
Exh. TVM-7T 

Docket TP-250574 

Witness:  Tiffany Van Meter 

 

 

BEFORE THE WASHINGTON 

UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, 

 

  Complainant, 

 

v. 

 

PUGET SOUND PILOTS, 

 

  Respondent.  

DOCKET TP-250574 

  

 

 

CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY OF 

 

TIFFANY VAN METER 

 

STAFF OF 

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 

 

Proforma Legal Adjustment 

Rate Case Costs 

Consultant Expense 

Legal Expense 

Transportation  

Port Angeles Expense Charge 

Tariff Language 

 

 

February 2, 2026



CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY OF TIFFANY VAN METER  Exh. TVM-7T 

DOCKET TP-250574 Page i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 

I. INTRODUCTION ....................................................................................................... 1 

 

II. SCOPE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY ........................................................... 1 

 

III. RESPONSE TO PMSA ............................................................................................... 2 

 

 A. Pro Forma General Legal ................................................................................. 2 

 

 B. Rate Case, Legal and Consultant Expense ...................................................... 4 

 

 C. Comp Day Expense ......................................................................................... 6 

 

 D. Transportation Expense ................................................................................... 7 

 

 E. Port Angeles Expense Charge ....................................................................... 10 

 

 F. Tariff Language ..............................................................................................11 

 

 

 

 



CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY OF TIFFANY VAN METER  Exh. TVM-7T 

DOCKET TP-250574 Page ii 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

 

Exh. TVM-8 CPI Inflation Calculation 

  

 

  

  

  

 

   

 



 

CROSS-ANSWERING TESTIMONY OF TIFFANY VAN METER  Exh. TVM-7T 

DOCKET TP-250574 Page 1 

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, WA 98503. My business mailing address is P.O. Box 47250, 5 

Olympia, WA 98504-7250. My email address is tiffany.vanmeter@utc.wa.gov. 6 

 7 

Q. Are you the same Tiffany Van Meter who submitted response testimony on 8 

behalf of Staff on January 2, 2026, in this docket? 9 

A. Yes. 10 

 11 

Q. Have you prepared exhibits in support of your testimony? 12 

A. Yes.  I have prepared Exh. TVM-8, as described above in my List of Exhibits. 13 

 14 

II. SCOPE AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY  15 

 16 

Q. What is the purpose of your cross-answering testimony? 17 

A. I am filing cross-answering testimony to respond to arguments made by Pacific 18 

Merchants Shipping Association (PMSA) regarding: Pro Forma General legal, 19 

General legal, Consulting General and General Rate Case Costs; Comp days 20 

expense; Transportation CPI calculation; the inclusion of depreciation expense in the 21 

Port Angeles expense charge; and tariff language changes regarding repositionings in 22 

definitions and transportation item 340.  23 

mailto:tiffany.vanmeter@utc.wa.gov
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Q. Please summarize Staff’s recommendation. 1 

A. Staff recommends (1) revising Staff adjustment S-05, allowing the pro forma 2 

adjustment for general legal in the amount of $51,523 in account 50100-009, (2) 3 

making new Staff adjustment S-16 in the amount of ($34,176.26) to general 4 

consulting account 50700-009, (3) revising the transportation charge to $205.78 and 5 

to update Staff adjustment S-08 made to account 53600-006 to  ($210,794), (4) the 6 

continued inclusion of depreciation expense related to the Port Angeles assets in the 7 

calculation of the Port Angeles Expense Charge, and (5) requiring removal of the 8 

words “and repositioning” from the proposed language for item 340 in the tariff. 9 

   10 

III. RESPONSE TO PMSA 11 

 12 

A. Pro Forma General Legal 13 

 14 

Q. Have you read PMSA’s testimony regarding the pro forma amount of 15 

$53,255.50 for general legal expense? 16 

A. Yes. Captain Mike Moore testifies to this. 17 

 18 

Q. Summarize PMSA’s recommendation regarding general legal expense. 19 

A. PMSA is not opposed to including the pro forma amount of $53,255.50 in general 20 

legal fees in the revenue requirement.1 21 

 
1 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at121:1-4. 
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Q. Is there difference between Staff’s general legal recommendation and PMSA’s? 1 

A. Yes. Staff recommended the removal of $51,523 from the pro forma amount of 2 

$53,255.50 for general legal expenses in account 50100-009. 3 

 4 

Q. Do you have concerns with PMSA’s recommendation? 5 

A. No. 6 

 7 

Q. Does Staff still recommend making the $51,523 adjustment? 8 

A.  No. After reviewing PMSA’s position in witness Moore’s testimony, I agree that 9 

PSP has greatly reduced its general legal expenses since the past two rate cases.2  10 

Staff’s original recommendation was to remove the amount due to the expense being 11 

out of period without express understanding it is an ongoing cost to the Company. 12 

However, PMSA makes a good point that the overall cost is reasonable and 13 

historically PSP has had much higher general legal expense, so the amount is fair for 14 

ratemaking purposes.  Staff has further reviewed this and, considering PMSA’s 15 

position, is revising its recommendation to allow the $51,523 as a pro forma 16 

adjustment.  Staff has removed the amount from Staff adjustment S-05 shown on 17 

Sch. 9.7. 18 

 19 

 
2 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at120:14-18. 
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B. Rate Case, Legal and Consultant Expense 1 

 2 

Q. Have you read PMSA’s testimony regarding rate case, legal and consultant 3 

expense? 4 

A. Yes.  Captain Moore testifies to this. 5 

 6 

Q. Summarize PMSA’s recommendation. 7 

A. PMSA recommends removing rate case, legal and consulting expense that may be 8 

associated with what they call relitigating issues settled by the Commission in the 9 

last two cases.3 Specifically involving PSPs position on transportation expense and 10 

the PSP “national average” compensation comparison study.4 11 

 12 

Q. Did PMSA recommend an amount to be disallowed for Rate Case, Legal, or 13 

Consultant expense? 14 

A. No. PMSA does not provide any specific amounts, only a recommendation to not 15 

included fees for previously litigated issues. 16 

 17 

Q. Does Staff agree with PMSA regarding the costs it is describing as relitigating 18 

the same issues that the Commission has previously made determination on? 19 

A. No. Staff understands PMSA’s position but also understands PSP’s responsibility to 20 

make its case.  While there are similar topics in previous cases, Staff doesn’t 21 

 
3 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at 121-128. 
4 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at124-126. 
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consider a disallowance appropriate when new information has been provided that is 1 

useful in Staff’s review.  2 

 3 

Q. Does Staff’s analysis quantify expenses attributed to individual issues in the rate 4 

case with regard to Rate Case, Legal and Consultant fees? 5 

A. No. Staff analysis did not involve invoice detail to quantify the amount of time 6 

attorneys or consultants spend on each type of issue brought forward by PSP.  7 

 8 

Q. Are there other specific consulting fees PMSA claims should not be recovered in 9 

rates? 10 

A. Yes. PMSA recommends that the Commission exclude all consulting expenses paid 11 

to United Professionals Company and R. Lane Sisung for the compensation study.5 12 

 13 

Q. Do you agree with PMSA that these consulting fees should be removed from 14 

revenue requirements? 15 

A. No. Staff witness Sevall testifies to the compensation survey and uses it in part to 16 

find a range of reasonableness in Staff’s recommended Distributed Net Income 17 

(DNI).6  18 

 19 

Q. Are you revising any recommendations regarding Rate Case, Legal and 20 

consulting fees? 21 

 
5 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at 126:22-24. 
6 Sevall, Exh. SS-08T at 6:14-15. 
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A. Yes. Given PMSA’s critique, Staff reviewed these expenses again and found general 1 

consulting included an amount of $34,176.26 for Charles A. Czeisler PHD, MD 2 

listed as “Studies for 2022 Rate Case”. Staff recommends removing this amount with 3 

Staff adjustment S-16 as it listed to be for prior rate case studies which is not an 4 

ongoing expense.7  5 

 6 

C. Comp Day Expense 7 

 8 

Q. Does PMSA address Comp Day Expense in its testimony?  If so, please 9 

summarize its position. 10 

A.  Yes. PMSA does not believe Comp Day expenses were removed from revenue 11 

requirement as previously required by the Commission Orders 09 of docket TP-12 

190976 and conceded to by PSP in Order 08 of docket TP-220513.8  13 

 14 

Q. What is Staff’s position regarding Comp Day Expenses?  15 

A. Staff’s review of PSP’s results of operations show that Comp Day Expense were 16 

removed from PSP’s revenue requirement.9  17 

 18 

Q.  Does Staff recommend any additional adjustments regarding Comp Day 19 

expense? 20 

 
7 Sevall, Exh. SS-09 Sch 9.2. 
8 Wash. Utils. & Transp. Commission v. Puget Sound Pilots, Docket TP-190976, Order 09 ¶ 236 (Nov. 25, 

2020) and Wash. Utils. & Transp. Commission v. Puget Sound Pilots, Docket TP-220513, Order 08, ¶ 31 (Aug. 

10, 2023) (Order 08). 
9 LaRue, Exh. AML-03, Sch. 1.2 line 91. 
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A. No. Staff’s results of operations also does not include comp day expense in its 1 

revenue requirement.10  2 

 3 

D. Transportation Expense 4 

 5 

Q. Have you read PMSA’s testimony regarding the transportation charge? 6 

A. Yes. Captain Moore testifies to this. 7 

 8 

Q. Summarize PMSA’s position. 9 

A. PMSA recommends a transportation charge of $183.05. 10 

 11 

Q. Do you have any concerns with PMSA’s calculation? 12 

A. Yes. In Order 08 of docket TP-220513, the Commission decided not to increase the 13 

transportation charge because it could not determine to what degree the booked 14 

transportation charges included pilot commute costs to and from their homes and 15 

determined the transportation be reduced to the amount authorized by Final Order 09 16 

in TP-190976.11 PMSA is creating its transportation charge by calculating the 17 

percentage of transportation expense that was allowed in the previous rate case and 18 

applying that percentage to the transportation amount in this rate case, then dividing 19 

by the number of assignments plus the number of repositionings (repos).12 Staff is 20 

concerned with this approach for two reasons. First, Staff does not agree that the 21 

 
10 Sevall, Exh. SS-09, Sch 9.1. 
11 Order 08 at ¶ 350. 
12 Moore, Exh.MM-22. 
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Commission determined that PSP could not recover a specific percentage of total 1 

transportation costs due to any specific review of the transportation costs in TP-2 

220513.  Instead, the Commission held PSP’s transportation rate at the rate 3 

calculated in docket TP-190976, because PSP had not provided an explanation of 4 

“why the association should be compensated not merely for the costs of pilots 5 

commuting from the Seattle office to pilotage assignments but for pilots commuting 6 

from their individual homes to assignments.”13  Secondly, Staff disagrees with 7 

including the number of repos in the calculation PMSA uses to create a rate because 8 

repos cannot be associated with any particular assignment, yet the cost of moving 9 

pilots remains. 14  By including the number of repos in their calculation where they 10 

divide 93% of the transportation costs by the number of vessel moves, plus the 11 

number of repos to create a transportation rate, the rate would not produce the 12 

amount of revenue needed to recover what PMSA’s calculation of allowable 13 

transportation expense is.  The transportation expense of repositioning pilots around 14 

the pilotage grounds is an operational cost for the pilots to be able to serve their 15 

customers, and PSP should recover it. 16 

 17 

Q. Does Staff continue to recommend using a CPI inflation adjustment? 18 

A. Yes. Staff stands by using a CPI inflation calculation to increase the transportation 19 

charge from the last point in time that it was calculated and put into rates which was 20 

2020.  The rates calculated in docket TP-190976 were based on historical costs.   21 

 
13 Order 08 at ¶ 350. 
14 Klapperich, Exh. ECK-01T at 10:11-12. 
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Q. Do PSP and PMSA use a different CPI than Staff did? 1 

A. Yes. Both PMSA and PSP in their testimony use an online US Bureau of Labor 2 

Statistics Inflation calculator tool to test for reasonableness of their recommended 3 

transportation rate. 4 

 5 

Q. Did Staff use the same inflation calculator as PMSA and PSP? 6 

A. No. Staff looked up yearly inflation rates and manually calculated an increase as 7 

shown in Exh. SS-2 Sch. 2.8.15 8 

 9 

Q. Is Staff revising its transportation recommendation in order to use the same 10 

CPI calculation tool as PSP and PMSA? 11 

A. Yes. As noted, both PSP and PMSA used the US Bureau of Labor Statistics Inflation 12 

calculator tool in their test of reasonableness in transportation recommendations.16 13 

Staff recommends using the same tool in its calculation for consistency given that the 14 

tool used by the parties is a reasonable one. 15 

 16 

Q. Is Staff revising its recommendation for the transportation charge? 17 

A. Yes, using the US Bureau of Labor Statistics Inflation calculator with January 2020 18 

as the beginning date and December 2024 as having the same buying power date the 19 

transportation rate of $168.20 calculates to $205.78.17  Staff recommends updating 20 

 
15 Sevall, Exh. SS-2 Sch 2.8. 
16 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at 183:14-17. 
17 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-8. 
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the transportation rate to $205.78 and the related transportation adjustment S-08 to 1 

reflect this change.18 2 

 3 

E. Port Angeles Expense Charge 4 

 5 

Q. Have you read PMSA’s testimony regarding the Port Angeles Expense Charge? 6 

A. Yes. Captain Moore testifies to this. 7 

 8 

Q. Please summarize PMSAs recommendation 9 

A. PMSA took the Port Angeles Operating expenses minus depreciation and divided 10 

that number by PMSA’s projected number of occurrences.19 11 

 12 

Q. Do you have concerns with how PMSA calculates 13 

A. Yes. PMSA excludes depreciation expense from their calculation. 14 

 15 

Q. Does Staff include depreciation in its calculation if so please explain? 16 

A. Yes. Depreciation expense is an operational cost in determining revenue requirement 17 

which is why a deprecation schedule is required.20  In the case of the newly formed 18 

Port Angeles Expense Charge, Staff is attempting to directly recover all expenses 19 

 
18 Sevall, Exh SS-9 Sch. 9.2 Staff Adjustments. 
19 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at 188:12-189:16. 
20 WAC 480-07-525(4)(a). 
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associated with the Port Angeles Pilot house, including the recovery of assets used in 1 

Port Angeles.  2 

 3 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding depreciation expense and the Port 4 

Angeles Expense Charge? 5 

A. Staff recommends including depreciation expense in the calculation of the Port 6 

Angeles Expense Charge as shown in Exh.SS-9 Sch.9.1.21 Staff’s rate design in Exh. 7 

SS-10 Sch. 10.2 shows Staff’s calculation.22  The rate was revised in large part due 8 

to updated vessel projections as testified to by Staff witness Sevall. 23 9 

 10 

F. Tariff Language  11 

 12 

Q. Does PMSA have issues with added tariff language? 13 

A. Yes. PMSA takes issue with adding to the tariff a definition of “repositioning” and 14 

also with the addition of the words “and repositioning” to the Tariff in item 340. 15 

PMSA contends that “repositioning costs are general overhead necessary for PSP’s 16 

operations and are not tied to a specific vessel assignment.  PMSA goes on to say 17 

 
21 Sevall, Exh. SS-9 Sch.9.1. 
22 Sevall, Exh. SS-10 Sch. 10.2. 
23 Sevall, Exh. SS-8T at 15:6-20. 
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that the costs should remain in base rates and not recovered through a per-assignment 1 

charge.”24 2 

 3 

Q. Does Staff agree with PMSA’s position on the additional tariff language 4 

surrounding repositionings? 5 

A. No. Staff does not agree that all of the additional language regarding repositioning 6 

should be rejected. But Staff does have concerns about adding “and repositions” to 7 

item 340 of the Tariff. It could be misunderstood to mean that repositioning 8 

expenses, which are described as “transportation of pilots between the Port Angeles 9 

Pilot Station and their place of residence in the Puget Sound region in order to meet 10 

customer demand and support efficient dispatching,”25 should be recovered through 11 

future transportation calculations.   12 

 13 

Q. Has the Commission expressed issue with transportation expense resulting from 14 

Pilots traveling to and from their private residences? 15 

A. Yes. In its order resolving PSP’s previous rate case, Docket TP-220513, the 16 

Commission rejected a proposed transportation pro forma adjustment offered by PSP 17 

because the Commission couldn’t determine to what degree the booked 18 

transportation charges included pilot commute costs to and from their homes and 19 

 
24 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at 117:19-23. 
25 Moore, Exh. MM-01T at 117:7-10. 
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because PSP did not explain why the association should be compensated for those 1 

commutes to pilots individual homes.26 2 

 3 

Q. Does Staff include repositioning expense in its transportation rate? 4 

A. No. Unlike PSP and PMSA, Staff does not use repositioning expenses in calculating 5 

its transportation rate. 27 Staff’s transportation rate simply increases the current 6 

transportation rate by a CPI inflation factor from the time it was calculated in TP-7 

190976.28 8 

 9 

Q. What is Staff’s recommendation regarding the additional tariff language? 10 

A. Staff recommends the words “and repositioning” be rejected from item 340 of the 11 

Tariff. 12 

  13 

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?   14 

A. Yes. 15 

 
26 Order 08 at ¶ 350. 
27 LaRue, Exh. AML-03 at 2.25 transpo; Moore, Exh. MM-22. 
28 Van Meter, Exh. TVM-1T at 13-18. 


