
WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
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DATE PREPARED:  January 23, 2026 
DOCKET:  TP-250574 
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WITNESS: Scott Sevall 
RESPONDER:  Scott Sevall 
   

 
 
DATA REQUEST NO. 1:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-3, Schedule 3.3: 
 
a) The “Source” in column (f) for lines 4, 5 and 7 is Schedule 2.2. Should it be Schedule 

3.2 instead? If not, please describe how Schedule 2.2 (Exh. SS-2) serves as the source. 
b) Does DNI per average assignment at line 8 include all 56 pilots or only 55 working 

pilots? 
c) Does inflation-adjusted DNI per average assignment at line 9 include all 56 pilots or 

only 55 working pilots? 
d) Does you agree that these should be restated as including all 56 pilots? 
e) If yes to prior question, please provide the restated DNI per average assignment and 

inflation-adjusted DNI per average assignment for 56 pilots. 
f) If restated under the question above, would this change the low-end of the Staff DNI 

range recommendation? If so please restate the low-end of the staff DNI range. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
a) Correct the source should be labeled 3.2. 
b) That cell is a result of line 4 divided by line 5 (Total distributable Net Income/ Yearly 

Assignments).  
c) The source data includes all licensed pilots in the historical time period (per the BPC 

annual report, Sch. 3.2 line 5). My understanding is that the average number of pilots 
reported by the BPC includes all licensed pilots. 

d) I do not agree that the average number of pilots for 2024 would need to be restated. 
e) N/A 
f) N/A 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 2:  
 
Further regarding Exhibit SS-3, Schedule 3.2 and Schedule 3.3, did Staff do any adjustments 
for total distributable net income and actual distributable net income based on UTC 
accounting in order to create comparable (apples-to-apples) DNI from year to year (for 
example, to exclude medical and comp-day expenses)? If Staff did not prepare such 
adjustments, should such adjustments be made to Staff recommendations prior to setting a 
DNI? 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
I did not adjust 2022 and 2023 to match 2024. Exhibit SS-3 is not used to recommend a 
DNI. The Staff inflation adjustment in exhibit SS-5, Sch. 5.4 calculates low end of my 
recommended range for DNI. Furthermore, on page 7 and 8 of my testimony (SS-1T) I 
speak to the reasons I cannot use the historical average DNI calculated in the model to 
recommend a new DNI. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 3:  
 
Further regarding Exhibit SS-3, Schedule 3.3, 
 
a) Admit that line 9 is 4.74% greater than line 8. 
b) Is Staff proposing an inflation factor of 4.74% from 2024 to 2025? 
c) If not, please recalculate the inflation adjustment from line 8 to line 9 using consistent 

months per year, using the BLS inflation calculator or using another inflation adjustment 
metric, and please identify the source of the metric used. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
a) Line 9 is approximately 4.74 percent greater than line 8. 
b) Yes. The source website listed on schedule 3.3 is the link to the BLS calculator with the 

inputs used in the calculation. 
c) N/A 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 4:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.3, line 1 please provide a complete calculation and 
description of source information showing the Application of the “Historical Method” and 
the math of how $422,859 was derived from these sources. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See SS-3 schedule 3.1, line 11. This is the calculated average of schedule 3.3 line 5. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 5:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.3 (DNI), line 3, with respect to your answers to DR 1 
above, should line 3 be revised to a different amount? If so, what amount? 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Line 3 of sch. 5.3 is calculated on sch 5.4, not exhibit SS-3.  
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DATA REQUEST NO. 6:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.2 (No. of Pilots to fund), line 1, with respect to 
“Calculated 52.85,” please cite the source from Exhibit SS-3 with specificity or re-create the 
calculation. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
See SS-3, Sch 3.1 line 9. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 7:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.1 (TDNI), would Staff provide a calculation of a TDNI 
based on the actual number of pilots applied to the Schedule 5.3, line 1, “Historical Method” 
of DNI calculation? 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
$422,859 * 56 pilots = $23,680,104 (Sch. 5.3 line 1 * Sch. 5.2 line 2)  
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DATA REQUEST NO. 8:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.5, please list the source of all values in columns B and 
C. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Column B source:  
Line 2: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 8 
Line 3: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 9 
Line 4: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 7 
Line 5: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 16 
Line 6: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 18 
Line 7: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 12 
Line 8: Sch. 5.6 Column B Line 17 
 
Column C source:  
Line 2: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 8 
Line 3: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 9 
Line 4: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 7 
Line 5: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 16 
Line 6: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 18 
Line 7: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 12 
Line 8: Sch. 5.6 Column C Line 17 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 9:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.6, please list the source of all values in columns B and 
C. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Column B exhibit RLS-04 worksheet 3a. Summary, column H 
Column C exhibit RLS-04 worksheet 3a. Summary, column J 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 10:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.9, please list the source of all values in column B. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Source: RLS-04, worksheet 2c. Location Adjustments, column F 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 11:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5, Schedule 5.5 column B, please respond to all of the following: 
 
a) Do you have any evidence that any individual pilot(s) in their respective pilotage 

grounds actually earned a net income equal to the amount in column B during the test 
year? Any year? If so, please identify. 

b) Does this schedule represent what an individual pilot made in any of the listed West 
Coast pilotage grounds in the test year? 

c) Has PSP put into evidence any proof that any individual pilot made the amounts listed in 
column B during the test year? 

d) Have the total values listed in column B been adjusted from any evidence provided? If 
so, please identify the adjustments. 

e) Have any of the values in column B been adjusted to UTC accounting standards? 
f) Have any of the values in column B been adjusted to remove medical and comp day 

expenses? 
g)  Have any of the values in column B been averaged over multiple years? 
h)  Have any of the values in column B been adjusted to reflect changes in workload? 
i)  Have any of the values in column B been adjusted internally to reflect inflation prior to 

being included in the salary survey? 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
a) No. 
b) No. 
c)  No. 
d)  I have not adjusted the amounts in column B. 
e)  I have not adjusted the amounts in column B.  
f)  I have not adjusted the amounts in column B. 
g)  I have not averaged any of these numbers in column B. 
h) I have not adjusted any of these numbers for workload (column B).  
i)  I have not adjusted any of these numbers for inflation (column B). 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 12:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-3, Schedule 3.1, line 3 cites Carlson Exhibit IC-14 as the source for 
your projected assignments of 7,289. Please identify the cell number and/or citation for 
where 7,289 projected assignments was clearly articulated in Capt. Carlson’s Exhibit IC-14. 
If not clearly articulated, please so state and then provide the calculations you made from the 
contents of Exhibit IC-14 to reach the number 7,289. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
It was not clearly articulated in IC-14. The method for determining that number was to start 
with the 7588 historical data, then subtract the lines Capt. Carlson formatted as red font 
(738), then add the lines which Capt. Carlson formatted as green font (596), then I 
subtracted the number of cancellations (without counting any cancellations with red font) 
(165). 
 
Historical: +7588 
Removal of red: -738 
Addition of green: +596 
Removal of cancellations: -165 
 
7588-738+596-165= 7281 
 
This number is slightly different (difference of 8) from what I used in my exhibit SS-3, and 
will revise SS-3  
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DATA REQUEST NO. 13:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-3, Schedule 3.1, line 6, you list a TAL of 140.6 with a source of 
Schedule 3.2, however to our reading, Schedule 3.2 does not have a listing for a TAL. Please 
clarify whether or not you mean an average assignment level or AAL. If so, please 
demonstrate the calculation and confirm that AAL is the average of average assignments per 
working pilot on line 7. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
That is correct; in exhibit SS-3 AAL=TAL. The formula in Schedule 3.1 line 7 is set to 
calculate the average of Schedule 3.2 line 7.  
 
Manually it is 147+137+138 = 422 / 3 = 140.67 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 14:  
 
Please confirm that Staff applies the same “attract and retain” standard in this proceeding 
that the Commission applied in Final Orders 08 and 09 in the prior PSP cases and admit that 
Staff provided no new theory upon which the Commission should judge the “attract and 
retain standard.” 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Staff applied the attract and retain standard. I did not provide any new theory to judge the 
“attract and retain” standard.   
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DATA REQUEST NO. 15:  
 
Please admit that Staff testified that the DNI Staff proposed to the Commission met the 
“attract and retain” standard in the prior case docket TP-220513, when the Commission 
explicitly noted that “Staff did not provide any testimony responding to PSP’s comparability 
study but maintains that this DNI remains sufficient to attract and retain qualified 
candidates.” (See docket TP-220513, Final Order 08, ¶ 127.) 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Admit. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 16:  
 
Please admit that, unlike in prior cases where this was explicitly addressed, Staff’s current 
testimony is silent on: 
 
a)  The “attract and retain” standard. 
b)  BPC examination data. 
c)  Applicant pool analysis. 
d)  Candidate qualification rates. 
e)  Any attract/retain theory or methodology. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Admit. My testimony is silent on the items listed in a), b), c), d), e).  
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DATA REQUEST NO. 17:  
 
Please confirm that when Staff proposes a range of potential DNI values in its testimony, 
that Staff intends that any value within that range represents a reasonable outcome that 
satisfies regulatory standards, including the existing “attract and retain” requirement. If Staff 
does not so intend, please explain the purpose of including values in the proposed range that 
Staff believes would fail to attract and retain pilots. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
I confirm that any compensation outcome in my proposed range of potential DNI represents 
a reasonable outcome that satisfies regulatory standards, including the existing “attract and 
retain. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 18:  
 
Please admit that Staff’s proposed range of potential DNI is predicated on a presumption 
that all dollar figures within that range will successfully attract and retain pilots to the Puget 
Sound under the existing standard application. If denied, please explain upon which standard 
Staff proposes that the Commission apply an attract and retain analysis for the range of DNI 
proposed. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
I admit that my proposed range of potential DNI is predicated on the presumption that all 
dollar figures within that range will successfully attract and retain pilots to the Puget Sound 
under the existing standard application. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 19:  
 
Please admit that Staff has identified no evidence in this proceeding demonstrating that the 
lowest point of Staff’s proposed DNI range would fail to attract qualified candidates to the 
Puget Sound Pilots’ training program. If denied, please identify all such evidence with 
specific citations. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
I admit that Staff has identified no evidence in this proceeding demonstrating that the lowest 
point of Staff’s proposed DNI range would fail to attract qualified candidates.  

Exh. SS-___X 
Docket TP-250574 

Page 19 of 24



WASHINGTON UTILITIES AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
STAFF RESPONSE TO DATA REQUEST 

 

DATE PREPARED:  January 23, 2026 
DOCKET:  TP-250574 
REQUESTER:  PMSA 

 

WITNESS: Scott Sevall 
RESPONDER:  Scott Sevall 
   

 
 
DATA REQUEST NO. 20:  
 
If Staff contends that the lowest point of its currently proposed DNI range would be 
insufficient to attract and retain pilots under current conditions, please admit that Staff’s 
testimony provides no analysis comparing the “attract and retain” sufficiency of different 
points within Staff’s proposed DNI range. 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
I do not contend that any point, including the lowest point, in my proposed DNI range would 
be insufficient to attract and retain pilots. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 21:  
 
Regarding testimony at Exhibit SS-01T, 11:1-4 (“One thing I would like to see added to the 
salary survey is some sort of workload analysis; however, I understand that this information 
may not exist”): 
 
a.  Did Staff conduct any independent analysis to determine whether workload data exists 

for the pilotage districts included in Exhibit SS-5? 
b.  Please identify all efforts Staff made to obtain assignments-per-pilot or other workload 

metrics for the pilotage districts used in the salary survey. 
c.  Does Staff agree that without workload comparison, the salary survey cannot determine 

whether pilots in different districts are compensated comparably for similar amounts of 
work? 

d.  In docket TP-220513, when PSP witness David Lough was asked whether his 
projections included workload factors, he answered “No” (see Docket TP-220513, Vol. 
V at 478:12-13). Does Staff agree that the same deficiency exists in the current salary 
survey? 

e.  Admit that a salary survey cannot compare salaries without knowing how much work 
each pilot does to earn that salary. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
a. I did not provide a workload analysis. 
b. I reviewed the nearly 400-page PDF attachment to RLS-04. I then looked online publicly 

to try and identify other state authorities or pilotage associations to locate workload 
information. 

c. I agree that without a workload analysis it is impossible to tell if a pilotage group makes 
more because they work more. 

d. I agree. 
e. I admit that to truly compare salaries the amount of work required to earn that salary is 

needed. 
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DATA REQUEST NO. 22:  
 
Regarding Exhibit SS-5 and the use of a standard deviation analysis: 
 
a)  Please explain the regulatory or statistical basis for using “average plus one standard 

deviation” as the ceiling of a reasonable range. 
b)  Under this application does the standard deviation also serve as the floor of a reasonable 

range? If no, why not? 
c)  Does Staff believe that PSP pilot compensation should be set at a level that exceeds 68% 

of all other pilots in its Schedule (i.e., one standard deviation above average)? 
d)  Please provide any precedent for using “average plus one standard deviation” as the 

ceiling of a reasonable range in pilotage rate-setting. 
e)  Would Staff agree that “average plus two standard deviations” would be unreasonable? 

If so, please explain why one standard deviation is appropriate but two is not and 
provide the mathematical justification. 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
a) Reasonableness is used in regulation to assist in determining outcomes where a single 

outcome may be hard to determine. Using this I found it reasonable to determine that a 
range of outcomes that could be decided based on the survey put forth by PSP is one that 
would represent the largest area of a bell curve. Generally, about 68 percent of a 
standard bell curve falls withing a single deviation from the mean. In short, I chose that 
range to be reasonable because in that set of results 68 percent of all answers reside.  
 

b) Yes. One standard deviation below would also be reasonable. My floor is slightly higher 
given the Commission’s previous decision adjusted for inflation was slightly higher than 
the one standard deviation below. One standard deviation was 170,453 with a mean of 
643,855, so one below would equal 643,855-170,453=473,402. My recommended floor 
was 486,475, a relatively small difference of 13,073. 
 

c) I did not recommend that level of compensation, but the Commission could reasonably 
order that level of compensation. 
 

d) I have no precedent. 
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e) I agree that two standard deviations would not be a reasonable range. The regulatory 

justification is fair, just, reasonable, and sufficient. I am just as concerned with over-
compensation as I am for under-compensation. There is no mathematical formula that 
justifies reasonableness. Two standard deviations cover 95 percent of a bell curve, so 
while it inherently represents the reasonable range it also does not add clarity for the 
sake of determining reasonableness. The Commission needs as much clarity as it can get 
when deciding items that are inherently unclear, such as setting a targeted level of 
disbursement for a pilot.  
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DATA REQUEST NO. 23:  
 
Regarding Staff’s recommendation to set a benchmark DNI for five years: 
 
a)  Is Staff proposing that the DNI authorized in this case become the floor for the next 

proceeding (adjusted only for CPI)? 
b)  Is it Staff’s intention that its benchmark proposal locks in whatever is authorized here as 

a perpetual floor, eliminating flexibility to respond to changed circumstances? 
c)  Under this approach, what circumstances would justify a DNI decrease in a future 

proceeding? 
d)  Does this benchmark approach eliminate the possibility of data-driven rate-setting in 

future cases? 
e)  Please explain how a five-year benchmark differs from setting rates in a vacuum without 

reference to actual operating conditions. 
f)  Is Staff recommending a benchmark in this case only at its recommended DNI (i.e. 

within its proposed range) or is it proposing the implementation of a benchmark at any 
DNI that the Commission finds is sufficient? 

 
RESPONSE: 
 
a) I am proposing that the benchmark would be the “floor and ceiling”, which would be 

adjusted based on some factor like CPI or a wage growth measure. 
b) My intention would be that the benchmark would be used (adjusted) based off this 

decision and that any evidence to change the benchmark up or down would have to be 
compelling. 

c) Evidence that is compelling, just the same that would be needed to increase the 
benchmark. 

d) No. it simply sets a DNI that would be used. Average assignment levels, vessel traffic, 
and number of pilots would still be needed to determine a TDNI. 

e) A vacuum is setting the rates without any inputs, DNI is simply one input into the TDNI 
formula. This benchmark would be based off this record, and the previous records which 
have informed the Commission on what level of DNI is appropriate. 

f) I am recommending the Commission implement a benchmark at any DNI that the 
Commission decides. 
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