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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Q: Please state your name and business. 

A: My name is Spencer Cohen.  

 

Q: Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding? 

A: Yes. I previously submitted response testimony, Exhibit SC-01T (with 

accompanying exhibits), on behalf of the Pacific Merchant Shipping 

Association (“PMSA”) in this case. 

 

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

A: My testimony is to respond to the portion of UTC Staff testimony 

responding to PSP’s salary survey. In particular, Staff witness Scott Sevall, 

in Exhibit SS-1T at 6:17-18 and 8:7–12:20, discusses PSP’s salary survey. 

He describes it as more comprehensive than PSP’s prior submissions and 

potentially useful while noting limitations such as varying data currency, 

lack of audits, and the absence of workload comparisons. He also calculates 

simple and weighted averages based on West Coast pilotage districts. This 

testimony is to respond to these points. 

 

II. RESPONSE TO STAFF REGARDING PILOT COMPENSATION 

SURVEYS 

Q: As you note, Mr. Sevall identifies several problems with the PSP 

salary survey. Do you agree with his critiques? 

A: Yes. 
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Q: Notwithstanding those critiques, Mr. Sevall deems the PSP survey 

as credible enough for use. Do you agree? 

A: No. I believe there is no rationale for the use of the survey, and the survey is 

not credible. .  

 

Q: What is your view of the information from West Coast pilotage 

districts that Mr. Sevall uses for his calculations? 

A: The information included in Mr. Sevall’s testimony is based on single-year 

data for pilotage DNI. However, annual DNI can vary widely based on the 

vessel mix and volume of traffic—sometimes significantly. Using one year of 

data can thus be misleading as a comparator for the purpose setting a target 

DNI. 

 

Q: Does Mr. Sevall’s testimony cause you to reconsider any of your 

prior testimony (Exhibit SC-01T) regarding comparability of pilot 

compensation across districts? 

A: No. I continue to agree with Staff’s workshop discussing comparability 

criteria that I discussed in my testimony. Even if PSP’s salary survey in this 

case appears more sophisticated than in its prior cases before the 

Commission, it continues to suffer from the same difficulties I testified 

about previously. Salary-survey-based comparisons are not credible without 

substantial normalization, which has not been performed here, due to 

scarce, inconsistent data of varying vintage, wide differences including 

workload hours, assignment duration, vessel mix, transit types, training 

systems, and benefits that together make genuine comparability infeasible. 

No comparison is perfect, but if a comparison were ever to be considered at 
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all, some effort would need to be made—based on the best available data—

to evidence why some districts were selected over others in the development 

of a comparator dataset for the purpose of comparing DNI. All these 

problems are present, as I testified previously, with the PSP’s current study. 

I continue to believe that looking to common candidate pools (e.g., 

Washington State Ferries masters and mates) and BLS data for “Captains, 

Mates, and Pilots of Water Vessels,” with adjustments to reflect total 

compensation may provide a more useful reference to the extent the 

Commission wishes to have external benchmarks.  

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

Q: Does this conclude your cross-answering testimony? 

A: Yes. 

 


