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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF HAWAITI

In the Matter of the Application of

HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC. Docket No. 2007-0064

For Approval to Construct a Temporary Decision and Order No. 2 36 7 8
and Permanent 46kV Overhead :

Subtransmission Line Pursuant to
HRS Section 269-27.6(a) for

Item Y00105 - Kamehameha Highway
North Kahana Bridge Replacement
Overhead Line Relocation

[N P L P e e

DECISION AND ORDER

By this Decision and Order, the commission:
(1) grants HAWAITAN ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.’s (“HECO”)' request for
approval to construct temporary 46kV overhead subtransmission
lines and subsequently relocate and construct permanent
46kV overhead subtransmission lines to approximétely their
original alignment in and around Kahana Bay Beach Park;, in the
manner set forth in the Application for Approval to Construct a
Temporary and Permanent 46 [kilovolts (*kv”)] Overhead
Subtransmissjon Line Pursuant to HRS [§] 269-27.6(a) for
Item Y00105 - Kamehameha Highway North Kahana Bridge Replacement

Overhead Line Relocation (“Application”), pursuant to HRS

'HECO is a Hawaii corporation and a public utility as defined
by Hawaii Revised Statutes (“HRS”) § 269-1. HECO was initially
organized under the laws of the Kingdom of Hawaii on or about
October 13, 1891. HECO is engaged in the production, purchase,
transmission, distribution, and sale of electricity on the island
of Oahu in the State of Hawaii.



§ 269-27.6(a); and (2) determines that a public heariﬁg is not

required, pursuant to HRS § 269427.5.

I.

Background
A.

Applicant’s Request

On March 12, 2007, HECO filed its Application in this

docket. HECO requests:
(1) Commission = determination that the
temporary and permanent 46kV
subtransmission = lines be constructed
above the  surface of the - ground,
pursuant to HRS § 269-27.6(a).
(2) If the commission determines that a
public hearing is necessary, that the
commission schedule a public hearing,
pursuant to HRS § 269-27.5.°
The proposed project, Item Y0015 - Kamehameha Highway
North Kahana Bridge Replacement Overhead Line Relocation
(“Proposed Project”), includes (1) Item P0001346 - Kamehameha
Highway North Kahana Bridge Replacement Temporary Overhead

Line Relocation;’ and (2) Item P0001347 - Kamehameha Highway

’See Application at 2.

‘The temporary overhead relocation work consists of:
(1) the installation of one 60-foot wood pole (i.e., pole
P.305T), four 55-foot wood poles (i.e., poles P.301T, P.302T,
P.303T, and P.304T), and eight anchors; (2) the installation of
approximately 700 circuit feet of 3/0 AAC 46kV, 336 KCM AAC 12kV,
and secondary overhead conductors; (3) the removal of two
existing wood poles (i.e., poles P.302 and P.303), and two
anchors; and (4) the removal of approximately 615 circuit feet of
3/0 AAC 46kV, 336  KCM AAC 12kv, and secondary overhead
conductors. See Application at 6; Exhibit IIT.
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North Kahana Bridge Replacement Permanent Overhead Line
Relocation.® |

The Proposed Project‘is necessitated by a request £from
the State Department of Transportation (“DOT”) to accommodate the
‘widening and replacement of the North Kahana Stream Bridge
(*the DOT Bridge Project”).’ To accommodate the construction of
the DOT Bridge Project, DOT plans to construct a temporary bypass
road and bridge in a temporary construction easement that will
allow traffic to detour around the existing bridge.®
DOT requested that HECO temporarily relocate the 46kV, 12kV and
secondary overhead lines that are currently located along
Kamehameha Highway near the North Kahana Stream Bridge to the
temporary easement to provide a clear 100-foot zone around the
existing bridge.” Once construction of the new roadway and bridge
is completed, the temporary lines will be removed from the

temporary easement and the permanent overhead 1lines will be

‘The permanent overhead relocation work consists of:
(1) the installation of two 65-foot wood poles (i.e., pole P.302

and P.303); (2) the installation of approximately 615. circuit
feet of 3/0 AAC 46kV, 336 KCM AAC 12kV, and secondary overhead
conductors; (3) the removal of one temporary 60-foot wood pole

(i.e., pole P.305T), four 55-foot wood poles (i.e., poles P.301T,
P.302T, P.303T7, and P.304T), and eight anchors; and (4) the
removal of approximately 700 circuit feet of 3/0 AAC 46kV,
336 KCM AAC 12kv, and secondary overhead conductors.
See Application at 7; Exhibit IV. :

*See Application at 5. The North Kahana Stream Bridge is
located between Kaaawa and Punaluu, near Kahana Bay Beach Park.
See Application at 6.

‘See Application at 6.

'See Application at 6.
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re-installed along Kamechameha Highway in approximately the same
alignment and physical location as before.®

HECO'’s total capital cost for the Proposed Project is
approximately $354,607 kexcluding change-over and rem.oval'cost.s).9
The total project cost for cost-sharing purposes is $461,060.%
Pursuant to HRS § 264-33, DOT will provide a contribution-in-aid-
of-construction (“CIAC”) in the amount equal to fifty perceﬁt of
the estimated project costs after deducting $27,699 for
depreciation and salvage costs of the existing line and the first
$10,000 of the projecﬁ cost.” Thus, DOT will provide a CIAC

amounting to $211,680.50."%"

’See Application at 6. The end result of this project is
that there will be a net effect of zero poles added or removed.
There will be a total of seven new wood poles (i.e., poles P.302,
P.303, Pp.301T, P.302T, P.303T, P.304T, and P.3057T) installed. Of
these, two will be permanent pole replacements (i.e., poles P.302
and P.303) in approximately the same alignment and physical

location as Dbefore (i.e.,  thirty-five feet and ten feet,
respectively, away from the existing pole locations, and the two
existing poles will be removed). Five poles will be temporary

poles (i.e., poles P.301T, P.302T, P.303T, P.304T, and P.305T)
that will be removed after the permanent construction is
completed. See Application at 7 and n.3.

HECO states that its estimated total capital cost does not
include change-over and removal costs because such items are
non-capital costs not ordinarily included in HECO’s capital cost
estimates provided to the commission. See Application at 3.
Since the HECO’s total capital cost is less than $2,500,000,
commission approval of the project pursuant to paragraph

2.3(g) (2) of General Order No. 7 is not required. See Decision
and Order No. 21002, filed on May 27, 2004, in Docket No. 03-0257
(increasing the General Order No. 7 capital expenditures

threshold from $500,000 to $2,500,000, excluding customer
contributions, effective July 1, 2004).

“See Application at 9.

“see Exhibit VI, Proposed Utility Agreement No. 1939, at 25.

“See Exhibit VI, Proposed Utility Agreement No. 1939, at 5.
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Construction of HECO’s facilities for the temporary
overhead relocationbis estimated to start in August 2007 and be
completed by October 2007." Construction of HECO’s facilities
for the permanent overhead relocation is expected. to start upon
completion of the DOT Bridge Project in January 2009, and be
completed by March 2009.* The timing of HECO’s construction will

depend on DOT’'s construction schedule.®

B.
Consumer Advocate’s Position

On July 24, 2007, the DIVISION OF CONSUMER ADVOCACY,

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND CONSUMER AFFATIRS ({“Consumer
Advocate”),* filed its Statement of Position (“sop”) .
In its SOP, the Consumer Advocate states that: (a) it

concurs that a public hearing is not required for the
Proposed Project; and (b) the temporary and subsequent
replacement 46kV subtransmission lines should be constructed on

overhead facilities.'

“See Application at 7.

14

See Application at 7-8.
“See Application at 8.

*The Consumer Advocate is an ex officio party to this docket
pursuant to HRS § 269-51 and HAR § 6-61-62.

YSee Consumer Advocate SOP at 1.

2007-0064 5



IT.

Discussion
HRS § 269-27.6(a), “Construction of high—voltage
electric transmission lines; overhead or. underground

- construction, ” states:

Notwithstanding any law to the contrary, whenever
a public utility applies to the public utilities
commission for approval to place, construct,
erect, or otherwise build a new [46kV] or greater
high voltage electric transmission system, either
above or below the surface of the ground, the
public utilities commission shall determine
whether the electric transmission system shall be
placed, constructed, erected, or built above or
below the surface of the ground; provided that in
its determination, the public utilities commission
shall consider:

(1) Whether a benefit exists that outweighs the
costs of placing the electric transmission
system underground;

(2) Whether there is a governmental public policy
requiring the electric transmission system to
be placed, constructed, erected, or ‘built
underground, and the governmental agency
establishing the policy commits funds for the
additional costs of undergrounding;

(3) Whether any governmental agency or other
parties are willing to pay for the additional
costs of undergrounding;

(4) The recommendation of the [Consumer
Advocate], which shall be Dbased on an
evaluation of the factors set forth under
this subsection; and

(5) Any other relevant factors.™

HECO requests approval to construct both the temporary

and permanent 46kV lines above the ground. HECO states that

“Subsections (b) and (c) of HRS § 269-27.6, which apply to
138kV and greater lines, do not apply to the Proposed Project.

2007-0064 ‘ 6



“[tlhe requirements of HRS § 269-27.6(a) are satisfied by
[the Proposed Project].”" éhe‘commission agrees, and finds that
the Proposed Project is reasonable and in the public interest, as
discussed herein.

First, under HRS § 269-27.6(a) (1), the commission finds
that the benefits, if any, do not outweigh the costs associated
with placing the temporary and permanent 46kV lines underground.
HECO estimates that based on an estimated cost of $875,208 for
underground costs versus an estimated $158,214 for overhead
costs, itvwould cost approximately five times more to underground
the lines than to construct them overhead.? HECO also states
that (1) ™“[t]lhe temporary overhead relocatioﬁ is required to
facilitate the replacement of the bridge and is expected to be in
service only until the bridge is completed”; (2) “[tlhe overhead
lines will eventually be restored to approximately the same
location as the existing lines”; (3) “[t]he'visual impact of the
temporary and permanent overhead [46kV] lines will not be
significantly altered, since there is an existing [46kV] overhead
circuit already in this area”; and (4) “the portion of the [46kV]
line that is being temporarily relocated .. .. . is oniy nwving
at most 100 feet laterally from the existing location.”™

Finally, as the Consumer Advocate notes, HECO has determined that

vpermanent underground lines would actually require more pbles

YSee Application at 8.

20
Se

Application at 8; Exhibit V.

(D

21

See Application at 8-9.
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to be installed than the permanent overhead 1lines.”?

The Consumer Advocate states that the “minimal wvisual impacts
from the proposed overhead 1ine placement and the necessity to
add more poles with the underground }line placement support
a determination that there is no benefit that outweighs the
cost . . . [of installing] the proposed 46kV transmissibn lines

in underground facilities.”®

In addition, the Consumer Advocate
states that because the 46kV lines represent only a portion of
the existing overhead 46kV transmission system in the area,
-“incurring the additional costs to underground the portion of the
line may not be reasonable if the remaining lines outside of the

project area remain on overhead facilities.”*

Accordingly, the
benefits, if any, do not outweigh the costs associated
with placing the‘ temporary and permanent 46kV lines of the
Propdsed Project underground.

Second, under HRS § 269-27.6(a) (2), the commission is
not aware of a governmental public policy requiring underground
construction of the Proposed Project. Indeed, HECO states that
“[tlo the best of HECO's knowledge, there is no governmental
public policy requiring underground construction of this
line[.]1”* The Consumer Advocate notes that “although there have

been State legislative efforts to study the feasibility of

requiring the underground placement of all utility facilities in

“Application at Exhibit V.
®consumer Advocate SOP at 12.
*Consumer Advocate SOP at 12.

*Application at 9.
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the State, to-date[,] none of the recommendations have resulted
iﬁ legislative measures requiring the underground placement of
all electric transmission linesf”26 Thus, the Consumer Advocate
states that it “is not aware of any governmental public policy or
mandate requiring the underground placément of the instant
46kV transmission lines for thé project area or zone proposed in
the [Application].”?

Third, wunder HRS § 269-27.6(a)(3), the commission is
not aware of any governmental agency or any other party willing
to pay for the additional costs of placing the lines entirely
underground. HECO states that to the best of its knowledge,
“there is no governmental agency or other parties willing to pay
for the additional costs of undergrounding[.]1”* Indeed, in
response to a letter sent Aby HECO, DOT confirmed that it is
unablé to pay for the additional costs of undergrouding the 46kV

- line.”

In addition, the Consumer Advocate states that it
“is unaware of any other party that . . . may be willing to pay

for the additional costs of placing the facilities underground.”®

*Consumer Advocate SOP at 12-13 (citing House Bill No. 1647
and Senate Bill No. 632, Session Laws of Hawaii (2005)).

Yconsumer Advocate SOP at 13.
*Application at 9 (footnote omitted).

See Application at 9; Exhibit VII. The Consumer Advocate
notes that ™“the application does not contain a copy of the
HECO letter, dated November 9, 2006, referred to by DOT.”
Consumer Advocate SOP at 13. The commission determines that in
light of the inclusion of DOT’s letter in this instance, and
based on the language in that letter, HECO is not required to
include a copy of its letter, dated November 9, 2006, with the
Application. :

®consumer Advocate SOP at 13.
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Fourth, wunder HRS § 269-27.6(a)(4), the commission
recognizes that the Consumer Advocate, after reviewing the
Proposed Project under HRS § 269-27.6(a), states that it:

Evaluated the factors set forth in HRS

§ 269-27.6 and does not object to the

proposed construction of the temporary and

permanent 46kV lines on overhead facilities

in the temporary easement and in’

approximately the same alignment and

placement as the existing facilities that

will be removed to accommodate the DOT’s

construction of the Kahana Bridge project.®

Fifth, the commission is not aware of - any
other “*“relevant factors.” HECO and the Consumer Advocate
state that they are unaware of any other relevant factors.”
The Consumer Advocate notes that “there are telecommunication
cables on the existing poles and [that it] inguired [with HECO]
whether the Company had explored a sharing of the relocation and
restoration costs of the existing poles under a joint pole
agreement.”” The Consumer Advocate states that “HECO indicated
that it would explore this possibility, Dbut claimed that any
sharing of costs would not likely result in a determination that
there exists a benefit that outweighs the costs of placing

o34

the 1lines in underground facilities. In addition, the
Consumer Advocate states that “the Company did not perform a
cost[-]benefit analysis that considers the [long-term] cost

differential of maintainihg the proposed 46kV  permanent

*Consumer Advocate SOP at 14.
*See Application at 9; Consumer Advocate SOP at 13.
*Consumer Advocate SOP at 13.

*Consumer Advocate SOP at 13-14.
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facilities on overhead versus underground facilities”i because
“the subject docket pertains ﬁo only 615 circuit feet of an
existing 46kV transmission line that  extends beyond. the project
area” and “[ilt was viewed that such analysis would not be
~practical in the instant docket if the tfansmission lines that
extend beyond the project area remain on overhead facilities.”*
Based on the foregoing, the commission concludes that
HECO’s Proposed Project to construct temporary 46kV overhead
subtransmission lines and subsequently zrelocate and construct‘
permanent 46kV overheéd subtransmission lines to approximately

their original alignment in and around Kahana Bay Beach Park, in

the manner set forth in the Application, should be approved.?*

*Consumer Advocate SOP at 14.
*In its Application, HECO asserts that pursuant . to
HRS § 269-27.5, a public hearing is not required for the
Proposed Project because (a) the permanent relocation will return
the 46kV transmission line to approximately the same location and

alignment; (b) the project area is not explicitly =zoned
for residential wuse; and (c¢) there is minimal impact to
existing homes, wvisual or otherwise. See Application at 4.

The commission agrees and concludes that a public hearing is not
required for the Proposed Project, pursuant to HRS § 269-27.5.

The Consumer Advocate considers whether  the contributions
from DOT are reasonable. Without approving the inclusion of any
part of the Proposed Project in HECO'’'s future rate base, the
commission agrees with the Consumer Advocate that based on the
facts presented in this docket, the CIAC from DOT is reasonable.

In addition, the Consumer Advocate, recognizing. that the
project costs are estimates at this time, reserves the right to
review the final costs associated with this project in the
Company’s rate proceeding following the completion of the
project. The commission acknowledges the Consumer Advocate'’s
reservation of rights with respect to the estimated project
costs, and further and expressly states that no part of this
Decision and Order should be construed as commission approval of
the final costs associated with the Proposed Project.

2007-0064 , 11



ITT.
Orders

THE COMMISSION ORDERS:

1. HECO’s Proposed Projeét‘ to construct temporary
46kV overhead subtransmission lines and subsequently relocate and
construct permanent 46kV overhead subtransmission lines to
approximately their original alignment in and around Kahana.Bay
Beach Park, in thé manner set forth in the Application, 1is
approved, pursuant to HRS § 269-27.6(a).

2. A public hearing is not required for} the
Proposed Project, pursuant to HRS § 269-27.5.

3. HECO shall submit a report within sixty days of
the Proposed Project's commercial operation, with an explanation
of any deviation 6f ten percent or more in the Proposed Project;s
cost from that estimated in the Application. Failure to submit
this report will constitute cause to 1limit the cost of the
Proposed Project, for ratemaking purposes, to that estimated in
the Application.

4. HECO shall conform to the commission's order set
forth in paragraph 3, above. Failure to adhere to the
commission's order shall constitute cause for the commission to
void this Decision and Order, and may result in further

regulatory action as authorized by law.
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DONE at Honolulu, Hawaii SEP 2 5 2007

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF HAWATI

(s e

Carlito P. Caliboso, Chairman

e S o

le, Commissioner

By.

Leslie H. Kondo, Commissioner

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

B/ ,m;«f%ﬁ

Nichole K.

imamoto

Commission Counsel
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this date served a copy of the

foregoing Decision and Order No. 2 36 78 upon the following

parties, by causing a copy hereof to be mailed, postage prepaid,

and properly addressed to each such party.

CATHERINE P. AWAKUNI

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS
DIVISION OF CONSUMER ADVOCACY

P. O. Box 541

Honolulu, HI 26809

WILLIAM A. BONNET, P.E.

VICE PRESIDENT

GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITY AFFAIRS
HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.
P.0O. Box 2750

Honolulu, HI 96840-0001

DEAN MATSUURA |

DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS
HAWAIIAN ELECTRIC COMPANY, INC.
P.O0. Box 2750

Honolulu, HI 96840-0001

Jrur WhyrsT.

Karen Hiﬁéshi

DATED: SEP 25 2007



