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WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, 
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v. 
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EXHIBIT TO TESTIMONY OF 

Captain Michael Moore 

ON BEHALF OF 

PACIFIC MERCHANT SHIPPING ASSOCIATION 

PSP Response to PMSA Data Request 102 

January 2, 2026 



PUGET SOUND PILOTS RESPONSES TO DATA REQUEST NOs. 037–078 of  
PACIFIC MERCHANT SHIPPING ASSOCIATION 

TP-250574 

DATE PREPARED: November 12, 2025 WITNESS:  Ann LaRue  

REQUESTER: PMSA RESPONDER: Ann LaRue  

DATA REQUEST NO. 045: 

Regarding Exh. AML-01T, 9:18-10:8 featuring a list of seven proposals set forth below, please 
confirm, correct, or elaborate as needed the summaries below of these proposals in light of the 
requirements for “changes in methodologies for adjustments” under WAC 480-07-525(4)(s) (the 
summaries are derived from related email correspondence):    

1. “A revised rate setting methodology” – this is a change in rate-setting methodology and
formula, and the calculations regarding this change are set forth in Exh. AML-03, Sch 1.2
Results of Operation, Lines 110-112, and the narrative supporting the change is at Exh.
AML-01T starting at page 11 and through to the end of Exh. AML-01T.

PSP RESPONSE:  Correct and Elaborate:  “A revised rate setting methodology” – this is
a change in rate-setting methodology and formula, and the calculations regarding this
change are set forth in Exh. AML-03, Sch 1.2 Results of Operation, Lines 110-112.  The
narrative supporting PSP’s revised rate setting methodology and revenue requirement
formula can be found at Exh. AML-01T at page 11-17 (operating margin), page 20-25
(revenue requirement formula), pages 33-34 (TDNI bifurcated from operating expenses);
pages 79-91 (Derivation of revenue requirement).

2. “A revised revenue requirement formula” – same as #1 above.

PSP RESPONSE: See PSP’s Response to PMSA Data Request No. 45.1 above.

3. “An increased TDNI with an annual COLA” – this is not a change in methodology for an
adjustment because TDNI is being calculated as it was previously, as set forth in Exh.
AML-03, Sch. 1.2 Results of Operations with Net Distributive Revenue of $43,768,020
Col (k), Line 112 (cell M123). PSP proposes as support for increasing DNI found in the
compensation study, Exh. RLS-4, and also in Exh. IC-01T. The annual COLA is a new
proposal financial impact on the revenue requirement in this case, not a change in
methodology.

PSP RESPONSE: Correct and Elaborate:  “An increased TDNI with an annual COLA” –
this is not a change in methodology for an adjustment because TDNI is being calculated as
it was previously, as set forth in Exh. AML-03, Sch. 1.2 Results of Operations with Net
Distributive Revenue of $43,768,020 Col (k), Line 112 (cell M123). The support for
increasing DNI is found in the compensation study, Exh. RLS-4, and also in Exh. IC-01T.
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The annual COLA is a new proposal, not a change in methodology. It has no financial 
impact on the revenue requirement in this case. It is discussed in Exh. AML-1T at pages 
17-20 and 
 

4. “A revised and renamed ‘Port Angeles Expense Charge’ to replace the ‘Pilot Boat 
Charge’” – here PSP renamed the pilot boat charge to reflect the purpose of this charge 
when it was established a decade ago.   

 
PSP RESPOSNE:  Correct and Elaborate: “A revised and renamed ‘Port Angeles Expense 
Charge’ to replace the ‘Pilot Boat Charge’” – here PSP renamed the pilot boat charge to 
more accurately reflect the purpose of this charge when it was established a decade ago.  It 
is discussed in Ann LaRue’s testimony. 
 

5. “A revised price-out” – this is not a change in methodology. Exh. AML-01T discusses 
how PSP’s price-out complies with the requirements of WAC 480-07-525(4)(m). Exh. 
AML-03 Sch. 2.11 – Test Year Traffic shows the price-out, and Exh. IC-14 provides the 
pro forma traffic.  

 
PSP RESPONSE:  Correct and Elaborate:  “A revised price-out” – this is not a change in 
methodology. Exh. AML-01T discusses how PSP’s price-out complies with the 
requirements of WAC 480-07-525(4)(m). Exh. AML-03 Sch. 2.11 – Test Year Traffic 
shows the price-out, and Exh. IC-14 provides the pro forma traffic in a manner consistent 
with past cases. 
 

6. “A Capital Recovery Charge to recover necessary capital costs”– this is not a change in 
methodology but rather a new proposed charge to address primarily pilot boat costs and 
pilot station costs that were not addressed or recovered in prior cases. The Capital 
Recovery Charge is explained in Exh. SB-01T and Exh. AML-01T. 

 
PSP RESPONSE: Confirm. 
 

7. “Revisions to PSP’s Commission-issued tariff.” – this is not a change in methodology.  
 

PSP RESPONSE: Correct and Elaborate:  “Revisions to PSP’s Commission-issued tariff.” 
– this is not an adjustment or a change in methodology.  The WAC requires the tariff be 
filed with revisions marked. PSP provided this with its filing, and the tariff was suspended 
by the Commission. 
 

 
RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST NO. 045: 

PSP objects to PMSA’s Data Request No. 45 as unduly burdensome to the extent it asks PSP to 
identify all pages of testimony and exhibits that address specific topics.  This information can be 
obtained in a less burdensome manner—by PMSA identifying topics as it reviews the testimony 
and exhibits.   

PSP further objects to PMSA’s interpretation of WAC 480-07-525(4)(s) which forms the basis of 
this data request.  As a threshold matter, WAC 480-07-525(4)(s) applies to “changes in 
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methodologies for adjustments.” PSP also objects to the extent this data request calls for a legal 
conclusion. Without waiving these objections, and subject thereto: 

There are two types of “adjustments” in regulatory accounting, restating and pro forma. PSP’s 
adjustments are being calculated consistent with regulatory accounting principles and with prior 
cases. The underlying methodology for restating and pro forma adjustments, as explained in 
WAC, does not change when a revised rate setting methodology is proposed.  

According to WAC 480-07-525(4)(s), calculations and explanations must be provided when 
proposing a change to the underlying methodology of how a restating or pro forma adjustment is 
being calculated. This would apply, for example, if a company chose to use projected expenses 
for its adjustments, rather than basing those adjustments on adjusted test year costs.  Or if a 
company chooses to accelerate depreciation on certain assets thereby diverting from the normal 
commission-accepted practice of straight-line depreciation for regulatory assets. 

All of PSP’s proposed adjustments are calculated as they would have been under the previous 
UTC-accepted method. 
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