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PUGET SOUND PILOTS RESPONSES TO DATA REQUEST NOs. 001-004 of
PACIFIC MERCHANT SHIPPING ASSOCIATION

TP-250574
DATE PREPARED: October 31, 2025 WITNESS: Bruce J. McNeil
REQUESTER: PMSA RESPONDER: Bruce J. McNeil

DATA REQUEST NO. 001:

The testimony of Bruce J. McNeil (Exh. BJIM-01T) discusses his role in drafting PSP’s proposed
multiple employer plan (the “PSP MEP”). Please provide any and all documentation and/or
communications between Mr. McNeil and accountants or actuaries (whether directly or
indirectly through others) related to the PSP MEP, whether before, during, or after the design and
drafting of the PSP MEP.

RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST NO. 001:

The Puget Sound Pilots (“PSP”’) object to PMSA Data Request No. 001 to the extent it seeks
information that is not relevant to the issues in the adjudicative proceeding. The Puget Sound
Pilots further object to PMSA Data Request No. 001 to the extent it is overbroad, unduly
burdensome, and not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. The
Puget Sound Pilots also object to PMSA Data Request No. 001 to the extent it seeks information
that is protected by the attorney-client privilege or seeks attorney work-product.

PSP is not seeking recovery in rates or approval of the multiple employer defined benefit plan
(“MEP”) in this case. PSP had not yet received IRS approval of the MEP when it filed its case
and did not receive IRS approval of the MEP until October. PSP also has not yet received an
advisory opinion from the Department of Labor (“DOL”). Consistent with the Commission’s
order in Docket TP-220513, PSP plans to seek recovery of the MEP in a subsequent proceeding
at which time the details of the MEP will be at issue. See Order 08, 4 212. In this case, witness
Bruce McNeil had limited testimony on the MEP. He testified regarding the steps taken to
obtain IRS and DOL approval and the current status of those requests. The reasonableness and
cost recovery of the PSP MEP is expected to be an issue in another proceeding before the
Commission in the near future, but the details of the design, and drafting of the MEP are not
relevant to the current proceeding. Those communications are also protected by the attorney-
client privilege or attorney-work product doctrine because they are communications made in
preparation for a future proceeding before the Commission and unrelated to Mr. McNeil’s
current testimony. PMSA’s Data Request No. 001 unnecessarily expands the issues of this
proceeding to issues the Commission will consider at a later proceeding.





