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PUGET SOUND PILOTS 1 

PREFILED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY (NONCONFIDENTIAL) OF 2 
SCOTT BREWEN 3 

I. INTRODUCTION 4 

Q. Are you the same Scott Brewen who submitted Prefiled Direct Testimony on 5 

July 29, 2025 on behalf of Puget Sound Pilots (“PSP” or the “Company”) in 6 

this proceeding? 7 

A. Yes, on July 29, 2025, I filed the Prefiled Direct Testimony of Scott Brewen, 8 

Exhibit SB-01T, and 15 supporting exhibits (SB-02 through SB-16). 9 

Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 10 

A. My rebuttal testimony responds to Staff’s testimony regarding the Capital 11 

Recovery Charge and PMSA’s testimony regarding certain legal and consulting 12 

fees.  13 

II. CAPITAL RECOVERY CHARGE   14 

Q.  Has PSP reviewed Staff witness Tiffany Van Meter’s testimony with regard 15 

to the Capital Recovery Charge (“CRC”)? 16 

A.  Yes. 17 
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Q. Does PSP intend to create a permanent surcharge as asserted by Ms. Van 1 

Meter?1 2 

A.  No. As discussed in AML-01T, Pages 38-39, the Capital Recovery Charge will 3 

utilize the “surcharge” mechanism that will sunset once recovery for the capital 4 

improvements is complete. 5 

Q. Does PSP agree with Ms. Van Meter’s recommendation to utilize a deferred 6 

accounting mechanism similar to Arrow Launch Services, Inc.?2 7 

A. No.  The mechanism used for Arrow Launch established a temporary surcharge to 8 

pay the interest on the loans until the loan is termed out.3  After each boat is 9 

completed and the loan termed out, a new rate case must be filed and a new 10 

permanent charge applied.4  This creates an additional burden on the rate payer by 11 

having to pay additional interest while waiting for the follow-on rate case to be 12 

completed.  It also creates additional financial burden on the rate payer by having 13 

to pay fees associated with the rate cases. PSP witness Ann LaRue provides a 14 

more complete rebuttal defending the proposed accounting mechanism for the 15 

Capital Recovery Charge.5 16 

 
1 Exh. TVM-1T at 12:10–13:2. 
2 Exh. TVM-1T at 12:9-12. 
3 Matter of Arrow Launch Service, Inc., Docket TS-240930, Order 01 ¶¶ 8-10 (Dec. 19, 2024). 
4 Id. at ¶ 9. 
5 See Exh. AML-09T. 
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Q. Does PSP’s CRC reduce the burden on rate payers as compared to a 1 

deferred accounting approach? 2 

A. Yes.  PSP’s Capital Recovery Charge covers estimated principal and interest 3 

immediately, thereby reducing interest charges to rate payers.  Additionally, it 4 

doesn’t require additional rate cases to create a permanent increase to the tariff.   5 

As discussed further in AML-01T, PSP will separately track all CRC funds and 6 

related loan payments.6  This will allow for review and true-up as necessary.   7 

Q. Do you believe that the Capital Recovery Charge process will address the 8 

issues brought up by Ms. Van Meter? 9 

A. Yes. The CRC is not permanent and has tracking and true-up requirements to 10 

ensure funds received only support the three approved projects.   11 

Q. Does PSP agree with Ms. Van Meter’s recommendation to use excess fuel 12 

savings to mitigate any costs incurred by the use of a third party launch 13 

service?7 14 

A. No.  Ms. Van Meter states that staff has not made any recommendations for 15 

adjusting fuel expense for the 6-month period that the Puget Sound will be out of 16 

service, so the expenses for the use of a launch service can be mitigated with 17 

those fuel savings.  Ms. Van Meter appears to misunderstand the operation of the 18 

pilot boats and their fuel usage. 19 

 
6 Exh. AML-01T at 41:5-11. 
7 Exh. TVM-1T at 20:14–21:2. 
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Q. How are the pilot boats operated?  1 

A. PSP has one boat crew on duty at any one time.  As such, only one pilot boat is in 2 

operation at one time.  When both boats are available, we balance usage such that 3 

both boats have nearly equal underway time.  When a boat is down due to 4 

maintenance or repairs, the other boat is used exclusively. 5 

Q. What is the impact on fuel usage?  6 

A. As explained by Ann LaRue in Exh AML-09T, combined fuel usage for both 7 

boats is consistent throughout the year, as only one boat is operating at a time.  If 8 

one boat is out of service for maintenance or repairs, then the fuel that would 9 

normally be used for running that boat, will be used to run the other boat.  When 10 

the Puget Sound is out for six months, the Juan de Fuca will be burning all of the 11 

fuel that would normally be used in the Puget Sound. 12 

Q. Why does this matter?  13 

A. The Port Angelese Expense Charge that is proposed by PSP reflects costs integral 14 

to the operation of the pilot station beyond the direct costs of operating the pilot 15 

boats.  Failure to collect this fee over a long period could result in staff cuts or 16 

other measures to reduce costs at the pilot station 17 

Q. Did any party contest the capital projects proposed to be recovered through 18 

the Capital Recovery Charge?  19 

A. No. Neither Staff nor PMSA have contested the capital projects proposed to be 20 

funded through the Capital Recovery Charge, including the repowering of the 21 
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Puget Sound pilot boat, the maintenance of the Ediz Hook barge, or Phase 2 of the 1 

Port Angeles Pilot Station Feasibility Study.8 These capital funding projects are 2 

important for PSP to continue providing reliable pilotage services. The fact that 3 

no party has contested the need for those projects, or the reasonableness of 4 

projected costs, should show that PSP’s requests are necessary and reasonable. 5 

Since PSP and PMSA are aligned on the importance of these projects, Staff’s 6 

hesitance to agree to the exact ratemaking mechanism proposed by PSP is not a 7 

reason to deny funding. 8 

III.   LEGAL AND CONSULTING COSTS 9 

Q.  Has PSP reviewed Captain Moore’s testimony regarding rate case costs, like 10 

legal fees and consulting fees? 11 

A.  Yes. 12 

Q.  Do you have any broad reactions? 13 

A.  Yes. PMSA in essence argues that if a certain broad topic has been litigated in 14 

previous rate cases, PSP is somehow precluded from bringing those issues up in 15 

future rate cases, or at a minimum, costs related to those issues should be 16 

disallowed. PSP carefully reviewed and heard the Commission’s concerns with 17 

the sufficiency of the record it has provided in the past. The Commission did not 18 

preclude PSP from raising issues or alternative methodologies like compensation, 19 

 
8 See Exh. SB-01T at 9:1–18:12. 
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benefits, or transportation fees; rather, it noted PSP did not meet their burden. In 1 

response, PSP hired consultants and a legal team that could assist with putting 2 

forth a more comprehensive case, with better data and refined proposals that align 3 

with or address the Commission’s concerns in prior rate cases. Notably, Captain 4 

Moore does not challenge the reasonableness of the costs themselves; rather, he 5 

argues PSP is somehow precluded from raising certain topics. The costs 6 

associated with putting on this comprehensive rate case should be recoverable. 7 

Captain Moore provides no evidence or citation that PSP is legally precluded 8 

from raising these issues in a manner that would somehow warrant disallowance 9 

of those costs.   10 

Q. How do you respond to Captain Moore’s assertion that all legal and 11 

consulting costs related to the compensation comparison should be 12 

disallowed? 13 

A. Captain Moore’s statements regarding the compensation study misrepresents the 14 

Commission’s previous determinations regarding compensation comparisons. In 15 

Docket TP-220513, Order 08, the Commission made it clear that it considered the 16 

presented compensation comparisons, and gave it weight based on the reliability 17 

of the evidence.9 The Commission raised concerns regarding PSP’s 18 

methodological approach, but it did not preclude PSP from submitting a more 19 

methodologically sound study in this proceeding. This is what PSP has done, and 20 

the costs associated with the study are reasonable. 21 

 
9 WUTC v. Puget Sound Pilots, Docket No. TP-220513, Final Order 08 at ¶ 117 (Aug. 10, 2023). 
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Q. How do you respond to Captain Moore’s assertion that all legal and 1 

consulting costs related to the transportation charge should be disallowed?10 2 

A. Again, Captain Moore provides no basis for precluding consulting and legal costs 3 

related to the Transportation Charge. Prior rate cases rejected PSP’s transportation 4 

proposals because of insufficient data or justification.11 As described in detail by 5 

Captain Eric Klapperich in his initial12 and rebuttal testimony,13 the transportation 6 

costs presented by PSP are representative of the actual transportation costs 7 

incurred in the test year. PSP’s efforts in this rate case do not represent an attempt 8 

“to overturn established Commission precedent,”14 but rather to address the 9 

Commission’s prior concerns. 10 

The legal and consulting work performed to support an increase to the 11 

Transportation Charge is justified and reliable. Every party in this proceeding 12 

agrees the transportation charge is outdated. At a minimum, by providing the 13 

actual costs, the Commission has a proper framework to evaluate the proposals. 14 

Staff’s witness appears to have used, in part, some of the data provided by PSP to 15 

make its proposal, demonstrating the information is useful and necessary for a 16 

complete analysis.15 Advocating for the disallowance of costs associated with Ms. 17 

LaRue’s testimony related to transportation is without basis. Unlike every PMSA 18 

 
10 Exh. MM-01T at 124:3–125:23. 
11 Id. at ¶¶ 349-350; WUTC v. Puget Sound Pilots, Docket No. TP-190976, Final Order 09 ¶¶ 266-274 

(Nov. 25, 2020).  
12 Exh. ECK-01T. 
13 Exh. ECK-08T. 
14 Exh. MM-01T at 124:12-13. 
15 See, e.g., Exh. TVM-1T at 14:17–15:8 (relying on exhibits developed by Ann LaRue to evaluate the 

proposed Transportation Charge). 
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witness, Ms. LaRue has a regulatory accounting background and provides 1 

valuable insight and advice regarding rate design. 2 

Q. How do you respond to Captain Moore’s assertion that all legal and 3 

consulting costs related to the MEP charge should be disallowed? 4 

A. Mr. McNeil is a witness in this proceeding and he provided an update on the 5 

current status of the MEP. Disallowing costs associated with his work, which 6 

aligns with prior Commission orders, would be unreasonable.  7 

IV. CONCLUSION 8 

Q. Does that conclude your rebuttal testimony? 9 

A. Yes, it does. 10 


