staff Adjustments. 
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Q. Why is Staff recommending adjustment S-02 to PTSII-payments to LLC, PPU 1 

lease? 2 

A. Staff’s adjustment S-02 removes all PPU lease expenses, totaling $676,338. Staff is 3 

recommending this adjustment because the Pilots have included the PPUs in 4 

regulatory depreciation for recovery. The lease expense is a double recovery of the 5 

cost of the PPUs. The lease expense is being paid to Pilot Technology Services-6 

II(PTS-II), one of the affiliate companies which previously leased the PPUs from the 7 

company NavSim. NavSim has since discontinued the lease option and PSP has 8 

purchased the PPUs through the affiliate PTS-II.20 9 

 10 

Q Why is Staff recommending adjustment S-03 (Puget Sound fuel)? 11 

A. Staff’s adjustment S-03 of $45,572, updates the fuel expense to the most recent 12 

12-months for the Pilot Boat Puget Sound. It is Commission practice to update fuel 13 

expense to the most recently available 12-month period for other transportation 14 

companies during rate cases. 21 15 

 16 

Q. Why is Staff proposing adjustment S-04 (Juan de Fuca fuel)? 17 

A. Staff’s adjustment S-04 of $4,526, updates the fuel expense to the most recent 12 18 

months for the Pilot Boat Juan de Fuca. It is Commission practice to update fuel 19 

expense to the most recently available 12-month period for other transportation 20 

companies during rate cases. 22 21 

 
20 LaRue, Exh. AML-1T, at 72:14-17. 
21 WAC 480-70-346. 
22 WAC 480-70-346. 
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D. Other tariff changes 1 

 2 

1. Changes to the Pilot Boat Charge 3 

 4 

Q. Does PSP propose changing the current Pilot Boat Charge  5 

A. Yes. 6 

 7 

Q. Has Staff reviewed PSP’s testimony regarding the Pilot Boat Charge? 8 

A. Yes.  Staff has reviewed Ann LaRue’s and Ivan Carlson’s testimony regarding the 9 

proposed change to the Pilot Boat Charge. 10 

 11 

Q. Can you summarize the changes? 12 

A. Currently, the Pilot Boat Charge is recovering only charges related to the operating 13 

expenses of the Pilot boats and the payroll cost at the Port Angeles Pilot House.23 14 

The proposed changes update the name for clarity from Pilot Boat Charge to the Port 15 

Angeles Expense Charge and would be used as a cost-recovery mechanism that 16 

reflects all operating expenses of the Port Angeles Pilot house and Pilot boats but 17 

does not include Pilot Distributed Net Income (DNI). 18 

 19 

Q. Does Staff agree with the proposed changes to the Pilot Boat Charge? 20 

A. Yes, in part. The changes proposed to the previously named Pilot Boat Charge make 21 

sense from a regulatory standpoint. The newly named Port Angeles Expense charge 22 

 
23 Carlson, Exh. IC-1T, at 56:9-13. 



 

TESTIMONY OF TIFFANY VAN METER   Exh. TVM-1T 

DOCKET TP-250574 Page 11 

will recover all Port Angeles operating expenses, with the exception of Pilot DNI, 1 

through item 330 in the tariff. This will be charged for each embarkation and/or 2 

disembarkation using Pilots from the Port Angeles Pilot house. This means the 3 

customers who use the Port Angeles infrastructure are the customers paying for the 4 

Port Angeles infrastructure. 5 

 6 

Q. Why does Staff believe that this change is necessary? 7 

A. The current Pilot Boat Charge is applied only to embarkations and disembarkations 8 

done in Port Angeles. The charge is currently only recovering pilot boat expenses 9 

and payroll for pilot house employees.24 The remaining expenses related to the Port 10 

Angeles pilot house were recovered through general tariff rates that were charged to 11 

all customers not just customers using pilots from the Port Angeles location. The 12 

prior Pilot Boat Charge was part of a 2014 agreement between PSP, Pacific 13 

Merchant Shipping Association (PMSA), and the Ports of Seattle and Tacoma.25  14 

 The proposed change in the tariff to create a Port Angeles Expense Charge 15 

appropriately aligns Port Angeles operational expenses with cost causation principles 16 

by assigning those expenses only to the vessels coming into and leaving the Puget 17 

Sound and will be charged to all embarkations and disembarkations taking place in 18 

 
24 Carlson, Exh. IC-1T, at 56:9-13. 
25 Carlson, Exh. IC-1T, at 56:15-17. 
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Port Angeles. Scott Sevall testifies regarding the rate design of Staff’s proposed Port 1 

Angeles Expense Charge.26 2 

 3 

2. Capital Recovery Charge 4 

 5 

Q. Has Staff reviewed PSP’s proposal for a new Capital Recovery Charge (CRC)? 6 

A. Yes. 7 

 8 

Q.  Does Staff agree with this new charge? 9 

A. No. Staff disagrees with using future costs to create a permanent $75.00 surcharge 10 

rate without a deferred accounting mechanism, similar to the one used for Arrow 11 

Launch Service, Inc., in 2025.27 The expenses presented in this case have not been 12 

incurred and are based on estimates, thus are not known and measurable.28 For 13 

Marine Pilotage General rate proceedings, the financial data used to calculate rates is 14 

the most recent twelve-month period for which financial data is available with 15 

known and measurable restating and pro forma adjustments.29 The proposal by PSP 16 

 
26 Sevall, Exh. SS-4. 
27 Matter of Arrow Launch Service, Inc., Docket TS-240930, Order 01, at ¶ 10. December 19, 2024. 
28 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Avista Corp. d/b/a Avista Utilities, Dockets UE-090134, UG-090135 & 

UG-060518 (consolidated), Order 10, at ¶ 45. 
29 WAC 480-07-525. 



 

TESTIMONY OF TIFFANY VAN METER   Exh. TVM-1T 

DOCKET TP-250574 Page 13 

is to create a permanent charge for customers based on estimated cost of future 1 

capital projects to help pay for those projects to be done. 2 

 3 

Q. Is Staff proposing a deferred accounting mechanism? 4 

A. No. We are simply stating that if a future-looking rate is approved, that it would be 5 

appropriate to use a deferred accounting mechanism, which would allow for future 6 

estimated costs to be trued up to the known and measurable costs as they are 7 

incurred. This would allow PSP the capital to make improvements, while making 8 

sure the customers only pay for the assets which are providing service. 9 

 10 

Q. If this is disallowed, what is the effect on the revenue requirement? 11 

A. This charge was not included in the Pilot’s results of operations.  There is no effect 12 

on revenue requirement. 13 

 14 

3.      Transportation Charge 15 

 16 

Q. Has Staff reviewed PSP’s proposed change to the transportation rate? 17 

A. Yes. 18 

 19 

Q. What is the PSP’s current transportation rate? 20 

A. The current tariff rate for transportation is $168.20 and is invoiced for all ship 21 

moves. 22 
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Q. How was the current tariff transportation rate of $168.20 established? 1 

A. In docket TP-190976, a single transportation rate of $168.20 was established.30 This 2 

single transportation charge was a change to how transportation was charged 3 

historically. Prior to the first rate case with the Commission, there were multiple 4 

transportation rates in the PSP tariff. In that initial case, the Commission allowed a 5 

single transportation rate which is invoiced to all customers. The current rate was 6 

based on historical transportation expenses from 2015-2019 and has not increased 7 

since PSP’s first rate case with the Commission in 2019. 8 

 9 

Q. How was transportation expense charged prior to Commission regulation? 10 

A. Prior to Commission regulation, the transportation charge for PSP was based on taxi 11 

rates between the PSPs Seattle office and ports throughout the pilotage district.31  12 

The method reimbursed pilots monthly using the Seattle taxi rates for every 13 

assignment performed and was calculated using the distance between Seattle and the 14 

assignment location. 15 

 16 

Q. How does PSP calculate the proposed transportation rate? 17 

A. PSP divided actual test year transportation cost, including restating adjustments, by 18 

the number of ship moves to calculate a test year transportation rate of $219.33.32  19 

PSP then proposes a pro forma adjustment of $109,341, to increase the total 20 

 
30 Pilots, TP-190976, Order 09, ¶ 273. 
31 Klapperich, Exh. ECK-1T, at 5:10-14. 
32 LaRue, Exh. AML-3, Sch 2.25-Transpo. 
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transportation expense for vendors who have notified them of rate increases since the 1 

test year resulting in a total proposed transportation rate of $233.93.33 2 

 3 

Q. Did the PSP’s current tariff rate for transportation cover the test year 4 

transportation rate? 5 

A. No. The test year transportation expenses after restating adjustments were calculated 6 

by the Pilots to be $1,642,540 and invoiced transportation was calculated as 7 

$1,259,818.34 This is a difference of ($382,722). 8 

 9 

Q. Please explain Staff’s position on the transportation rate. 10 

A. An increase to the transportation rate is appropriate as costs have risen since 2019, 11 

but Staff does not agree with the proposed transportation rate of $233.93.   12 

 In Exh. AML-3 sch. 2.25, PSP provides a breakdown of 20 different 13 

transportation companies that it uses to provide transportation in addition to pilot 14 

reimbursements for driving themselves to and from assignments or repositioning.   15 

An analysis of transportation vendor invoices for the month of April in the test year 16 

found material differences in per mile cost depending on what vendor was used.35 In 17 

the sample of April invoices, Staff found instances where more expensive 18 

transportation was chosen when other vendors could have been more cost effective.36   19 

 

 

 
33 LaRue, Exh. AML-1T, at 68:3-7. 
34 LaRue, Exh. AML-3, Sch 2.25 Transpo. 
35 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-2. 
36 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-6. 
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Q. What is an example Staff found when less expensive transportation could have 1 

been an option? 2 

A. One example that occurred in April of 2024, was a flight from Gig Harbor to 3 

Bellingham, a distance 132 miles at a cost of $824.80.37 This expense is $295.76 4 

more than what Staff calculated it would be if the pilot would have traveled with 5 

either of the most expensive non air transportation, which had an average mileage 6 

cost of $4.00 per mile.38  7 

 8 

Q. Are there other concerns with transportation expense in Staff’s April analysis of 9 

 transportation vendors? 10 

A. Yes. There was at least one instance in the April test year sample where a 11 

transportation driver was cancelled upon arrival due to the pilot getting a different 12 

ride. In that instance, the vendor was still paid.39 Another concern is with vendor 13 

Seattle Limo, which was used for the most mileage/trips in Staff’s analysis. These 14 

invoices had additional charges that don’t appear to be part of a point-to-point 15 

transfer. These additional charges include waiting time and extra stops. While wait 16 

time charges did appear to be related to assignment pickups and not home pickups, 17 

Staff doesn’t agree that customers should pay for those types of additions that could 18 

be avoided through on call transportation. In the Seattle Limo invoice for April 19 

which was provided to Staff at the site visit that took place on October 13, 2025, 20 

there were 27 times where wait charges applied.40 The analysis showed 18 of these 21 

 
37 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-6.  
38 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-2. 
39 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-5.  
40 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-4C. 
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were during the time period of 8am-8pm where other on-call options would also be 1 

readily available. Additionally, 14 of the occurrences that included wait times were 2 

initiated in Seattle or Tacoma which are areas that can be easily scheduled or ordered 3 

with minimal waiting times as mentioned in Captain Klapperich’s testimony.41  4 

 5 

Q. Did Staff conduct any other analysis other than that which you mention above? 6 

A. Staff calculated what transportation expense would be if each assignment were 7 

initiated at the PSP’s Seattle office. This analysis was done in consideration of how 8 

the transportation expense charge historically had been handled prior to PSP being 9 

regulated by the Commission, according to the testimony of Captain Eric C. 10 

Klapperich.42 11 

 12 

Q. What were the findings of this analysis? 13 

A. Staff found that, according to Captain Klapperich’s testimony, the transportation 14 

expense would have been $2,639,173 under PSP’s pre-Commission regulatory 15 

methodology.43 This is higher than PSPs proposed proforma transportation expense 16 

of $1,751,881. A difference of $887,292.08.   17 

 18 

Q. What are Staff’s recommendations? 19 

A. Based on the Staff’s analysis, Staff recommends increasing the current transportation 20 

rate in line with yearly inflation. Calculating a simple yearly inflation rate from the 21 

 
41 Klapperich, Exh. ECK-1T at 27:18-21. 
42 Klapperich, Exh. ECK-1T at 5:10-14. 
43 Klapperich, Exh. ECK-1T at 5:10-14. 
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current transportation rate that was allowed in the 2019 rate case is a reliable method 1 

to increase by. We know costs have increased since the first Pilots rate case. Taking 2 

the current rate which was established using historical transportation costs and 3 

applying known and measurable Seattle Consumer Price Index percentage increases 4 

recognizes the need for an increase without Staff getting into the specifics of how 5 

pilots chose their transportation.44 Staff found that the Seattle Consumer Price Index 6 

from the Bureau of Labor and Statistics year over year inflation rate from 2020 to 7 

2025 would increase the current transportation rate of $168.20 to $219.12.45 Given 8 

the results of the analysis’ Staff recommends the year over year SCPI adjusted 9 

transportation rate of $219.12.  10 

 11 

Q. How does Staff’s rate of $219.12 change the revenue requirement? 12 

A. Staff’s recommended rate will reduce the revenue requirement by $110,893, which 13 

 can be seen in Staff adjustment-08. 14 

 15 

4. Tariff changes relating to unavailability of PSP-operated pilot 16 

 boat 17 

 18 

Q. Do you agree with the proposed tariff change related to the unavailability of the 19 

pilot boat? 20 

A.  No. Historically at the Port Angeles location, when a pilot boat is unavailable PSP 21 

would acquire services from the local launch company to get pilots to and from 22 

 
44 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-2, Sch.3.1 Staff CPI increase.  
45 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-2, Sch.3.1 Staff CPI increase. 
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vessels. This service would then be invoiced and paid for by PSP. The Pilots are 1 

proposing to have the launch service invoice the vessels directly and still include the 2 

Port Angeles Expense Charge to the vessel, which includes expenses that recover 3 

pilot boat costs even when pilot boats are not being used for that embarkation or 4 

disembarkation.46 Temporary launch service is an operational expense of the Port 5 

Angeles pilot house when Pilot Boats are not available. 6 

 7 

Q. What are the differences between the Port Angeles location and other ports in 8 

the Puget Sound that use third party launch service for pilots to embark and 9 

disembark? 10 

A. The Port Angeles location is the only place PSP has pilot boats and facilities to 11 

embark and disembark pilots via boat transfer.47 Other locations don’t have these 12 

facilities or assets and these facilities and assets are being recommended to be 13 

recovered fully through the Port Angeles Expense Charge as explained starting on 14 

page 11, above.   15 

 16 

Q. How does Staff recommend alternative launch service be handled? 17 

A.  Any temporary launch service expense should continue to be invoiced to PSP. The 18 

responsibility of PSP to provide service at the Port Angeles location includes getting 19 

 
46 Brewen, Exh. SB-1T, at 20:4-14. 
47 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Comm’n v. Puget Sound Pilots, Puget Sound Pilotage District Tariff No. 3 (July 29, 

2025). 
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the Pilot to and from the vessels. All costs associated with that service are 1 

recommended to be included in the updated Port Angeles Expense Charge. 2 

 3 

Q. Are there any third party launch expenses included in Staff’s revenue 4 

requirement or the Port Angeles Expense Charge? 5 

A. No, according to PSP’s response to Staff data request Number 7, there were not any 6 

Arrow Launch charges during the test year. PSP’s use of alternative launch service 7 

for boarding and disembarking pilots at the Port Angeles Pilot Station is extremely 8 

rare and has not occurred since a brief period in March of 2023.48 Because there is no 9 

known and measurable amount for alternative launch service, there is no expense to 10 

be included in Staff’s calculation of the Port Angeles Expense Charge or revenue 11 

requirement.    12 

 13 

Q. How does Staff’s recommendation address the planned repower of the Puget 14 

Sound and the possibility of required third party launch service? 15 

A. During the planned outage of the Puget Sound pilot boat there is more potential for 16 

the need for a third party launch service to get pilots to and from vessels. The Puget 17 

Sound pilot boat is estimated to be out of service for 6-months.49 Staff has not made 18 

any recommendations for adjusting fuel expense for the 6-month period that the 19 

Puget Sound is estimated to be out of service. Any temporary launch service expense 20 

required should be mitigated with the inclusion of a full 12-month calculation of fuel 21 

 
48 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-3. 
49 Brewen, Exh. SB-1T, at 19:18-20. 
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for the Puget Sound pilot boat and have minimal impact to the pilot house operating 1 

expenses. 2 

 3 

5. Tariff changes to geographic definitions 4 

 5 

Q. Has Staff read the testimony of Matthew N. Hannuksela regarding tariff 6 

language for geographical locations? 7 

A. Yes. 8 

 9 

Q. Please summarize his testimony regarding geographic definitions. 10 

A. Captain Hannuksela addresses two errors regarding Section 4 Geographic Definition 11 

in the PSP tariff. These are the definitions of the Cherry Point and Ferndale harbor 12 

area and an incorrect buoy order in the tariff.50 The second error is to correct issues 13 

with the description regarding the Manchester harbor area, which currently omits 14 

Anchorage #1 outside the harbor area.51 The correction moves the eastern boundary 15 

to Point Vashon to include the anchorage fully.52 16 

 17 

Q. Do you contest the proposed changes? 18 

A. No. The changes are being made to correct errors in the current tariff regarding 19 

harbor definitions and geographic locations of buoys.53  20 

 
50 Hannuksela, Exh. MNH-1T, at 14:14-15:13. 
51 Id. at 15:15-25. 
52 Id. at 14:14 - 15:25. 
53 Id. at 14:19-15-25. 
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IV. AFFILIATES 1 

 2 

Q. Has Staff reviewed the affiliate costs in this rate case? 3 

A. Yes. 4 

 5 

Q. Please describe the affiliate companies that have financial impact in the rate 6 

case. 7 

A. There are three affiliates that financially affect the rate case. The first is Pilot 8 

Technology Services-II LLC.(PTS II), which provided the PPUs pilots use for GPS 9 

navigation.54 The other two are the transportation affiliates Green Car Club service 10 

and the Kimberly Car Service.55 11 

 12 

Q. What expense did Staff include in the revenue requirement that is related to 13 

PTS-II? 14 

A. Staff only included the depreciation expense of the 2023 PPUs that were purchased 15 

by PTS-II and included in regulatory depreciation at the yearly amount of 16 

$354,614.56 Staff has reviewed and approves of the documentation supporting the 17 

test year depreciation amount for the 2023 PPUs.   18 

 19 

Q. What expense did Staff include in the revenue requirement that relates to the 20 

two transportation affiliates? 21 

 
54 LaRue, Exh. AML-1T, at 72:16-19. 
55 Klapperich, Exh. ECK-1T, at 29:9-11, 30:12. 
56 Sevall, Exh. SS-2, Sch. 2.3 Depn. 
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A. Staff does not recommend directly allowing expenses for the affiliate transportation 1 

companies. Staff did not calculate its transportation rate using the transportation 2 

costs that include the affiliate transportation expenses as PSP did. Staff has 3 

recommended a different calculation of the transportation rate based on inflationary 4 

percentage increases since 2019 and has adjusted the transportation expense to 5 

reflect this recommendation. This is discussed in further detail in my testimony 6 

above on page 12.57 7 

 8 

Q. Staff did not include the affiliate transactions in its calculation of 9 

transportation. Did Staff find the affiliate transactions to be reasonable? 10 

A. Yes. Staff’s review of the two affiliate transportations companies was to test 11 

reasonableness of cost. What the analysis showed was that the Green Car Club’s 12 

charge for long-distance travel is lower than the calculation of Seattle taxi service 13 

rates for the same distance. The Green Car Club provides easily accessible 14 

transportation service in areas where transportation options are limited. In the case of 15 

Kimberly Car Service, the mileage cost is higher than the current Seattle taxi per 16 

mile cost but is overall lower than the vendor average that was calculated in Staff 17 

Exh. TVM-2 Sch. 2.1 vendor analysis.58   18 

 19 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?   20 

A. Yes. 21 

 
57 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-1T, at 20:5-14. 
58 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-2, Sch. 1.1 Historical Calc Method. 

https://exh/

