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SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEFING ON THE
FILED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANALYSES
Pursuant to the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) Order
No. 36539 Adopting A Procedural Order, filed on September 25, 2019 ("Order
No. 36539”) as modified by Order No. 36908 Granting In Part And Denying In Part Life
Of The Land’s Second Motion To Compel And Motion For Clarification And Enlargement
Of Time, filed on December 20, 2019 (“Order No. 36908”),^ the Division of Consumer
Advocacy (“Consumer Advocate”) informs the Commission that it has completed its
review of Hawaii Electric Light Company, Inc.’s (“Hawaii Electric Light” or “HELCO”) and
Hu Honua Bioenergy, LLC’s (“Hu Honua”) Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) Emissions

Order No. 36908, at 27-28 (Ordering Paragraph No. 2).

Analyses. The Consumer Advocate contends that there remain questions and concerns
regarding GHG emissions and GHG offsets associated with the Project that Hawaii
Electric Light and Hu Honua (collectively the “Applicants") have not adequately presented
and addressed in their analyses. Absent additional evidence, the addition of Hu Honua
appears to have the potential to increase both GHG emissions as well as system costs.
The Consumer Advocate’s assessment of the GHG emissions analyses is described
below.

I.

BRIEF PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND.
On June 20, 2019, the Commission filed Order No. 36382 Reopening Docket

(“Order No. 36382”) as required by the Hawaii Supreme Court’s opinion in In re Hawaii
Electric Light Company, Inc.. SCOT-17-0000630.^ As part of Order No. 36382, the
Commission required status reports from the Applicants and Hamakua Energy
Partners, L.P., required the Parties and Participants^ to file supplemental briefs on Issue
Nos. 1 to 3, and established a new additional issue for the Statement of Issues, Issue
No. 4 - GHG Emissions Impact.^

145 Hawaii 1, 445 P.3d 673 (2019).
The Parties to the docket are Hawaii Electric Light, Hu Honua, and the Consumer Advocate. The
Participants to the docket are Life of the Land (“LOL”), Tawhiri Power, LLC (“Tawhiri”), and
Hamakua Energy, LLC (“Hamakua Energy”). While Hamakua Energy Partners, L.P. was originally
granted participant status pursuant to Order No. 34554, filed on May 17, 2017, the Commission
granted the substitution of Hamakua Energy, LLC for Hamakua Energy Partners, L.P. as part of
Order No. 36456 Granting Substitution Of Hamakua Energy, LLC For Hamakua Energy Partners,
L.P., And Addressing Other Matters, filed on August 6, 2019.
The Hu Honua biomass project has an extensive history. For further details, see Section I.
Background of the Hawaii Supreme Court’s Opinion In re Hawaii Electric Light Company. Inc..
SCOT-17-0000630, 145 Hawaii 1, P.3d 673 (2019) filed on May 10, 2019, at 3-16.
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Hu Honua and Hawaii Electric Light filed their status reports on July 10, 2019, and
July 19, 2019, respectively. Hamakua Energy filed its status report on August 13, 2019.^
On September 16, 2019 LOL filed its Initial Brief. On September 17, 2019, Hawaii
Electric Light, Hu Honua, the Consumer Advocate, Hamakua Energy, and Tawhiri filed
Supplemental Briefs. On September 17, 2019, Hu Honua, Hawaii Electric Light, and the
Consumer Advocate also filed proposed procedural schedules.
On September 25, 2019, the Commission issued Order No. 36359 Adopting A
Procedural Order.
On October 21, 2019, Hawaii Electric Light and Hu Honua filed their GHG
Emissions Impact Analyses, which addressed Issue No. 4 in this proceeding.
Between October 28, 2019 and December 9, 2019, the Parties and Participants
submitted Information requests (“IRs”) and responses to IRs.
On November 27, 2019, Life of the Land filed a Motion For Clarification Of Order
No. 36359 And For Enlargement of Time. On December 5, 2019 the Consumer Advocate
filed a Statement In Support Of Life Of The Land’s Motion For Clarification Of Order
No. 36359 And For Enlargement Of Time. On December 6, 2019, Hu Honua filed a
Memorandum In Opposition To Life Of The Land's Motion For Clarification Of Order
No 36359 And For Enlargement Of Time Filed November 27, 2019.

See footnote 6 regarding the substitution of Hamakua Energy for Hamakua Energy Partners, L.P.
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On December 11, 2019, Commission Counsel filed a letter stating that a
forthcoming Order would allow for the exchange of supplemental IRs (“SIRs”) to be
exchanged between December 16 and 30, 2019, with responses to SIRs due on
January 6, 2020.
On December 20, 2019, the Commission issued Order No. 36908 Granting In Part
And Denying In Part Life Of The Land's Second Motion To Compel And Motion For
Clarification And Enlargement Of Time.
On December 30, 2019, LOL, Tawhiri, Hu Honua, and the Consumer Advocate
submitted SIRs. On January 6, 2020, Hu Honua, Tawhiri, Hawaii Electric Light, and
Consumer Advocate filed responses to SIRs. On January?, 2020, LOL filed its responses
to Hu Honua SIRs.

II.

DISCUSSION.
In vacating and remanding the A&R PPA back to the Commission for further

consideration, the Supreme Court Opinion required that the Commission expressly
consider GHG emissions. To comply, the Commission has directed the Applicants to
analyze, among other things, the net lifecycle emissions (“upstream” and “downstream”)
resulting from the operation of and offsets from the Hu Honua Biomass Project.
Previously and as part of the A&R PPA Application in this proceeding, Hawaii Electric
Light filed an analysis of the expected GHG emissions for the Hawaii Island system based
on the difference in fuel consumption between Base (without the Project) and Alternate
(with the Project) cases using the Hawaiian Electric Companies’® PS/P Update Report:

The “Hawaiian Electric Companies” or “Companies" collectively refer to Hawaiian Electric
Company, Inc., Hawaii Electric Light, and Maui Electric Company, Limited.
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December 20167

At the time of the filing, Hawaii Electric Light estimated that

approximately 2.325 million barrels of diesel fuel, 2.461 million barrels of naphtha,
and 0.137 million barrels of industrial fuel oil (“IFO") would be avoided®, and that this fuel
displacement would

result in an estimated

reduction

in GHG

emissions of

approximately 865,962 tons C02e.® Since this emissions estimate was based strictly on
the emissions associated with avoided fuel consumption, however, this analysis did not
consider the GHG emissions that would result from the burning of biomass and biodiesel,
or upstream sources of carbon emissions related to the cultivation and harvesting of
feedstock, transportation of feedstock and biofuels, preparation of feedstock for use in
the Hu Honua Biomass Project’s boilers, or the construction of the facility.
As part of Order No. 36382, the Commission established Issue No. 4 on GHG
emissions to expressly consider all sources of carbon emissions. Issue No. 4 set forth in
Order No. 36382 is as follows;
4.

Whether the GHG emissions that would result from approval of the
A&R PPAand subsequent addition of the Project to HELCO's system
are greater than the GHG emissions that would result from the
operations of HELCO's system without the addition of the Project,
whether the cost of energy under the A&R PPA is reasonable in light
of the potential for GHG emissions, and whether the terms of the
A&R PPA are prudent and in the public interest, in light of its potential
hidden and long-term consequences, (footnote omitted)^®

Letter From: J. Ignacio To: Commission Re: Docket No. 2017-0122 - Hawaii Electric Light
Company, Inc. Amended and Restated PPA with Hu Honua Bioenergy, LLC; Project Economic and
Bill Impact Analysis, filed on May 24, 2017 (“Project Economic and Bill Impact Analysis”), Exhibit
A, at 1 and 7.
Ibid, at 7.
Project Economic and Bill Impact Analysis, Exhibit A, Attachment 10.
Order No. 36382, at 9.
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As part of the Order No. 36382, the Commission instructed the Applicants'^ to
analyze the GHG impacts of the Project and supplement the record with these analyses,
as follows:

11

12

1)

Update and document the assumptions used for simulation of
HELCO's power system (including, but not limited to, an update and
documentation of assumptions for Table 1 on pp. 3-4 (HELCO’s
Resource Plan Comparison) with current information about the
Hawaii Island system).
This includes inclusion of the
recently-approved solar plus storage projects on Hawaii Island, and
simulation of a Resource Plan both with and without the Puna
Geothermal Ventures power plant ("PGV plant"), to account for a
scenario where the PGV plant is ultimately unable to reach
commercial operations. Updates should also include any new
generation procured through the Phase 2 Renewable RFP in Docket
No. 2017-0352, as applicable.

2)

Estimate Net "Smokestack" GHG Emissions Impact from operation
of the Hu Honua plant. (Net "Smokestack” Emissions = Avoided
Emissions from Fossil Fueled Plants - Emissions from Hu Honua
plant). The Commission expects that the Applicants will work
together to estimate the CO2 emissions per MWh of the Hu Honua
plant output. The Applicants should document all assumptions in
developing these estimates.

3)

Estimate Net Lifecycle GHG Emissions Impact from operation of the
Hu Honua plant. (Net Lifecycle Emissions = Avoided Lifecycle
Emissions from Fossil Fueled Plants - Lifecycle Emissions from
Hu Honua plant). For this analysis. Applicants will have to estimate
GHG emission for all "upstream" activities from delivering fossil fuels
and biomass to the Hu Honua plant, and emissions from constructing
the Hu Honua plant. The commission understands that this can
become a complicated analysis and suggests that the Applicants
may want to identify values based on peer-reviewed literature that
can serve as a reasonable proxy in the absence of detailed
Hawaii- and/or project-specific data. The commission encourages
Hu Honua to provide as much project-specific data as possible. All
input assumptions used for the analysis shall be documented and
provided in the record, (footnotes omitted)''^

The “Applicants" in the instant proceeding are Hawaii Eiectric Light and Hu Honua.
Order No. 36382, at 10-12.
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In reviewing the reasonableness of the Applicants’ GHG emissions analyses, the
Consumer Advocate did the following:
•

Reviewed whether the GHG emissions that would result from approval of
the A&R PPA and subsequent addition of the project to Hawaii Electric
Light’s system are greater than the GHG emissions that would result from
the operations of Hawaii Electric Light’s system without the addition of the
project:

•

Reviewed whether the terms of the A&R PPA are prudent and in the public
interest, in light of potential hidden and long-term consequences; and,

•

Reviewed whether the cost of energy under the A&R PPA is reasonable in
light of the potential for GHG emissions.

A.

WHETHER THE GHG EMISSIONS THAT WOULD RESULT FROM
APPROVAL OF THE A&R PPA AND SUBSEQUENT ADDITION OF THE
PROJECT TO HELCO’S SYSTEM ARE GREATER THAN THE GHG
EMISSIONS THAT WOULD RESULT FROM THE OPERATIONS OF
HELCO’S SYSTEM WITHOUT THE ADDITION OF THE PROJECT.
1.

Summary of GHG Emissions Impact Analyses for the Hu
Honua Bioenergy Project and the Hawaii Electric Light
System.

As part of the proceedings in the instant docket, the Commission instructed the
Applicants to develop their separate GHG Emissions Analyses and supplement the
record using as much project-specific data as possible. As such, Hawaii Electric Light
retained Ramboll US Corporation (“RamboH") to conduct an analysis of the avoided
emissions from its fossil fueled plants and calculate the Net “Smokestack” Emissions and
the Net Lifecycle Emissions for the Hawaii Island system with the addition of the Project
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in two scenarios: with and without the Puna Geothermal Ventures power plant (“PGV”
plant) (“Ramboll GHG Analysis”). Hu Honua retained Energy Management Resources
(“ERM”) to estimate the Net Smokestack GHG Emissions Impact and Net Lifecycle GHG
Emissions Impact from the operation of the Project ("ERM GHG Analysis”) over the
30-year term of the A&R PPA (with and without PGV). Hu Honua also retained JBP, LLC
("JBP”) to conduct a Net Lifecycle Analysis of GHG Emissions (“JBP GHG Analysis")
associated with the construction of the Project, and compared it against the construction
of a hypothetical new fossil fuel-fired plant to support the development of the assumptions
and analyses in the ERM GHG Analysis.^^

Below is a table comparing each GHG

emissions analysis with the Commission-directed GHG analysis updates identified in
Order No. 36382, indicating areas of overlap and differences between the analyses.

The Consumer Advocate notes that the JPB GHG Analysis on the construction of the Hu Honua
plant was submitted in response to CA/Hu Honua-IR-35 as Attachment 1 and not as a separate
filing addressing GHG emission impacts as outlined in Order No. 36382.
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Table 1. Comparison of the Ramboll GHG Analysis, ERM GHG Analysis, and JBP
GHG Analysis.

Update 1: Updated
Simulation of
Resource Plan for
Hawaii Island System

Update 2; Estimate
Net "Smokestack"
GHG Emissions
Impact

Ramboll GHG
Analysis
(filed: 10/21/2019)
Updated resource plan
simulations (Phase 1
RFP Procurements in
Docket No. 2017-0352
and Phase 1 CBRE
Projects): Estimated
Avoided Fuel
Consumption
Utilized Data Provided
from Hu Honua for
Project Stack
Emissions for HELCO
system and Estimated
Avoided Fuel
Consumption

ERM GHG Analysis
(filed on: 10/21/2019)
Not Provided

JBP GHG Analysis
(filed on: 11/19/2019)
Not Provided

Utilized Data from
Project Egnyte
Database: peerreviewed literature;
ERA’S eGRID2016:
CDM Methodological
Tool Vers. 4.0

Not Provided

Operational GHG
Emissions associated
with the HELCO
system in 2016 is
560,341 MT C02e
(618,000 short tons
C02e): GHG Intensity
0.82 MT C02e/MWh:
Baseline Operational
GHG Emissions
associated with the
Company’s system
range from 1,768,111
(w/PGV) to 2,144,291
(w/o PGV) MT C02e or
450 to 490 C02e/MWh
excluding CO2
emissions from
biodiesel and parasitic
load; GHG Intensity
range 0.45 (w/PGV)
to 0.49 (w/o PGV) MT
C02e/MWh;
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Estimated Operational
GHG Emissions
associated with Hu
Honua in w/PGV and
w/o PGV scenarios is 0
MT C02e excluding CO2
emissions from
biogenic sources and
parasitic load; GHG
Intensity is 0 MT
C02e/MWh;

Ramboll GHG
Analysis
(filed: 10/21/2019)
Baseline Operational
GHG Emissions
associated with the
Company’s system
range from 2,073,771
(w/PGV) to 2,571,272
MT C02e {w/o PGV)
or 528 to 587 kg
C02e/MWh including
CO2 emissions from
biodiesel and excluding
parasitic load; GHG
Intensity range 0.53
(w/PGV) to 0.59 (w/o
PGV) MT C02e/MWh.
Update 3: Estimate
Net Lifecycle GHG
Emissions Impact
from operation of the
Hu Honua Plant

Utilized the
GREET 1 2018 (FuelCycle Model)

ERM GHG Analysis
(filed on: 10/21/2019)
Estimated Operational
GHG Emissions
associated with Hu
Honua range
from 6,996,000 (w/
PGV) to 7,760,00 (w/o
PGV) MT C02e MWh
including CO2
emissions from
biogenic sources and
excluding parasitic
load; GHG Intensity
is 1.77 MT C02e/MWh
in both scenarios.

JBP GHG Analysis
(filed on: 11/19/2019)

Utilized Data from
Project Egnyte
Database; CDM
Methodological Toot
Vers. 4.0

Utilized Data from
Project Egnyte
Database; Utilized
emission factors
associated with steel,
concrete, copper, and
asphalt from publicly
available databases
Lifecycle GHG
emissions associated
with the construction of
the facility are 9,315
MT C02e or 2.37 kg

COzJm/h.
Net Lifecycle GHG
Emissions associated
with the Company’s
system range with
addition of Hu Honua
from 2,148,354 (w/
PGV) to 2,625,971 (w/o
PGV) MT C02e or 547
to 600 C02e/MWh
excluding CO2
emissions from
biodiesel and parasitic
load;
Net Lifecycle GHG
Emissions associated
with the Company's
system with addition of
Hu Honua range
from 2,454,014 (w/
PGV) to 3,052,952 (w/o
PGV) MT C02e or 547
to 697 kg C02e/MWh
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Estimated Lifecycle
GHG Emissions
associated with
Hu Honua range
from 280,000 (w/ PGV)
to 294,000 (w/o PGV)
MT C02e including
CH4 and N2O
emissions and
excluding CO2
emissions from
biogenic sources and
parasitic load.
Estimated Net Lifecycle
GHG Emissions
associated with the
Company's system with
addition of Hu Honua
range from 3,053,000
(w/PGV) to 3,415,000
(w/o PGV) MT C02e
including CO2

Ramboll GHG
Analysis
(filed: 10/21/2019)
including CO2
emissions from
biodiesel and excluding
parasitic load and
bioqenic sources.

ERM GHG Analysis
(filed on: 10/21/2019)
emissions from
biodiesel and excluding
parasitic load and
biogenic sources.

JBP GHG Analysis
(filed on: 11/19/2019)

Sources: HELCO’s Response to Commission Order No. 36382, Exhibit 1, at 2, and Attachment 3; Ramboll
GHG Analysis, at 2 and Tables 1.1 and 2.4; ERM GHG Analysis, at 5 and Tables 2-7; JBP GHG Analysis,
at 2 and 6.
a)

Estimate Net “Smokestack” and Lifecycle GHG
Emissions Impact from the Operation of the
Hu Honua Plant

The ERM GHG Analysis prepared on behalf of Hu Honua addresses the Net
''Smokestack" GHG Emissions Impact and Net Lifecycle GHG Emissions Impact from the
operation of the Hu Honua plant. In order to conduct their analysis, ERM utilized Clean
Development Mechanism (“CDM”) Methodological Tool Version 4.0 to account for GHG
emissions resulting from the cultivation and harvesting, as well as transportation of the
biomass feedstock.'’'*

This provides an accounting of project and leakage'*® GHG

emissions from biomass, which can be applied to projects that use a dedicated
plantation.*® In the GHG Analysis, ERM states:

The CDM Methodological Tool states that it “provides procedures to calculate project and leakage
emissions relevant for project activities which utilize biomass. The biomass may be used as either
fuel or feedstock in the project activity. The biomass may be biomass residues or cultivated in a
dedicated plantation.” See CDM Methodological Tool: Project and Leakage Emissions from
Biomass, Version 4.0, Version 4.0, at 4.
httDs://cdm.unfccc.int/methodoloQies/PAmethodoloQies/tools/am-tooi-16-v4.pdf
Leakage is a term that refers to GHG emissions that occur due to shifts in pre-project activities or
diversion of biomass for an aiternative use other than energy production such as uncontroiied
burning of biomass residues and dumping, among others. See CDM Methodoiogicai Tooi: Project
and Leakage Emissions from Biomass, Version 4.0, at 12-16.
CDM Methodological Tool; Project and Leakage Emissions from Biomasss, Version 4.0, at 5.
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...[T]his report calculates the amount of GHG emissions that would result
from the Project over a 30-year lifecycle, compared to the estimated 30year lifecycle GHG emissions from HELCO’s fossil-fuel facilities. As
explained in this report. Hu Honua’s lifecycle GHG emissions appropriately
treat the offset of Hu Honua’s stack emissions by sequestration as carbon
neutral. As such, the net lifecycle emissions presented in this report are
representative of emissions related to construction, purchase of electricity
during the two-week annual shutdown (i.e., Scope 2 emissions), use of
heavy equipment, use of fertilizer, and transportation, in addition to
emissions of methane and nitrous oxide.
Based on the above methodology, ERM provided two estimates of GHG emission
intensities: one excluding biogenic sources of GHG emissions, and one including these
sources. The results of these calculations are shown in Table 1 above.
ERM utilized the results of Net “Smokestack” GHG Emissions for Hu Honua, and
compared it to fossil fuel-fired generators on HELCO’s system, utilizing the Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) Emissions and Generation Resource Integrated Database
(eGRID)^® to source the annual generation and GHG emissions from HELCO’s six fossil
fuel-fired generators and calculate the GHG emissions related to operational
“Smokestack” GHG emissions as outlined in Order No. 36382.
The Ramboll GHG Analysis, on the other hand, utilizes an inventory approach
based on the GREET 1 2018 (Fuel-Cycle Model)''® for the two scenarios (With PGV and
Without PGV) to:

17
18

ERM GHG Analysis, at 2.
The most recent eGRID database consists of generation and GHG emission data from 2016.
This methodology is consistent with other GHG emissions analyses filed with the Commission. See
Ramboll GHG Analysis in Docket No. 2019-0050, filed on July 3, 2019 and Ramboll GHG Analysis
in Docket No. 2018-0433, filed on September 3, 2019.
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Estimate the potential GHG emissions that would be directly attributable to
the generation of energy at existing HELCO system facilities if Hu Honua
were not built (direct operational GHG emissions), as well as potential GHG
emissions that may be produced at earlier stages in the fuel lifecycle, such
as fuel production, refining and transportation.
Using the estimated avoided fuel amounts from HELCO’s production simulation
results,Ramboll established an avoided fuel consumption Baseline^^ for both operating
scenarios, and used it to estimate avoided upstream transportation and operational GHG
emissions using HELCO’s production simulation model for the Hawaii system.^^ Ramboll
then utilized data provided to HELCO by Hu Honua for the stack GHG emissions and
intensity from the Hu Honua Project to calculate and analyze the operational GHG
emissions for the HELCO system with the addition of the Project in both the With/Without
PGV scenarios.^'* Table 2 presents HELCO’s estimated avoided fuel consumption in both
the WithAA^ithout PGV Scenarios that Ramboll used in conducting their analysis of GHG
emissions.

20

Ramboll GHG Analysis, at 1.

21

The Consumer Advocate notes that it appears that the maintenance outage factor for Hu Honua
was not included in the HELCO production simulation scenarios that include Hu Honua. If the
maintenance factor is included, it is expected that the energy generated from Hu Honua would be
at a capacity factor of 90% of less. In other words, Hu Honua would generate less energy than
currently projected by HELCO and not as much fossil fueled generation would be avoided by
operating Hu Honua. As a result, less GHG from fossil fueled generators would be avoided. That
said, including the maintenance outage factor does not appear to significantly change the projected
lifecycle emissions as compared to the emissions estimated by HELCO and Hu Honua.
Ramboll defines the Baseline as “the projected GHG emissions that would result from the operation
of Hawaii Electric Light system facilities without the Project and which represented the estimated
GHG emissions that would be avoided if the Project is approved by the Commissions and build."
See Ramboll GHG Report, at 1.

23

Ramboll GHG Analysis, at 1.

24

Response to Commission Order No. 36382, at 3-4; Response to CA/HELCO-IR-19.b.
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Table 2. Avoided Fuel Consumption.
Medium Sulfur Fuel
Oil (barrels)

Diesel Fuel
(barrels)

Ultra-Low Sulfur
Diesel (barrels)

Naphtha
(barrels)

Biodiesel
(barrels)

112,186

2,361.729

73,029

1,926.843

788,475

157,933

2,111,496

160,054

3,177,791

1,101,431

With
PGV
Without
PGV

Source: Response to Commission Order No. 36382, Exhibit 1, at 2.
The Consumer Advocate observes that differences in data sources have resulted
in differences between the ERM GHG Analysis and the Ramboll GHG Analysis regarding
the Estimated Net Operational GHG Emissions Impact of adding the Hu Honua Project
to the HELCO system. ERM utilized eGRID data from 2016, which does not reflect the
most recent data available on HELCO’s system. This has resulted in significantly higher
GHG emissions and intensities associated with HELCO’s fossil fuel-fired generators in
comparison to the figures in the Ramboll GHG Analysis. According to the ERM GHG
Analysis, GHG intensities for Hu Honua and HELCO’s six fossil fuel-fired generators
are 1.77 MT C02e/ MWh (including biogenic CO2) and 0.82 MT C02e/MWh, respectively,
which resulted in a Net “Smokestack" GHG emissions intensity of -0.95 MT C02e/MWh
should Hu Honua be added the HELCO system.^^ However, these figures may not be
reflective of the HELCO system due to as-available renewable energy projects added
since 2016.

Net “Smokestack” Emissions = Avoifled Emissions from Fossil Fueled Plants - Emissions from Hu
Honua plant; Order No. 36382, at 9.
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The Consumer Advocate notes that Hu Honua sought from HELCO data on the
energy production and GHG emissions associated with fossil fuel-fired generators on the
Hawaii system. Hu Honua stated, however, that it did not use the data to develop its
GHG analysis due to “the emission values received from HELCO included a mix of
emission factors from both renewable generation and fossil generation (based on the
assumption that Hu Honua would displace both renewable and fossil generation).”2®
Additionally, Hu Honua states that it interpreted the Commission’s Order 36382
differently, stating:
Hu Honua calculated the net smokestack emissions by comparing the
avoided smokestack emissions from fossil fueled plants against emissions
from the Hu Honua plant and the net lifecycle emissions by comparing the
avoided lifecycle emissions from fossil fueled plants against emission from
the Hu Honua plant. Unlike HELCO, Hu Honua did not compare a
combination of renewable generation emissions and fossil fueled plant
emission against emissions from the Hu Honua plant, as we do not believe
that was requested by the Commission and because doing so would not
have provided an apples to apples comparison with emissions from fossil
fueled plants.^^ (emphasis in original)
The above methodology and assumptions resulted in significant differences
between the GHG emissions and intensities calculated in the Ramboll GHG Analysis as
compared to the ERM GHG Analysis. This is most clearly seen in the GHG emissions
intensities used to facilitate a comparison between HELCO’s fossil fuel-fired generators
and Hu Honua.

Response to CA/Hu Honua-SIR-1.
27

Ibid.
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Table 3. Comparison of Net “Smokestack” GHG Emission Intensities (Excluding
Biogenic CO2) with the Addition of Hu Honua between Ramboll GHG Anaiysis and
ERM GHG Analysis.
Ramboll GHG Analysis

ERM GHG Analysis

GHG Intensity
Metric tons C02e/MWh (short
tons C02e/MWh)

GHG Intensity
Metric tons C02e/MWh (short tons
C02e/MWh)

With PGV

0.45 (0.50)

0.82 (0.91)

Without PGV

0.49 (0.54)

0.82 (0.91)

Sources; Ramboll GHG Analysis, at 7; ERM GHG Analysis, at 7.
The above calculations are predicated on an assumption that Hu Honua would
emit less operational C02e than a fossil fuel-fired generator of similar capacity and that
GHG emissions from burning biomass and biodiesel are treated as zero.^®

The

Consumer Advocate further notes that the finding that the addition of Hu Honua will result
in reduced GHG emissions intensity, under both the Ramboll and ERM analyses, relies
on the assumption that biogenic CO2 is zero. If the project’s biogenic emissions are
included, the addition of Hu Honua results in an increase in GHG emissions and GHG
emission intensity.
Table 4. Comparison of Net “Smokestack” GHG Emission Intensities (Including
Biogenic CO2) with the Addition of Hu Honua between Ramboll GHG Analysis and
ERM GHG Analysis.
Ramboll GHG Analysis

ERM GHG Analysis

GHG Intensity
Metric tons C02e/MWh (short
tons C02e/MWh)

GHG Intensity
Metric tons C02e/MWh (short tons
C02e/MWh)

With PGV

-1.24 (-1.37)

-0.95 (-1.04)

Without PGV

-1.18 (-1.3)

-0.95 (-1.04)

Sources: HELCO’s Response to Commission Order No. 36382, at 4; ERM GHG Analysis, at 7.

HAR §11 -60.1-204(1 )(A)(i)-(iii).
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Table 5. Comparison of Total Lifecycle GHG Emissions (Including Biogenic CO2)
With and without PGV (WIT C02e)
HELCO Avoided GHG

Hu Honua Lifecycle
Net GHG Emissions
GHG
With PGV
2.454.014
7.276,000
4,821,986
Without PGV
8,054,000
5,001,048
3.052.952
Sources: HELCO’s Response to Commission Order h 0. 36382, Attachment 2, at 9; ERM GHG Analysis,
at 9 and 11.

Table 4 shows the GHG intensities for the HELCO system with the addition of
Hu Honua have resulted in negative numbers. It should be clarified that these figures
should not be read as a net reduction in GHGforthe HELCO system, but as a net increase
in GHG emissions intensity^^ (i.e., the addition of Hu Honua increases the GHG emissions
per MWh generated).
The Consumer Advocate observes that ERM’s results on the Net “Smokestack”
GHG Emissions impact of the Hu Honua Plant served as the basis for both ERM’s and
Ramboll's analyses of the Estimated Net “Smokestack” and Lifecycle GHG Emissions
Impact of adding Hu Honua to HELCO’s system.Therefore, the Consumer Advocate
maintains that this data, if unsubstantiated, does not provide an adequate foundation
upon which to base the subsequent GHG analyses and impacts of adding Hu Honua to
HELCO’s system.

When the Consumer Advocate requested information regarding

whether or not HELCO had their consultants verify the calculations in the ERM GHG
Analysis, HELCO responded they only distributed the results of this analysis to Ramboll
to calculate the Net “Smokestack” GHG Emissions impact from the operation of the
Hu Honua plant on the Hawaii system, and did not request Ramboll to cross-check the

Net GHG Emissions Intensity = GHG emissions intensity based on Avoided Stack Emissions from
Fossil Fueled Plants - Avoided GHG emissions intensity based on Hu Honua’s Stack Emissions.
Hawaii Electric Light’s Response to Commission Order No. 36382, Attachment 1, at 3-4, 6.
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values.^^ The Consumer Advocate observes that the GHG Analyses contain several
areas with vague or missing data and assumptions that require additional consideration
and documentation to fully address the lifecycle GHG emissions impacts of the Project.
Therefore, the Consumer Advocate raises the following general concerns identified during
its review of the ERM GHG Analysis regarding the development of assumptions and
underlying calculations used:
•

The ERM GHG Analysis lacks clear documentation of methods,
including the dynamic tracking of formulas from raw sources files.
Rather, data on the GHG emissions and electrical generation for
HELCO’s six fossil fuel-fired power plants and all impact factors
across several databases are inputted as hard numbers. This made
cross-checking and verifying calculations needlessly difficult.

•

Calculated amounts appear to have undergone several levels of
rounding, which raises concerns regarding the general accuracy and
transparency of the reports and its conclusions. Additionally, all
amounts were rounded to the nearest 1,000^^ and provided to
HELCO without supporting documentation.^^

•

Assumptions regarding the transportation of the biomass feedstock
to Hu Honua and the acreage of the plantations appear to be general
estimates, rather than being based on available project data.

•

COM Methodological Tool appears to be partially used and does not
show any calculations considering land use change and resulting
GHG emissions.
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Hawaii Electric Light’s Response to Commission Order No. 36382, Attachment 1, at 3-6.
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Hu Honua considered rounding all figures to the nearest 1.000 to be of “sufficient precision” for the
purposes of the GHG Emissions Analysis filed in the instant docket. See Response to CA/Hu
Honua-IR-39.b.
The Consumer Advocate sought to confirm that HELCO asked its consultants to independently
verify the calculated amounts Hu Honua provided prior to using these amounts in their own
analysis. See Responses to CA/HELCO-IR-19 and CA/HELCO-IR-30.
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Furthermore, the Consumer Advocate questions the appropriateness of treating
biogenic CO2 emissions from stationary sources as carbon neutral, as this obscures the
actual GHG emission intensity associated with burning biomass feedstock. Based on a
review of the available data and HELCO’s dispatch analysis and expected avoided fuel
consumption, GHG emissions will increase in magnitude for HELCO’s system with the
addition of Hu Honua. Therefore, it is necessary for Hu Honua to clearly outline and
substantiate the economic benefits of the Project by 1) having a carbon sequestration
plan should the A&R PPA with Hu Honua be approved, and 2) showing how this carbon
sequestration plan articulates positively with the local economic activities related to a
bioeconomy or other sectors. The Consumer Advocate contends that these two points
are interrelated as a clear carbon sequestration plan would necessarily include a forestry
management plan that would outline crop rotations, planting schedules, and crop
projections. These Issues will be discussed in more depth below.
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B.

ISSUE 1 - ARE THE TERMS OF THE A&R PPA PRUDENT AND IN THE
PUBLIC INTEREST, IN LIGHT OF POTENTIAL HIDDEN AND LONG
TERM CONSEQUENCES?
1.

Upcycle GHG Emissions from Cultivation of Biomass and
Transportation of Biomass and Biofuels are Vague.

The Consumer Advocate observes that GHG emissions related to the cultivation
of biomass and transportation of biomass and biodiesel to Hu Honua reported in the ERM
GHG Analysis are treated as an aggregate, and assumptions on transport pathways for
either biomass or biodiesel are not clearly documented in the ERM GHG Analysis on the
Net “Smokestack” Emissions.This lack of clear documentation is troubling, as it mirrors
concerns that the Consumer Advocate has previously raised regarding where Hu Honua
would source the feedstock for the facility and if all feedstock would be locally sourced or
if some would be shipped to Hu Honua from out-of-state locations.^^
In order to clarify and document the intended source of the biomass feedstock and
associated GHG emissions from cultivation and transport, the Consumer Advocate
requested information on fuel sales and purchase agreements that are listed in the A&R
PPA,as well as any additional agreements that Hu Honua has with biomass fuel
suppliers. Hu Honua has indicated that the E. grandis feedstock will be sourced from
three plantations located in Pahala, Paauhau, and Hamakua,^^ and provided a Fuel Sales

Response to CA/Hu Honoua-IR-37, Excel file “Exhibit 5 - Final GHG Analysis for
Hu Honua - Calculations - 11 15 19.xlsx”, Table 9.
35

Division of Consumer Advocacy's Statement of Position, filed on July 10, 2017, at 33-34.
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A&R PPA, Exhibit B, at 8 and Exhibits 4 and 5.
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Response to CA/Hu Honua-IR-51.a.2 and CA/Hu Honua-SIR-4.a.
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and Purchase Agreement with fuel supplier CN Renewable Resources. LLC (“CN
Renewable Resources”) that was entered into on October 22, 2018.^®
However, based on Hu Honua’s response to further inquiry of The Fuel Sales and
Purchase Agreement with CN Renewable Resources, it appears that this entity is not the
leaseholder for the Pahala, Paauhau, and Hamakua plantations and only holds a harvest
license for these three locations.®® Rather, Island Bioenergy, LLC, (“Island Bioenergy”)
an affiliate of Hu Honua, is the leaseholder of the Pahala and Paauhau locations, and has
engaged CN Renewable Resources to harvest and deliver feedstock to the Project. It is
unclear what entity is responsible for the cultivation and management of these three
locations, particularly the Hamakua plantation, where neither Island Bioenergy nor CN
Renewable Resources appear to be responsible for land and forestry management.
Additionally, the Consumer Advocate notes that Hu Honua continues to maintain
only their intention to source all feedstock locally on Hawaii island.'^® While Hu Honua
believes it is in CN Renewable Resources’ best interest to source the biomass locally
(ostensibly due to cost reasons),**^ where CN Renewable Resources ultimately elects to
source the biomass needed to fulfill the terms of the Fuel Sales and Purchase Agreement
is at the sole discretion of CN Renewable Resources. Additionally, in response to CA/Hu
Honua-SIR-13. Hu Honua states:
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Response to CA/Hu Honua-IR-51.a.1, Exhibit 1, at 1.
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Response to CA/Hu Honua-SIR-5.a.

40

See Responses to CA/Hu Honua-IR-11 .d and CA/Hu Honua-SIR-13.
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See Response to CA/Hu Honua-SIR-10.b.
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Hu Honua does not necessarily agree that the GHG emissions associated
with importing feedstock from an off-island source would necessarily be
greater than the GHG emissions associated with locally sourced feedstock
from Hawaii island. Water transport is very efficient and it is possible that if
the land travel for an off-island source is minimal and/or the harvesting
methods somehow have less emissions than local harvesting methods, that
off-island source may be less GHG intensive.
As it stands, the Fuel Sales and Purchase Agreement does not provide any
locations for sources of the biomass that will be used in Hu Honua’s boilers, and,
therefore, the Consumer Advocate contends that the estimated GHG emissions related
to the transportation of biomass to the Project are merely unsubstantiated estimates that
do not adequately consider potential GHG emissions from land and ocean transportation.
If the possibility exists that a non de minimis percentage of the feedstock may be
imported, this raises questions such as: 1) Do the GHG analyses need to be updated to
reflect the upstream GHG associated with importing feedstock; 2) Should the Commission
allow the import of feedstock even if it may not be consistent with the goals of reliability
and sustainability: and 3) How is the import of agricultural feedstock consistent with the
support of local agricultural industry?
While the above information not only raises concerns regarding the accuracy and
transparency of the input assumptions regarding the transportation of biomass, the
Consumer Advocate maintains that it raises additional concerns about GHG emissions
that could be associated with the cultivation and harvesting of E. grandis that are
represented in the ERM GHG Analysis. The upcycle GHG emissions resulting from
cultivation and harvesting appear to be primarily based on tonnage of biomass needed
per year and the fuel used to operate the harvesting equipment.'^^ Since it Is unclear if

See Responses to CA/Hu Honua-SIR-4.b and CA/Hu Honua-SIR-7.a.
2017-0122

CN Renewable Resources will harvest the biomass needed to fulfill their supply
agreement with Hu Honua themselves or will ultimately import the necessary feedstock
from an off-island source, the Consumer Advocate also questions the inputs used to
calculate upcycle GHG emissions from harvesting equipment over the 30 yearA&R PPA.
Moreover, it is unclear where ERM sourced the 3,000 acres used in inputs of Table 9 in
their analysis to determine the amount of fertilizer applied per year for the first four years
of each production cycle used in their calculations.

These figures seem to be only

estimates at best and do not appear to be project or site specific.

2.

Treating Biogenic CO2 Emissions from Stationary Sources as
Carbon Neutral Obscures Lifecycle GHG Emissions.

The Consumer Advocate observes that the above concerns regarding the
cultivation, harvesting, and transportation of the biomass feedstock to Hu Honua would
have considerably more value if biogenic CO2 emissions from stationary sources were
not treated as carbon neutral. As discussed above, both the Ramboll and ERM GHG
Analyses estimate the Avoided Stack GHG emissions for Hu Honua and the HELCO
system over the 30-year lifecycle of the Project to be less than the GHG emissions that
would result from a HELCO fossil fuel-fired plant if biogenic CO2 emissions from stationary
sources are treated as zero.^^ However, if biogenic CO2 emissions are not treated as
zero and are included in operational emissions, then the Hu Honua Project will be a
significant emitter of GHG. For example, ERM states the following:

ERM GHG Analysis, at 3.
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Although the intensity of the Hu Honua plant is anticipated to be higher than
the intensity of a fossil fuel-fired plant when biogenic carbon dioxide is
included, it has been estimated that Hu Honua's lifecycle GHG emissions
will be lower than a fossil fuel-fired plant and will be carbon neutral over
time.”'*'^
The Consumer Advocate acknowledges that, under Hawaii Administrative Rules,
the Hawaii Department of Health GHG emission reduction plans required of affected
stationary sources considers biogenic CO2 as zero,^® and this is in line with the
ERA’S 2018 policy statement on biogenic sources of GHG emissions as generally
considered carbon neutral.'^® However, there is currently a federal-level debate in which
the ERA Biogenic Carbon Emissions Ranel and the ERA Scientific Advisory Board
(“SAB”) are examining specific technical elements of the 2014 Rerevised Framework for
Assessing Biogenic CO2 Emissions from Stationary Sources to develop a Biogenic
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ERM GHG Analysis, at 8.
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HAR §11-60.1-204.
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Environmental Protection Agency. EPA's Treatment of Biogenic Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Emissions
from Stationary Sources that Use Forest Biomass for Energy Production, at 1. April 23, 2018.
Accessed
https://www.epa.qov/sites/production/files/201804/documents/biomass policy statement 2018 04 23.pdf
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Assessment Factor ("BAF”)

for use in the regulation of biogenic GHG emissions from

stationary sources.'^®-'^® In a policy statement from April 23, 2018, the ERA states:
ERA will continue to evaluate the applicability of this policy for treating
biogenic CO2 as carbon neutral based on relevant information, including
data from interagency partners on updated trends in forest carbon stocks.
This safeguard, among others, serves to ensure that ERA periodically
assesses the need to revisit this treatment in the future.
This statement and earlier statements from the SAB stating that biogenic sources of CO2
in stationary resources should not be considered carbon neutral a priori indicates that
GHG from biomass and biodiesel used to produce energy should be carefully
considered.®''

Moreover, in 2019, the SAB published its review of the ERA policy

The SAB states that “BAF is an accounting term developed by the ERA to adjust stack emissions
to reflect a feedstock's net carbon emissions after accounting for subsequent sequestration of
carbon in regrown biomass or soil, and after considering emissions that might have occurred with
an alternate fate had the biomass not been used for fuel.”
See Letter from Dr. Michael Honeycutt To Admin. Andrew R. Wheeler Re: SAB review of
Framework for Assessing Biogenic C02 Emissions from Stationary Sources (2014), EPA-SAB-19002. March 5, 2019. Enclosure; ERA Scientific Advisory Board. Cover Letter to SAB Review of
Framework for Assessing Biogenic CO2 Emissions from Stationary Sources (2014). March 5, 2019.
Accessible
at
httDs://vosemite.eDa.QOv/sab%5CsabDroduct.nsf/B86C81BACFAF9735852583B4005S3318/$File
/ERA-SAB-19-002+.pdf
48

Environmental Protection Agency. EPA’s Treatment of Biogenic Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Emissions
from Stationary Sources that Use Forest Biomass for Energy Production, at 4. April 23, 2018.
Accessible at
https://www.epa.Qov/sites/production/files/2Q1804/documents/biomass policy statement 2018 04 23.pdf
BAF is an equation designed to evaluate the importance of the net stack emissions of biogenic CO2
from stationary sources at a given time, and expressly considers the carbon cycle considering
specific climatic variations in a given region and their impacts in a 100-year time horizon.
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Ibid., at 5.
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ERA Scientific Advisory Board. SAB Review of EPA's Accounting Frame work for Biogenic CO2
Emissions from Stationary Sources (September 2001), at 3. September 28, 2012. Accessible at
https://vosemite.epa.qov/sab/sabproduct.nsf/0/57B7A4F1987D7F7385257A87Q07977F6/$File/EP
A-SAB-12-011 -unsiqned.pdf
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statement on biogenic sources of CO2 emissions and proposed a landscape approach for
accounting for impacts on carbon sources in addition to a BAF.®^
Putting aside these ongoing discussions, however, the Consumer Advocate notes
that HELCO and Hu Honua provided calculations that include biogenic sources of GHG
emissions along with calculations that excluded these sources of CO2 in their Estimated
“Smokestack” and Lifecycle GHG Emissions for Hu Honua and the HELCO system. Until
further notice, the Consumer Advocate supports the analyses that both include and
exclude biogenic sources, as it allows for a more comprehensive and transparent
evaluation. In reviewing the available data, the Consumer Advocate observes that, if
emissions that would result from combusting biomass and biodiesel are included in
calculations, then GHG emissions would increase on the HELCO system should the A&R
PPA be approved and Hu Honua comes into operation in both the With and Without PGV
scenarios.

The SAB states that “a landscape approach expands the boundaries of analysis to include all
effects and recognizes that there is uptake as well as loss of carbon associated with the production
of feedstocks concurrently occurring across the landscape. It is the overall balance of losses and
gains that determines carbon stock effects."
See ERA Scientific Advisory Board. SAB Review of Framework for Assessing Biogenic CO2
Emissions from Stationary Sources (2014), at 3. March 5. 2019. Accessible at
https://vosemite.epa.QOv/sab%5CsabDroduct.nsf/B86C81 BACFAF9735852583B4005B3318/$File
/EPA-SAB-19-002+.pdf
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In light of the above observations and in consideration of the national debate on
the reasonableness of treating biogenic sources of GHG emission as carbon neutral, the
Consumer Advocate examined ERM’s application of the CDM Methodological Tool to
account for the cultivation and harvesting of the biomass feedstock. In the absence of a
clear federal ERA methodological tool, the Consumer Advocate acknowledges that the
CDM Methodological Tool provides an effective accounting of biogenic sources of carbon
that can be used to estimate project and leakage emissions resulting from the cultivation
of biomass in a dedicated plantation.^^ This methodological tool also allows for the
express consideration of GHG emissions that would result from land use change and
leakage in addition to fertilizers used to cultivate, harvest, and transport feedstock from a
dedicated biomass plantation. However, it appears that Hu Honua did not provide ERM
with all the necessary data to effectively assess the GHG emissions associated with the
cultivation of the biomass feedstock, failing to include any considerations of land use
change beyond the application of fertilizers or possible GHG emission leakage associated
with the Project.

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. “Methodological Tool; Project and
leakage
emissions
from
biomass,
Version
04.0,"
at
4,
accessible
at
https://cdm.unfccc.int/methodoloQies/PAmethodolOQies/tools/am-tooM6-v4.pdf
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The Consumer Advocate recognizes that calculating GHG emissions due to land
use change is complicated due to the diversity of soil classifications and the presence of
multiple climatic zones on Hawaii island. However, this observation notwithstanding, the
Consumer Advocate contends that a best attempt and effort should be made to include
assumptions on GHG emissions resulting from new land management practices, as well
as the net effect of land conversion and disturbances to carbon storage in belowground
soil. An initial review of the available peer-reviewed literature on this topic provides some
documentation of terrestrial carbon pools specific to land use changes from pasture to
managed eucalyptus forests in Hawaii.Based on this study, the Consumer Advocate
observes that the “soil carbon resource in approximately the top 1 meter, 533 ha'\ was
nearly 10 times greater in magnitude than the carbon held within the tree biomass”^^ and
that both positive and negative effects on carbon storage in soil as a result of afforestation
Is possible based on soil mineralogy. Such significant impacts should be included in GHG
emissions analyses when biomass feedstocks will be used to produce renewable energy
to facilitate a more accurate comparison between biomass and fossil fuel-fired projects
and biomass and other renewable energy projects.

Crow et al. 2019. “Carbon balance implications of land use change from pasture to managed
eucalyptus forest in Hawaii.” Carbon Management. Vol. 7, Nos. 3-4.171-181.
Ibid., at 177.
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3.

Emissions from Auxiliary/Parasitic Load should be Included for
a more Accurate Assessment of GHG Emissions.

According to Order No. 36382 in the instant docket, only Net Operational
("Smokestack”) GHG Emissions were considered in both the Ramboll and ERM GHG
Analyses. However, the Consumer Advocate believes that it is important to have an
accurate picture of the total GHG emissions from traditional fossil fuel-fired plants,
biomass and biodiesel plants, and other renewable energy projects (wind, PV, wind plus
storage, PV plus storage, etc.). This includes GHG emissions from energy produced that
goes towards the operation of the facility.

In response to the Consumer Advocate’s

information request regarding auxiliary/parasitic load, Hu Honua stated that parasitic load
accounted for 10-30 percent of the total energy produced at the Project.^® To ensure an
apples-to-apples comparison, ERM omitted these figures in its GHG analysis of the Net
“Smokestack” Emissions and lifecycle GHG emissions, as ERM was not provided
information on the parasitic load associated with the HELCO's fossil fuel-fired plants and
publicly available data on electrical generation does not include these figures. Without
additional information from HELCO on its system, it is difficult to determine if the GHG
emission intensities in the ERM and Ramboll GHG Analyses would significantly change
if emissions from parasitic load are also included. In light of the Hawaii Supreme Court’s
opinion in In re Hawaii Electric Light Company, Inc., SCOT-17-0000630, the Consumer
Advocate cautions that data on parasitic load should be included so that a comparison
between renewable energy resources can expressly consider the full impact of each
project on GHG emissions as Hawaii moves closer to its decarbonization goals.
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4.

Does the Operation of the Hu Honua Biomass Plant Reduce
GHG Emissions and Provide a Sustainable Source of
Renewable Energy for the Hawaii System?

As discussed above, Hu Honua will be a significant emitter of GHGs, and will
increase the total GHG emissions on the HELCO system in magnitude if biogenic CO2
emissions are accounted for and not considered carbon neutral.

As noted in other

dockets, the impact of a given project on reducing GHG emissions is largely dependent
on how much a renewable energy project will be utilized based on system-specific
resource plan assumptions.

The Consumer Advocate recognizes that the Hawaiian

Electric Companies are addressing concerns on curtailment and potential impacts on
GHG emissions through newly procured renewable energy projects in Phase 1 of the RFP
in Docket No. 2017-0352. However, in the case of the Hu Honua plant, HELCO expects
the Project to displace both fossil-fueled generation and renewable generation, meaning
that reductions in GHG emissions from other renewable energy resources may not be
fully realized if these projects are subject to curtailment and displacing fossil-fueled
generated electricity is not prioritized.
Moreover and as mentioned above, the Consumer Advocate contends that if
biogenic sources of GHG emissions are to be treated as zero, then a clear plan
documenting how these emissions will be sequestered should be provided so that the
Commission’s decision will be supported by a clear, detailed plan rather than by
assumptions. If such a plan is not in place, it is not clear that the Commission will be able
to adequately address HRS § 269-6(b), particularly in light of the Hawaii Supreme Court’s
opinion in In re Hawaii Electric Light Company. Inc.. SCOT-17-0000630. The Consumer

Response to CA/Hu Honua-IR-41.
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Advocate requested information on how Hu Honua plans to re-capture more carbon than
will be emitted by the Project over the 30-year term of the A&R PPA as claimed in the
ERM GHG Analysis.

Specifically, the Consumer Advocate requested information

concerning any carbon sequestration plans that Hu Honua has or is currently developing.
However, Hu Honua does not appear to have considered a carbon sequestration plan (or
forestry development plan among other plans) in conjunction with their Fuel Report as
outlined in the A&R PPA and pursuant to Section 2.3(A)(2) (Executed Project
Documents).
As already discussed above and in the Consumer Advocate’s Supplemental
Briefing on Issue Nos. 1 to 3, the source of the biomass feedstock remains unclear despite
an executed Fuel Sales and Purchase Agreement. Not only does this raise concerns
about the accuracy of the assumptions and results in the ERM GHG Analysis, but also
the results of the Ramboll GHG Analysis as a consequence. What remains to be seen is
a clear plan that outlines how Hu Honua will reach carbon neutrality by 2045 or sequester
more carbon than will be emitted from the Project. The Consumer Advocate has sought
information concerning Hu Honua’s carbon sequestration plan in order to evaluate the
claim that the Project will sequester more carbon than will be emitted.

However,

Hu Honua has declined to provide any plan, preliminary or othen/vise, stating:
While not a contractual or legal requirement, Hu Honua is planning and
trying to offset emissions by re-capturing more carbon than is being emitted
by the project, and this re-capture can be implemented and calculated in a
number of ways. Hu Honua will try to provide more details in support of this
as part of Hu Honua’s Prehearing Testimonies, including workpapers and
calculations (if any).^^

Response to CA/Hu Honua-lR-60.a.1.
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The Consumer Advocate has concerns regarding Hu Honua’s statement that it “will try to
provide more details” regarding its carbon sequestration plan, particularly in light of the
ambiguity surrounding the source of the feedstock as previously discussed. Based on
the available analyses, should the Commission approve the Hu Honua Biomass Project,
it will emit significantly more GHG emissions than a fossil fuel-fired generator of
comparable capacity.

Consistent with the Consumer Advocate’s contention that

agricultural benefits should occur locally, these emissions should be offset on Hawaii
island, not at some other off-island plantation.

Therefore, the Consumer Advocate

contends that Hu Honua needs to clarify its statements regarding the procurement of the
necessary biomass feedstock and demonstrate that Hu Honua will source a\\ biomass
from local biomass producers. Should Hu Honua rely on biomass sources from outside
of the State of Hawaii, then it does not increase the energy security of HELCO’s grid, nor
would it provide sustainable forestry models in the State.

The Consumer Advocate

maintains that issues concerning sustainability and resiliency as it pertains to Hawaii’s
agricultural industry and renewable energy production are not mutually exclusive. Having
a clear carbon sequestration plan that details how Hu Honua will achieve carbon neutrality
utilizing forestry management plans and models will also clarify the economic benefits of
the Project as a potential trade-off for increased GHG emissions and higher system costs.
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C.

ISSUE 2 - IS THE COST OF ENERGY UNDER THE A&R PPA
REASONABLE IN LIGHT OF THE POTENTIAL FOR GHG EMISSIONS?

As indicated above, the addition of Hu Honua to the HELCO system is projected
to significantly increase the total GHG emissions on the HELCO system if biogenic CO2
emissions are accounted for and not considered carbon neutral. As a result, until Hu
Honua provides evidence (e.g., though its forest management plans) to establish how
carbon neutrality will be achieved, it should not be assumed that the project will result in
reduced HELCO system GHG emissions.
In addition to the prospect of increasing GHG emissions, the Consumer Advocate
notes that Hu Honua is projected to increase system costs and result in higher customer
bills. As partof CA/HELCO-IR-23, the Consumer Advocate requested that Hawaii Electric
Light provide information regarding the benefit/cost ratios and customer bill impacts of
adding Hu Honua to the HELCO system under the Updated Resource Plans. Hawaii
Electric Light indicated that the Benefit Cost Ratio (“B/C Ratio”) with PGV was 0.56 and
that the B/C Ratio without PGV was 0.69.^® In other words, the projected costs for a
system with Hu Honua exceed the projected benefits (as measured by avoided fuel costs
and purchased power expenses).
With respect to bill impact, Hawaii Electric Light stated:

The Benefit Cost Ratio takes the Net Present Value of the avoided costs of the Project over the
Net Present Value of the cost of the project {i.e., total project payments). A B/C ratio greater than 1
indicated that the project is cost effective as the benefit of the project exceed its costs.
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The results of the analysis indicate Hawai'i Electric Light's customer bills
may be impacted for most years of the Project's PPA term. Average monthly
typical customer bill impacts over the duration of the Project’s PPA
are $10.97 with PGV, and $5.47 without PGV. Customer bill impact
forecasts are highly dependent on the production simulation modeling
assumptions used for each particular year analyzed and may be different
than estimated herein over the Project term as actual conditions deviate
from these assumed conditions.^^
This is consistent with Hawaii Electric Light’s response to CA/HELCO-SIR-2.d and e:
Hawaii Electric Light’s production simulation analysis submitted in support
of CA/HELCO-IR-23 on December 2, 2019 provided avoided cost analysis
with PGV and without the PGV project. The avoided cost analysis indicated
that for the scenario without PGV, Hawaii Electric Light’s avoided power
supply costs would be more than Hu Honua's total purchase power costs
starting in year 2046. For the scenario with PGV, Hawaii Electric Light's
avoided power supply costs are less than Hu Honua's total purchase power
costs for the entire study period, (footnotes omitted)
Based on the evidence provided thus far, the Consumer Advocate cannot conclude
that costs of energy under the A&R PPA are reasonable in light of the potential for GHG
emissions. The addition of Hu Honua appears to have the potential to both increase GHG
emissions as well as system costs.

Response to CA/HELCO-IR-23.a.
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D.

SUMMARY.

In sum, it remains unclear whether or not the Hu Honua Biomass Plant will provide
a sustainable source of renewable energy for the Hawaii system. The biomass plant
appears to reduce GHG Emissions in comparison to existing fossil-fuel fired plants only
if GHG emissions from biomass are treated as zero.

However, Hu Honua has not

provided a clear plan documenting how these emissions will be sequestered. As a result,
the Consumer Advocate contends that Hu Honua and Hawaii Electric Light have not
established that the addition of Hu Honua will reduce GHG emissions.

Moreover, if

biogenic CO2 emissions are not treated as zero and are included in operational emissions,
the addition of Hu Honua to the HELCO system will significantly increase GHG emissions,
under both scenarios with and without PGV.

III.

RECOMMENDATION.
Based upon the above, the Consumer Advocate contends that insufficient

evidence has been provided to establish that the addition of Hu Honua will reduce the
GHG emissions associated with Hawaii Electric Light’s system. The Consumer Advocate
takes note of the fact that Hu Honua does represent a firm renewable energy project that
intends to rely on locally produced agricultural biomass (and/or biofuels), which could
provide benefits to the island of Hawaii agricultural industry.

There are, however,

remaining questions about whether the benefits have been adequately supported to
assess whether verifiable benefits might serve as an offset for increased GHG emissions.
Until such as time as a carbon sequestration plan is made available, the
Consumer Advocate maintains that any claim that the Project will reach carbon neutrality
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are unsupported. The Consumer Advocate expects Hu Honua to discuss this matter,
among others, further during the upcoming evidentiary hearing and in testimony.
DATED: Honolulu, Hawaii, January 14, 2020.
Respectfully submitted,

By

DEAN NISHINA
Executive Director
DIVISION OF CONSUMER ADVOCACY
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