BEFORE THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND Docket No. TP-250574
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION,
PACIFIC MERCHANT SHIPPING

Complainant, ASSOCIATION’S RESPONSE IN
OPPOSITION TO PUGET SOUND
V. PILOTS MOTION TO STRIKE
PORTIONS OF STAFF’S CROSS-
PUGET SOUND PILOTS, ANSWERING TESTIMONY
Respondent.
I INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to WAC 480-07-375(4), Intervenor Pacific Merchant Shipping
Association (“PMSA”) asks the Commission to deny Puget Sound Pilots’ (“PSP’s”)
motion to strike portions of the testimony and other evidence of Commission Staff.

In its cross-answering testimony, Staff proffered a response to direct testimony
by PMSA witnesses Capt. Mike Moore and Dr. Spencer Cohen on topics concerning
(1) the proper use of the PSP salary survey (Exhibit RLS-04); (2) the appropriate
comparison of benchmarked pilot DNI against third-party factors; and (3) other
points including inflation, cost of living, and workload issues.

PSP claims that Staff introduced in its cross-answering testimony new
information including a “novel method to proffer a new DNI range.”!

PMSA respectfully requests that the Commission deny the motion because Staff’s
evidence 1is fully responsive to PMSA’s evidence and highly relevant to the issues in

this case.

1 PSP Motion at 1.
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IT. ISSUE PRESENTED
PSP’s motion presents a single issue for the Commission to decide: Should the
Commission exclude portions of the Staff’s cross-answering evidence even though
those portions involve the same subject matters as PMSA’s original filing?
I11. STATEMENT OF FACTS
The entirety of Staff’s cross-answering testimony in Exhibit SS-08T and its
supporting exhibits is responsive to PMSA’s evidence. Both focus on the
reasonableness of the core issue in dispute in this case: recommended per-pilot
income, or DNI.
PSP’s motion argues for striking all the following from evidence presented by
Staff witness Scott Sevall:
Exhibit SS-8T:
Page 2 lines 2-5, describing Staff’s new recommendations;

Page 5, line 21, the sentence beginning “This ratio analysis prompted...” through
page 10, line 10, which proposes a new methodology for calculating DNI;

Page 16, line 6 through page 17, line 3, which revises Staff’s proposed revenue
requirement based on its new methodology for DNI;

Page 17 line 12, the words “Based on Staff’s revised revenue requirement of
$45,506,661”; and,

Page 18, the entirety of Table 5, which alters Staff’s proposals based on its new
DNI and revenue requirement.

Exhibit SS-9 Sch. 9.1, Results of Operations.
Exhibit SS-10.
Exhibit SS-11.

Exhibit SS-13.
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The following table explains how each of these portions of Staff testimony are,

contrary to PSP’s claims, fully responsive to PMSA’s evidence:

Staff Cross-
Answering Testimony

PMSA Direct Testimony

Exh. SS-8T 2:2-5

Exh. MM-01T 98:1-104:26 (Moore’s income ratio analysis
comparing PSP DNI to local maritime industry - BLLS
90th percentile and WSF wages); Exh. MM-16 (WSF:
PSP DNI Ratios); Exh. MM-14 (BLS 90th Percentile:
PSP DNI Ratios); Exh. SC-01T 4:1-16:26 (Cohen
testimony on comparability challenges, CPI adjustments,
and cost-of-living considerations)

Exh. SS-8T 5:21-10:10

Exh. MM-01T 98:1-104:26 (income ratio analysis to local
maritime industry); Exh. MM-16 (WSF: PSP DNI Ratios
- explicitly cited by Staff at SS-8T 5:18-21 as calculating
“an income ratio to individuals in the local maritime
industry” which “prompted” the expense ratio analysis);
Exh. MM-01T 54:1-57:26 (operating ratio analysis,
operating margin discussion, expense recovery); Exh.
SC-01T 10:1-12:7 (evaluation of PSP study,
normalization criteria, lack of workload adjustments)

Exh. SS-8T 16:6-17:3

Exh. MM-01T 158:14-168:23 (PMSA DNI
recommendations and revenue requirement positions);
Exh. MM-01T 54:1-57:26 (operating ratio and expense
analysis); Exh. SC-01T 4:1-7:26 (comparability study
critique)

Exh. SS-8T 17:12

Exh. MM-01T 158:14-168:23 (PMSA revenue
requirement and DNI recommendations); Exh. MM-01T
98:1-104:26 (income ratio comparisons supporting lower
DNI)

Exh. SS-8T 18, Table 5

Exh. MM-01T 158:14-168:23 (PMSA proposals requiring
comparative table); Exh. MM-16 (income ratio data
informing Staff’s revised range)

Exh. SS-9, Sch. 9.1
“Results of Operations”

Exh. MM-01T 54:1-57:26 (operating ratio analysis,
operating margin critique, expense-to-revenue
relationships); Exh. MM-01T 35:1-45:26 (historical
operating expense analysis)
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Staff Cross-

Answering Testimony

PMSA Direct Testimony

Exh. SS-10 Exh. MM-16 (WSF: PSP DNI income ratios); Exh. MM-
01T 98:1-104:26 (comparative income analysis, BLS 90th
percentile ratios)

Exh. SS-11 Exh. MM-16 (income ratio data); Exh. MM-01T 54:1-
57:26 (expense and operating margin analysis)

Exh. SS-13 Exh. MM-16 (income ratios); Exh. MM-14 (BLS ratios);

Exh. MM-01T 158:14-168:23 (DNI analysis and
recommendations); Exh. SC-01T 10:1-16:26 (CPI
adjustments, cost-of-living analysis, normalization
1ssues)

Sevall directly and unequivocally states in Exhibit SS-08T at 5:18-21 that his

cross-answering testimony is responsive to PMSA’s testimony regarding the

calculation of “an income ratio to individuals in the local maritime industry” and “to

try and gain clarity around total distributable net income (TDNI) by providing an

expense ratio analysis of other pilotage grounds.”

Sevall directly and unequivocally states at Exhibit SS-8T at 7:1-3 that a key

advantage of his expense ratio analysis is that “no inflation, cost of living, or

workload adjustments are needed,” directly addressing the criticisms PMSA

witnesses Moore and Cohen raised regarding PSP’s salary survey (Exhibit RLS-04)

in their direct testimony regarding the lack of inflation adjustments, cost-of-living

considerations, and workload comparisons.

PMSA witness testimony throughout Exhibits MM-01T and SC-01T discusses:

o Expense recovery: How much PSP recovers above operating expenses
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e Revenue-to-expense relationships: Analyzing PSP’s financial performance
e Operating ratios: Whether PSP needs operating margins given expense
coverage
e Income-to-expense comparisons: Analyzing what level of DNI is reasonable
relative to costs
e Workload comparisons: Analyzing Average Assignment Levels, DNI per
assignment, Revenue per assignment, efficiency per assignment, and a lack of
a comparative workload analysis between pilotage grounds
o Inflation and cost-of-living: Adjustments from year to year, comparing
pilotage areas in the salary survey
12 Exhibit MM-01T at 98:1-104:26 provides analysis on income ratios:
e BLS 90th percentile comparison: PSP DNI to candidate pool wages
e WSF master/pilot wage comparison (Exhibit MM-16): PSP DNI to local
maritime workers candidate pool wages
e Ratio methodology: Comparing pilot compensation to local market incomes
13 Exhibit MM-01T at 54:1-57:26 analyzes operating expenses and margins,
including operating ratio critique, expense recovery analysis, operating margin
methodology discussion, and revenue-to-expense relationships.
14 Exhibit SC-01T at 10:1-12:7 critiques PSP’s study for lacking:
e Normalization for workload (bridge hours)
e Adjustment to UTC calculations

e Apples-to-apples comparison methodology
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e Proper expense ratio adjustments

Dr. Cohen’s CPI analysis in Exhibit SC-01T at 12:1-16:26 discusses:

e Cost-of-living adjustments

e Income variability challenges

e Regional CPI differences

e Need for normalized comparisons

Staff’s expense ratio analysis directly responds to all this evidence by providing a
normalized, ratio-based methodology that addresses comparability concerns.

In direct testimony, in Exhibit SS-01T at 11:6-19, Sevall analyzed PSP’s Pilot
Compensation Study (Exhibit RLS-04) and used it to establish a range of reasonable
DNI from $486,475 to $814,308. In cross-answering testimony, Exhibit SS-08T at
6:14-15, Sevall continued to rely on the same study as the primary source of pilotage
district financial data.

IV. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Admissible evidence for this proceeding is “all relevant evidence” as long as “the
presiding officer believes it is the best evidence reasonably obtainable, considering
1ts necessity, availability, and trustworthiness.” WAC 480-07-495(1). These
principles grant the Commission broad discretion.2 Objections in administrative

proceedings generally go to the weight, not admissibility, of the evidence.

2 Order 16, In re Speedishuttle Washington, LLC, Docket TC-143691 (consolidated)
(Feb. 3, 2017).
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PSP does not challenge the testimony’s relevance and thus impliedly concedes
that the evidence at issue is relevant to this proceeding. Hence, as long as the
evidence is responsive to PMSA’s filing, the Commission has the discretion to admit
it in this proceeding.

V. AUTHORITY AND ANALYSIS

A. Staff’s DNI Analysis is an Adjustment in Response to PMSA
Testimony

PMSA’s extensive testimony discussing pilot DNI, pilot workloads and AAL, and
direct criticism of the utilization of and reliance on the PSP salary survey at Exhibit
RLS-04 inherently invited Staff to provide its responsive testimony.

Staff directly responded to PMSA testimony and stated that it was doing so.

PSP’s argument that the Staff cross-answering testimony is unresponsive to
PMSA'’s direct testimony is unfounded. PSP’s real complaint is that it dislikes the
content of Staff’s responsive testimony: the “expense ratio analysis’. . . proposes to
introduce a new methodology that alters Staff’s original testimony regarding
Distributed Net Income (“DNI”).”3

PSP admits that the Staff response to PMSA resulted in an application of the
evidence in a manner that “alters Staff’s original testimony.”* Alterations of
direct testimony is a principal reason why opportunities for cross-answering

testimony exist.

3 Motion at 9 2.

4 Id. (emphasis added).
Docket No. TP-250574 Page 7 of 16
PMSA’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO

PSP’S MOTION TO STRIKE
182259315.2



24

25

26

Specifically, Staff presented a DNI range in its direct testimony, Exhibit SS-
01T, of $486,475 to $814,308. Staff expressed the aim of setting a DNI benchmark
within that range. Staff’s cross-answering testimony appropriately reviewed PMSA’s
testimony regarding other benchmarks, including WSF ferry master pay, BLS
compensation data, and workload analysis including AAL. In response, Staff chose
to refine and narrow its previously recommended DNI benchmark using additional
analysis. Staff did not abandon its original testimony establishing its range; rather,
1t worked to refine its position benchmarking an optimal DNI within that range.

Staff is not introducing a new rate-setting approach. Staff is using additional
analytical tools to validate and refine the range already proposed. Just as the income
ratio presented PMSA’s filing was to serve as a reasonableness check, Staff
presented another ratio analysis, based on expenses, to serve as a reasonableness
check on Staff’s original range. Staff did not present a replacement methodology.
This 1s exactly what cross-answering testimony is supposed to provide: an
opportunity to respond to other parties’ challenges by strengthening, enhancing, and
adjusting a prior position.

B. The Commission Favors Admission of Evidence.

In prior pilotage cases, the Commission has held that it will “err on the side of
including, rather than excluding, testimony and evidence” that may aid in
evaluating disputed issues.? This principle applies because the Commission

exercises broad discretion to admit all relevant evidence: “any evidence that may

5 Docket TP-190976, Order 06 9 17.
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assist [the Commission] in [its] evaluation should be admitted and accorded weight
based on its relevance and reliability.”¢ The Commission need only strike testimony
if it is “so demonstrably irrelevant to the disputed issues that the Commission would
not admit it into evidence if it were offered.””

Here, Staff’s DNI analysis clearly meets this standard. The testimony is relevant
as it directly addresses DNI methodology—the central issue in this rate case and in
Staff’s original, direct testimony at Exhibit SS-01T. It responds to PMSA’s DNI
benchmarking analysis (Exhibit MM-16) and PMSA’s critiques of PSP’s salary
survey (Exhibit RLS-04, which was the source of Staff’'s DNI benchmarking data).
This is precisely the type of responsive, relevant evidence the Commission favors
admitting.

PSP’s motion fundamentally misunderstands this principle. PSP seeks exclusion
based on the testimony being “novel” or “altering” Staff’s original position. But the
Commission does not exclude evidence simply because it refines or adjusts a party’s
initial case. PSP itself has benefitted from this approach to admitting evidence. For
example, in docket TP-190976, Order 08 ¥ 22, the Commission allowed PSP witness
Dr. Leachman to present in rebuttal evidence what the Commission viewed as “new
information” because “his testimony neither prejudices any party nor violates

Commission rules” and was “directly responsive” to other parties’ claims.

61d. at 9 8.

71d. at 9 9.
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Given PSP’s own rebuttal testimony introducing entirely new market impact
studies was permitted under Order 08, Staff’s cross-answering testimony refining its
existing testimony on a DNI range using the same existing study it relied on in its
direct testimony is similarly admissible. When the Commission admitted Dr.
Leachman’s testimony in docket TP-190976 despite its presenting “new
information,” it did so because this testimony was responsive and useful. The same
principle applies here with even greater force—Staff is responding to PMSA’s direct
testimony to refine its existing testimony and with existing evidence, not introducing
completely new studies on brand new topics.

The Commission’s preference for inclusion extends to “submitting new
information at the rebuttal phase” although it is “generally disfavored because it
may prejudice other parties”; as such, the Commission did not strike PSP’s
testimony in docket TP-190976 because it remained responsive.® Here, Staff’s DNI
analysis does not even constitute “new information”—it analyzes the same data from
PSP’s own exhibits (Exhibit RLS-04) using standard financial ratios.

C. PSP is Not Prejudiced by Staff’s Ongoing Analysis of PSP’s Own Data

PSP claims that Staff is “providing new information at the last stage of
testimony.”® But Staff relies exclusively on data and evidence PSP itself placed in
the record through Exhibit RLS-04, and it is the same information that Staff relied

on in its direct testimony as well—though in cross-answering testimony that

8 Order 08 at 9 23.

9 Motion at 9 18.
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information is viewed through the further lens of PMSA’s input. This is not new
data, and there is no new information. It is just a revised presentation by Staff of its
examination of PSP’s own data and PSP’s own evidence in light of PMSA’s critiques
of that evidence.

Is it not reasonable to conclude that PSP can be prejudiced by the utilization of
its own data. Even if Staff had not been using PSP’s own exhibit, as long as the
parties have access to all underlying data supporting Staff’s original testimony
calculations, and Staff is offering no new evidence in its cross-answering testimony,
there is no “new information.” Staff is relying on the same data sources that
produced its DNI range in its direct testimony. The lack of new evidence fully
protects PSP from any claimed prejudice (even if PSP hadn’t paid a consultant to
originally produce it).

PSP argues procedural harm, but PSP’s motion is in fact driven by disagreement
with Staff’s analysis, not by any genuine procedural prejudice. The Commission
should reject PSP’s attempt to exclude opinions or analysis it simply finds
unfavorable — especially when that analysis is based on PSP’s own evidence.

D. The proper and least prejudicial remedy is to adjust the weight of the
testimony based on its foundation.

The most appropriate solution for any potential deficiency in any of the
witnesses’ qualifications or the foundation for certain of their opinions is to adjust
the weight accorded to the testimony in question, not to exclude it. Ultimately, the
Commission may agree or disagree with Staff’s testimony on issues such as

interpretations of how to apply DNI and expense ratios to this proceeding or on the
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other opinions Staff offers, such as on the underlying range of reasonableness
testimony itself. Either way, Staff is entitled to present its position about questions
of direct relevance to the issues in this proceeding.

Staff’s testimony and supporting testimony contribute significantly on a number
of the disputed issues in this proceeding, and it should be considered for that reason.
To exclude i1t would harm the record in this proceeding. Most importantly, nothing
impedes the Commission from exercising its own judgment with respect to the
weight of any of the evidence.

E. PSP Still Has Adequate Opportunities to Respond to Staff

The main argument underlying PSP’s motion is that “PSP zero opportunity to
meaningfully analyze or rebut the new proposal.”’10 This is not true. Even if the
Commission were concerned about PSP’s ability to respond to Staff’s cross-
answering testimony (and PMSA submits no such concern is warranted), PSP
retains ample opportunity to address Staff’s recommended DNI analysis through
multiple procedural mechanisms.

First, the discovery deadline has been open and remains open until February 23,
2026. PSP has availed itself of this and recently propounded a series of data requests
to Staff seeking the methodologies, calculations, and assumptions underlying its
DNI analysis, as shown in Attachment A to this brief (PSP Data Requests to Staff).

This is an appropriate response by PSP to prepare for cross-examination and

10 Motion at 9 13.
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briefing. Staff’s analysis and DNI recommendation are topics well within PSP’s
ability to investigate through targeted discovery.

Second, the evidentiary hearing provides PSP full opportunity to cross-examine
Staff witness Sevall regarding all the topics at issue. Cross-examination is a
powerful tool for exposing any weaknesses in Staff’s analysis. In prior pilotage cases,
the Commission specifically found cross-examination adequate to protect parties’
interests.1!

PSP will also have extensive opportunity in post-hearing briefing to argue why it
believes the Commission should, on the merits, reject or afford minimal weight to
Staff’s expense ratio analysis. PSP may present detailed critiques, identify alleged
flaws in the underlying data, and argue why the Commission should prefer
alternative approaches to determining DNI. This is the appropriate mechanism to
engage in disputes about analytical methodologies.

Finally, PSP has also requested surrebuttal testimony in its motion.!2 Even if all
these other means are deemed inadequate, PSP could be given the opportunity to
respond through a sur-rebuttal in parallel with the normal procedural schedule.

F. Avista does not limit Staff from responding to PMSA’s critiques of
PSP’s case

PSP partially relies on Order 04 in WUTC v. Avista Corp., Dockets UE-160228
and UG-160229 (consolidated) (Oct. 10, 2016), a case in which the Commission

granted a motion to strike after a utility waited until its rebuttal testimony to

11 Docket TP-190976, Order 06 § 16.

12 Motion at § 21.
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introduce a new proposal. The Commission cited this same case in orders regarding
motions to strike in prior pilotage rate case proceedings.

In Avista, the utility sought a rate increase and proposed AMI deployment in its
direct case. All parties opposed this proposal in response testimony. Only then, in
rebuttal, did Avista introduce an entirely new alternative: deferred accounting
treatment for AMI costs that was never mentioned in its direct case.!3

PSP misreads Avista. That case restricted the rate-increase petitioner and
proposing party (like PSP here) from introducing new proposals on rebuttal. It did
not restrict responding parties, like Staff and PMSA here, from refining their
analysis in response to the other’s testimony regarding the original proposal in
cross-answering testimony.

Avista’s holding was that “the [petitioner] company [must] present its proposals
in its direct case.”!4 The Commission explained that the utility “could have, and
should have, anticipated” opposition to its proposals and “could have asked for
alternative relief in its direct case, yet failed to do so0.”15 This holding applies to a
petitioning company’s rebuttal testimony, not to Staff’s analysis. Here, PSP is the
petitioner seeking a 52-percent rate increase based on a DNI methodology it chose to
present. PSP has the burden to propose its complete case in direct testimony. If PSP

wanted to propose alternative rate-setting approaches, Avista would restrict PSP

13 Avista, Order 04 at 9 1-2.

14 Id. at § 12.

15 Id. at § 11.
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from introducing new rate increase justifications on rebuttal. But it does not prevent
Staff from responding to PMSA’s critiques of PSP’s case.

The Commission’s orders in docket TP-190976 confirm that responding parties
may introduce refinements to their prior analysis in responding to another party’s
evidence. For example, the Commission permitted PSP witness Captain Quick to
present testimony on rebuttal that “responds directly to Staff witness Danny
Kermode” and found this testimony “within the permissible scope of rebuttal.”16 If
PSP’s own rebuttal testimony responding to Staff was permissible, by the same
token Staff’s cross-answering testimony responding to PMSA is also clearly
allowed—not prohibited—by Avista.

PSP’s motion gets the controlling principle exactly backwards. Avista protects
Staff and ratepayers by preventing petitioning companies from introducing new rate
increase justifications late in proceedings during rebuttal. It does not prevent
regulatory staff from refining their analysis in response to intervenor testimony. The
Commission should reject PSP’s misapplication of this principle and deny the motion
to strike.

VI CONCLUSION
The Commission should deny PSP’s motion in its entirety for a number of
reasons. First, Staff’s testimony on the core issue of pilot DNI is absolutely relevant
to this proceeding. Staff is eminently qualified to present facts and provide opinions

on the subjects included in its testimony. Further, Staff is free to adjust its position

16 Docket TP-190976, Order 08 q 24.
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In its cross-answering testimony in response to other parties. PSP is not prejudiced
by Staff’'s or PMSA’s analyzing PSP’s own evidence. Finally, because the
Commission favors inclusion of evidence over exclusion of it in complex rate cases,
the purposes of this proceeding is best served by the Commission’s exercise of its

discretion to admit this undisputably relevant evidence.

Respectfully submitted this 18th of February, 2026.

Counsel for P
Association
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON
UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, DOCKET TP-250574
, PUGET SOUND PILOTS’ THIRD SET
Complainant, OF DATA REQUESTS TO WUTC
STAFF
V.

PUGET SOUND PILOTS,

Respondent.

TO: WUTC STAFF
Pursuant to WAC 480-07-400 and WAC 480-07-405, Puget Sound Pilots (“PSP”)

requests that the WUTC Staff (“Staft”) produce the information and documents requested below

to Sheree Carson, Byron Starkey, and Kimball Mullins (SCarson@perkinscoie.com,

ByronStarkey@perkinscoie.com, kpmullins@perkinscoie.com) , within seven (7) business days

after service. The following definitions and instructions apply to these requests:
DEFINITIONS

1. The terms “You,” “Your,” “Staff,” or any similar word or phrase, means the
WUTC Staff, any of its agents, experts, or consultants.

2. “Analysis or analyses” means any reviews, reports, studies, tests, computations,
comparisons, calculations, estimates, appraisals, assessments, valuations, inquiries,
investigations, evaluations or inquiries undertaken by a person, including any and formal or
informal draft or final analyses and all information or documents related to such analyses.

3. “Identify,” means to:

a. Describe with reasonable particularity;
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b. Describe each person believed to have knowledge with respect to the fact
or event; and
C. Describe each document that refers or relates to the fact or event.

4. “Identify,” when used with respect to a document, means to describe the
document with sufficient particularity so as to provide the basis for a motion to compel
production. In lieu of identifying a document in this manner, it will be sufficient to produce
copies of the document.

5. “Communication” means any exchange or transmission of words or ideas to
another person or entity, whether accomplished person to person, by telephone, in writing, via
electronic mail, via social media or through another medium, and shall include, without
limitation, discussions, conversations, negotiations, conferences, meetings, speeches,
memoranda, letters, correspondence, notes, blogs, postings, and statements or questions.

6. “Document” means, without limitation, all tangible preservations of information,
including workpapers, writings, recordings, notes, and photographs, along with all documents or
electronically stored information, information preserved on computers, and any non-identical
copies (whether different from the originals because of notes made on such copies, because such

copies were sent to different individuals, or for any other reason) and drafts.

2 ¢ 99 ¢

7. “Concerning,” “reflecting,” “regarding,” and “related to” mean, in whole or in
part, reflecting, regarding, related to, relating to, in connection with, involving, supporting,
addressing, analyzing, constituting, containing, commenting on, discussing, describing,

identifying, referring to, reporting on, stating, dealing with, or in any way pertaining to.

INSTRUCTIONS
1. You are requested to produce all information and documents in Your possession,
custody, care or control that are described below. In so doing, please furnish information and

documents that are in the possession of Your partners, officers, employees, attorneys,
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accountants, representatives, or agents, or any other persons that are otherwise subject to Your
custody, care or control.

2. Should You withhold any information, document or thing responsive to these
requests, You are requested to state the basis for withholding the information, document or thing
in a manner sufficient to enable PSP and the Commission to adjudicate the validity of Your
withholding, including, in the case of any information, document or thing withheld on the
grounds of privilege or work product.

3. All documents that exist in electronic format should be produced in their native
format, complete with all metadata. All documents that exist only in paper or other hard-copy
format are to be produced in the order and structure as they are kept in the usual course of
business.

4. Should You find the meaning of any term to be unclear, You should assume a
reasonable meaning, state what that assumed meaning is, and respond to the request on the basis
of that assumed meaning.

5. These data requests are deemed to be continuing in nature, and You are requested
to amend or supplement Your responses as is necessary to maintain the accuracy of Your
responses. To that end, if You obtain additional responsive information at any time between the
time for the initial response and the time of hearing, You shall promptly provide PSP with the
supplemental response.

6. The connectives “and” and “or” shall be construed either disjunctively or
conjunctively as necessary to bring within the scope of the discovery request all responses that
might otherwise be construed to be outside its scope.

7. The use of the singular form of any word includes the plural, and the plural form
of a word shall be interpreted as singular, whenever appropriate to bring within the scope any
documents or information that might otherwise be considered beyond the scope of the request.

8. None of the definitions set forth above or requests below shall be construed as an

admission relating to the existence of any evidence, to the relevance or admissibility of any
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evidence, or to the truth or accuracy of any statement or characterization in the definition of this
request.

9. Provide responses to each of the following data requests on separate sheets of
paper and repeat the data request at the top of the page on which the response begins. Also,
indicate the date the response was prepared, the individual who prepared the response, and the
name of any witness testifying on behalf of the responding party who is knowledgeable about,
and can respond to, questions concerning the response. Provide fully functioning electronic

versions of any responses that contain Excel files, with all formulas intact.
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BEFORE THE WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Washington Ultilities & Transportation Commission v.
Puget Sound Pilots
Docket No. TP-250574
Puget Sound Pilots’ Data Request Nos. 020-033
To WUTC STAFF

WITNESS: Sevall

PSP DATA REQUEST 020:

For every pilotage group/authority and each year included in SS-11’s expense ratio calculations
identify the specific citation to the underlying Source Financials for revenue and expense line
items used for that observation.

PSP DATA REQUEST 021:

For each pilotage group/authority identified in SS-11, provide a reconciliation table showing:
a. the revenue amount used
b. the expense amount used,
c. each adjustment made (medical, callback, retirement, pilot compensation, other),
including the basis/source for each adjustment, and
d. the resulting “adjusted revenue,” “adjusted expenses,” and expense ratio.

PSP DATA REQUEST 022:
Explain how SS-11 calculates “expense ratio,” including the numerator, denominator, and how
“pilot compensation” is treated when a source statement does not separately report it.

PSP DATA REQUEST 023:
Identify the criteria used to select the peer set in SS-11 (why these groups, why these years). If
any potential peers were considered but excluded, including those used in RLS-04
(Compensation Study of Regulated Pilots in the United States), identify them and state the
specific reason(s) for exclusion.
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PSP DATA REQUEST 024:

Identify all instances in SS-11 where Sevall did not make an adjustment because he “did not
explicitly see the item to adjust.” For each instance, state:

a. what adjustment would have been made if the item had been identifiable,
b. what uncertainty exists, and
c. the estimated direction of bias (higher/lower expense ratio) and whether the bias

would tend to increase or decrease the resulting DNI range for PSP.

PSP DATA REQUEST 025:
For every pilotage group/authority specify how the following items were identified and removed
and the source of the removal:
a. Medical
b. Callbacks
c. Retirement

PSP DATA REQUEST 026:

Provide any calculations or analyses supporting the claim that the expense ratio is “relatively
stable from year to year,” including the year-to-year comparisons performed, the time periods
evaluated, and the resulting variance measures. If none were done, please state as much.

PSP DATA REQUEST 027:

Identify any regulatory cases, including those before the WUTC, that were considered in, or
otherwise provide the basis for, your recommendation to use the expense ratio methodology. If
none exist or were considered, so state.

PSP DATA REQUEST 028:

In SS-8T, Sevall uses 56.5 pilots in the expense ratio/DNI table. Explain why 56.5 was used,
identify the source for that figure, and produce all workpapers showing how it was applied.

PSP DATA REQUEST 029:

Identify “DNI Net of Pension Disallowance” using the following formula:
DNI Net of Pension Disallowance = (your recommended DNI per pilot) — (disallowed pension
expense recovery + funded pilot count).

PSP DATA REQUEST 030:
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Identify the exact BLS “Current Employment Statistics” series Sevall proposes using (series ID,
geography, industry, and measure) and produce the calculation showing how the benchmark DNI
would be updated year to year using that series, including the base period and the update
formula.

WITNESS: Van Meter

PSP DATA REQUEST 031:

TVM-T7T asserts repos “cannot be associated with any particular assignment” but “the cost of
moving pilots remains” and “PSP should recover it.” If not recovered in Item 340, identify where
in the tariff and/or revenue requirement Staff proposes PSP recover repositioning costs,
including the tariff item(s), account(s), and Staff workpapers/schedules showing the recovery
mechanism and amounts. If Staff’s position is that repositioning costs are recovered through the
Transportation Charge or other tariff elements, identify those elements and produce the
calculations showing how the recovery occurs.

PSP DATA REQUEST 032:

For your recommendation of the amount of the Port Angeles Expense charge, identify the
“updated vessel projections” Staff references. Explain how the adjusted number of occurrences
of 5,180 in SS-10 Sch. 10.1 takes into account the arrival to assignment correlation factor as
proffered in MM-01T 136:22 to 139:12.

If not taken into account, explain how adjusting the number of Port Angeles Expense Charge

occurrences by the same flat percentage change across all assignments may under-recover or
over-recover these expenses.

DATED this 12" day of February, 2026.
PERKINS COIE LLP
By /s/ Sheree Strom Carson

Sheree Strom Carson, WSBA #25349
Byron C. Starkey, WSBA #55545

Attorneys for Puget Sound Pilots
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