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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE

STATE OF HAWAII

In the Matter of

DOCKET NO. 2018-0088

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

Instituting a Proceeding to Investigate
Performance-Based Regulation.

ULUPONO INITIATIVE LLC’S PHASE 3 POST-HEARING BRIEF

Ulupono Initiative LLC (“Ulupono”), by and through Murray R. Clay, its
President, and its attorneys Schlack Ito, A Limited Liability Law Company, and pursuant to the

Commission’s Order No. 37969* and Order No. 38267^ hereby respectfully submits its Phase 3

Post-Hearing Brief (“Brief’), concerning the performance-based regulation (“PBR”) mechanisms
and issues identified in this proceeding.^

Ulupono continues to support the selection and implementation of a robust suite
of Performance Incentive Mechanisms f ‘PIM”) to advance Hawaii’s energy transition and to

address the Areas of Concern (“AOC”) identified and discussed in Phase 3 of this proceeding.
The Staff Proposal"* identifies five AOCs: (1) Grid Reliability AOC; (2) Timely Retirement of

Fossil Fuel Generation Units (‘Tossil Generation Retirement”) AOC; (3) Interconnection of

1

Order No. 37969 Introducing Staff Proposal and Establishing Procedural Schedule for the Performance-Based
Regulation Working Groiq) filed Sept. 17,2021 (“Order No. 37969”).
Order No. 38267 Further Modifying the Procedural Sdiedule filed March 10,2022 (“Order No. 38267”)Ulupono’sBrief is timely filed on or before the due date of May 11,2022 set forth in Order No. 38267. Id. at 3.
Except as otherwise noted, this Brief incorporates by reference all of Ulupono’s prior filings and submissions in this
proceeding in their entirety. Specifically with regard to Phase 3, this Brief incorporates Ulupono Initiative LLC’s
Comments on Staff Proposal for Priority Performance Incentive Merhanisms filed September 17,2021 filed Sept
30,2021 (‘Ulupono Staff Proposal Comments”); Ulupono Initiative LLC’s Phase 3 l4eliminary Statement of
Position ^ed Feb. 8,2022 (“Ulupono PSOF’); and U^pono Initiative LLC’s Phase 3 Final Statement of Position
filed April 8,2022 (“Ulupono FSOP”).
* StaffProposal for Development of Priority Performance Incentive Mechanisms attached to Order No. 37969
C'Staff Proposal"),
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Large-Scale Renewable Energy Projects (“Interconnection”) AOC: (4) Cost Control for Fossil
Fuel, Purchased Power, and other Non- Annual Revenue Adjustment (“ARA”) Costs (“Cost

Control”) AOC; and (5) Expedient Utilization of Grid Services from Demand Side Resources

C‘GSPA Assets”) AOC.

Ulupono’s support for additional PlMs addressing these AOCs is consistent with
its ongoing advocacy to expand the portfolio of PlMs - both upside and downside - that are
aligned with the intent of the Performance Based Regulation (“PBR”) Framework (‘*PBR

Framework”) approved by the Commission in Decision and Order No. 37507.^ Throughout this

proceeding, Ulupono has recognized that PlMs are an effective and flexible tool that can

motivate the utility, through a balanced set of incentives, to operate the electric system efficiently

and cost effectively for its customers while accelerating Hawaii’s energy transition.
In this Brief, Ulupono reaffirms and offers support for its positions on the key

issues and proposals in this phase of the proceeding, which may be summarized as follows:
•

First and foremost, the Commission should adopt Ulupono’s proposal to

update and modify the current Renewable Portfolio Standard - Accelerated

(“RPS-A”) PIM by increasing the reward to $20 per megawatt hour (“MWh”)

for the reminder of the current Multi-Year Rate Plan (“MRP”), and up to $15
per MWh for the subsequent MRP (“updated RPS-A”), because the updated
RPS-A will directly and effectively address multiple AOCs and is supported

by a robust updated Benefits Cost Analysis (“BCA”);

’ Decision and Order No. 37507 filed Dec. 23,2020 (“D&O 37507").
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•

In general, any new PIMs adopted in this phase should be compatible with the

RPS-A PIM, should be evaluated in a holistic manner, and should be
supported by substantiated PIM values and robust data and baselines;

•

For the Grid Reliability AOC, Ulupono supports addressing this AOC by
means of the updated RPS-A PIM, supports a modified SAIDI and SAIFI^

PIM that includes generation-based outages as the most administratively
simple solution, and joins with other parties in opposing an Adequacy of
Supply (“AOS”) PIM;
•

For the Fossil Fuel Retirement AOC, Ulupono does not support the proposed
fossil fuel intensity PIM because the RPS-A PIM renders it duplicative and
unnecessary, Ulupono supports the Commission denying or delaying any

return on utility investment in fossil generation made after retirement dates
(that are substantiated by studies and planning processes), and Ulupono

emphasizes the critical necessity for the Commission to provide formal
guidance on regulatory accounting and utility recovery concerning the
remaining undepreciated value of fossil fuel plants, and baseline plant

additions for soon-to-be retired plants;
•

For the Interconnection AOC, Ulupono supports the updated RPS-A PIM in

combination with a PIM focused on interconnection costs unless the
Independent Engineer (“IE’*) approves the interconnection requirements and
the developer installs the equipment, supports utility implementation of

process-related improvements, especially an lE,^ and does not object to the

System Average Interruption Duration Index and System Average Interruption Frequency Index.
’ See Ulupono PSOP at 13-17.
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StaffProposal’s Modified Proposal ifUlupono’s recommendation concerning

the front-end incentive is adopted;
•

As for the Cost Control AOC, to avoid duplication Ulupono supports
addressing this AOC primarily through the updated RPS-A PIM, and Ulupono

also supports the Conjunctive Shared Savings Mechanism (“CSSM”)
proposed by Hawaiian Electric^ to the extent it can address utility cost
recovery through the Major Project Interim Recovery (“MPIR”) mechanism

and Exceptional Project Recovery Mechanism (“EPRM”);
•

Finally, with regard to the GSPA Assets AOC, Ulupono supports Hawaiian
Electric’s request to extend the current interim Grid Services PIM by twelve

months to December 31,2023 and supports the recommendations ofHawaiian
Electric and the DER Parties for the Commission to establish reporting

metrics.
I.

THE RPS-A PIM SHOULD BE UPDATED TO MORE DIRECTLY AND
EFFECTIVELY ADDRESS THE AOCS
At this relatively early stage in the current MRP, any new PIMs adopted in this

phase of the proceeding should be supported by and harmonized with the RPS-A PIM - as

updated pursuant to Ulupono’s proposal in this phase of the proceeding - as well as with other

previously-approved PIMs.
A.

Ulupono Proposes the Commission Adopt an Updated RPS-A PIM.

Ulupono’s assessment is that many of the AOCs can be effectively addressed by

the RPS-A PIM provided that it is sufficiently updated in response to current circumstances

* Hawaiian Electric, Inc. (“HECO”), Hawaii Electric Light Company, Inc. (“HELCO”), and Maui Electric
Company, Limited (“MECO”) (collectively, “Hawaiian Electric” or “Companies”).
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resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic and to the various concerns identified in the Staff
Proposal. These concerns include reliability, interconnection times, fossil fuel plant retirements.

and non-ARA cost control, as described in their respective AOCs. Accordingly, Ulupono

proposes that the Commission adopt the updated RPS-A PIM as an important and effective

means of addressing the AOCs in the current phase of this proceeding.
The current RPS-A PIM reward values may not be sufficient to address these

AOCs. Presently, the RPS-A reward amounts are $20 per MWh in 2021 and 2022, $15 per
MWh in 2023 and $10 per MWh for the remainder of the current MRP. Under the updated RPSA PIM as proposed by Ulupono, the RPS-A reward (i) would be increased to $20 per MWh for

the reminder of the current MRP, and (ii) would be increased up to $15 per MWh for the
duration of the subsequent MRP. No other changes to the established RPS-A PIM are proposed
at this time.
B.

The Commission Should Adopt the Updated RPS-A PIM Because It is
Supported by a Robust BCA.
In support of its proposal that the Commission adopt the updated RPS-A PIM in

the current phase of this proceeding, Ulupono has devoted additional time and resources to

updating the BCA to assess the updated RPS-A PIM. The updated BCA strongly supports the
major conclusion that the updated RPS-A is likely to provide outsize benefits that are worth

multiples of the costs associated with obtaining the benefits. Thus, the updated RPS-A is
expected to not only greatly assist with achieving regulatory and energy policy objectives by
addressing the Staff Proposal AOCs, but to do so in a highly cost-efficient manner that delivers
significant benefits at relatively low cost.

5

1.

updated BCA description.

Ulupono’s updated BCA builds on the BCA presented by the Consumer
Advocate^ in this proceeding and incorporates several key adjustments. The Consumer

Advocate’s proposed BCA, as set forth in this proceeding, meaningfully contributes to the record
and is useful in assessing the prudence of increasing the RPS-A PIM reward to $20 per MWh
through the end of the current MRP, as Ulupono recommends.’^ To aid in comparison between

the two BCAs, Ulupono adopted the structure, components, and most of the assumptions in the
example provided by the Consumer Advocate BCA and made subsequent adjustments

concerning the social cost of carbon, risk reduction values, and the methodology to calculate
excess renewable energy.
a.

Social cost of carbon.

Ulupono updated the Social Cost of Carbon for 2025 to reflect $56/MTCO2e (3%

Discount Rate) based on the Interagency Working Group on Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases

February 2021 Technical Support Document.’’ This document shows the Social Cost of Carbon
for 2020-2025 in 2020 dollars per metric ton of CCP. Using $56/MTCO2e for 2025, the
Ulupono BCA builds up to the 2025 value based upon discounting for the time value of money.

As such, Ulupono updated its BCA to reflect $51 in 2020, $52 in 2021, $53 in 2022, $54 in
2023, $55 in 2024 and $56 in 2025.

’ State of Hawaii Department of Commerce and Consumer Affairs, Division of Consumer Advocacy (“Consumer
Advocate”).
See Division of Consumer Advocacy’s Preliminary Statement of Position on Staff Proposal for Development of
Priority Performance Mechanisms Dated September 17,2021 filed Sept 30,2021 (“CA ^OP”) at 35-39
(discussing BCA for RPS-A PIM).
“ Available at https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/05/07/202l-09679/notice-of-availability-8ndrequest-for-comment-on-technical-support-document-social-cost-of-carbon.
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b.

Risk reduction values.

Ulupono’s updated BCA adopts a midpoint risk reduction value in place of the

minimum risk reduction value used in the Consumer Advocate’s BCA. Hie midpoint risk

reduction value is based on the risk reduction values proposed by Ulupono’s witness Dr.
Constantinides in Phase 2 of this proceeding.^" Ulupono contends the midpoint risk reduction

value provides a more accurate assessment of how utility customers would value fixed fossil fiiel
costs versus electricity costs that are riskier based on volatile fossil fuel prices.
c.

Methodology to calculate excess renewable energy above the
annually increasing RPS metric.

The Consumer Advocate’s BCA appears to utilize implied generation amounts
taken from a presentation by Hawaiian Electric on the expected RPS-A PIM rewards for all three

utilities (i.e., HECO, HELCO and MECO) over the 2021-2023 time period. For 2024, the
Consumer Advocate’s BCA analysis appears to utilize Ulupono’s forecasted generation set forth
in Ulupono’s RIST scenario 2.1 for 2024, which is specific to Oahu and the HECO system, and

excludes the HELCO and MECO systems.Based on the foregoing, the Consumer Advocate’s
BCA analysis appears to determine a midpoint value between the 2023 expected generation from

all three utilities and Ulupono’s forecasted generation for Oahu only in 2024. To remain
consistent with its prior analyses in this proceeding, for its updated BCA Ulupono uses only the

expected generation for Oahu. In addition, other non-substantive changes were made to the
model to reorganize and streamline the Consumer Advocate’s BCA.

Ulupono’s updated BCA is presented in its FSOP and illustrated and detailed in
Exhibits A through E to the FSOP. Exhibit A provides the inputs, assumptions, and calculations

See Ulupono Initiative’s Phase 2 Reply Statement of Position filed Aug. 20,2020 (‘Phase 2 RSOP”), Exhibit B-6
at 1 (proposing risk reduction premium values in the range of $1 to $13).
» See Ulupono Phase 2 RSOP at 13-15,24-26.
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for the updated BCA?** Exhibit B shows a stacked bar chart with numbers for policy benefits.
utility benefits (i.e., the non-policy, bill-related impacts), and total costs with a net benefit

number at the top of each bar for each year. The right side of Exhibit B shows the net present

value of the benefits and costs, the separate benefit cost ratios, and the combined benefit cost
ratio of 1.8 to 1.0, i.e., the benefits are 1.8 times as high as the costs. Exhibit C shows the

breakdown in the different categories of benefits and costs with the numbers per year and
sources on the far right side. Exhibit D provides a more detailed breakdown of the cost and
benefits for 2024 for Oahu in a stacked bar chart format.

Finally, Exhibit E includes a table with benefit and cost data on a per MWh basis

for each year excluding RPS-A PIM reward amounts. In other words, the costs are shown before
PIM rewards are paid out. The last line of Exhibit E shows the maximum available capacity to
expand PIM reward payments. This is the amount that would result in benefits (including PIM
rewards) and costs netting out to zero, if that amount was paid out as a PIM reward. For clarity.
Ulupono is not advocating for this level of PIM rewards.

2.

Updated BCA benefits.

Exhibit E in particular demonstrates that Ulupono’s proposed updated RPS-A
provides benefits that greatly exceed its costs, while still remaining cost-effective. This results in
powerful and effective incentives which are likely to help address several of the AOCs in an

efficient manner. As noted above, the last line of Exhibit E shows the maximum available
capacity to expand PIM reward payments, which is the amount that would result in benefits

(including PIM rewards) and costs net to zero, if that amount was paid out as a PIM reward

(Ulupono reiterates it is not advocating for this level of PIM rewards).

An Excel spreadsheet electronic file of Exhibit A was included with the FSOP filing.
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The number demonstrates the extent to which the benefits of Ulupono’s proposed

updated RPS-A PIM far outweigh the associated costs, even before PIM rewards are paid out.

For example, the table in Exhibit E demonstrates that in 2024 benefits would exceed the costs by
$156 per MWh. At a PIM reward level of only $10 per MWh (which is the RPS-A PIM reward

amount currently approved for 2024), the reward would have to be more than fifteen times

higher than the current amount before utility customers would fail to experience a net benefit.
This significant and remarkable net benefit bears emphasis and repeating. When

considering the currently-approved RPS-A PIM reward level for 2024, utility customers will

experience a net benefit provided that the new, modified PIM reward amount is not more than
fifteen times higher than the current amount. Thus, the updated BCA strongly supports the

conclusion that doubling the current PIM reward of $ 10 per MWh to $20 per MWh creates
significant net value for the ratepayer while at the same time increasing utility incentives to

create that value.

The value proposition of the updated $20 per MWh PIM reward is even greater
when it is considered that the analysis significantly understates the actual value of adding

renewable energy (rather than fossil fuel energy) to the grid. The updated BCA is calculated

based only on the MWhs that exceed the annually increasing RPS line. In actuality, however.
each and every MWh of renewable energy - not just the MWh over the RPS line - has benefits
that exceed the costs. Utility customers benefit firom all renewable energy MWhs generated, yet

the customer only pays or contributes to PIM rewards on the small fraction that is over the RPS

metric. In short, the updated BCA demonstrates veiy strong financial support for a value of at
least $20 per MWh through the remainder of the current MRP.
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Finally, COVlD-19 pandemic-related supply chain disruptions have delayed
development of utility-scale renewable energy projects. Due to these delays, the reward amounts

projected to be paid out under the updated RPS-A PIM are likely to be less than shown in this
analysis. This should provide additional comfort with updating and increasing the PIM reward

value. Due to the current challenging circumstances, quickly and successfully adding new

renewable energy generation is more difficult and requires more, rather than less, in the way of
exemplary efforts by the utility.

C.

The Commission Should Adopt the Updated RPS-A PIM Because It
Addresses AOCs and Project Development Delays.

As explained above, the updated BCA provides ample and compelling support for
Commission adoption of the proposed updated RPS-A PIM. In addition, the Commission should
adopt the updated RPS-A PIM based on similar and related factors that have been highlighted

throughout this proceeding.
For example, the Commission has previously determined the RPS-A PIM can aid
in the achievement of important PBR outcomes.^^ The RPS-A PIM was created to serve as an

outcome-based, umbrella PIM to provide Hawaiian Electric and regulators with maximum

flexibility to choose least cost solutions to achieve specific PBR outcomes. At the time the RPSA PIM was adopted, these outcomes included DER Asset Effectiveness, Interconnection

Experience, GHG Reduction, Affordability, and others. More fundamentally, it was concluded
that the RPS-A PIM could accelerate progress toward achieving the RPS ahead of the statutorily
prescribed schedule. Through the updating proposed by Ulupono, these positive attributes of the

RPS-A PIM are intended to be reinforced and further strengthened in response to the changed
current conditions and circumstances.

See, e^., D&O 37507 at 114-123,215.
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In addition, adopting the proposed updated RPS-A PIM allows the Commission to

preserve the intent of the RPS-A PIM as adopted in D&O 37507 while adapting to supply chain
disruptions resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic. Under D&O 37507, the RPS-A PIM
reward amount was contemplated to be $20 per MWh. In the intervening time period, however,

and as the Commission and stakeholders have acknowledged, the pandemic has disrupted the
supply chains. This has in turn disrupted the successful development of utility-scale renewable

energy projects selected through utility competitive procurement processes. The updated RPS-A

PIM reward of $20 per MWh aligns with the original intent of D&O 37507 as adjusted for
supply chain disruptions due to the pandemic.
IL

NEW PIMS SHOULD BE EVALUATED HOLISTICALLY AND SUPPORTED
BY DATA

As explained above, Ulupono’s central contention is that the Commission should
adopt the modified RPS-A PIM because it is likely to contribute to successfully addressing

several AOCs. This ability should be safeguarded in part by evaluating other PIM proposals
holistically, especially in this relatively early stage of the current MRP. The goal of each PIM is
to help ensure Hawaiian Electric remains committed to meeting the needs of the electric system

by utilizing renewable energy resources in accordance with Commission guidance and Hawaii
energy law and policy. Depending on PIM design, however, the utility may prioritize one AOC
over another, potentially compromising certain desired outcomes for each AOC. This

underscores the value of assessing how a portfolio of PIMs would interact in a holistic manner to
ensure the PIMs are designed in a way that does not compromise the utility’s financial integrity

and also achieves the intended regulatory outcomes in a balanced and efficient manner.
Relatedly, the creation of any new PIM, particularly downside or penalty-only PIMs, may cause

11

the optimal behavior of the utility to shift to a penalty avoidance strategy at the expense of
incentivizing superior and even exemplary performance?^

in.

ULUPONO SUPPORTS ADOPTION OF TARGETED PIM PROPOSALS
The following presents Ulupono’s positions on the PlMs and related PBR

measures under review in this proceeding to address the five AOCs identified in Order No.
37969, i.e., the Grid Reliability, Fossil Generation Retirement, Cost Control, Interconnection and

GSPA Assets AOCs.
A.

Grid ReUabUity AOC PIM Proposals.

As a preliminary matter, Ulupono agrees with the need to more closely track
reliability disruptions associated with the utility's generation resources. This is driven in part by
recent reliability events on Oahu^^ and the upcoming retirements of the AES coal plant on Oahu

and the Kahului Power Plant on Maui. As expressed in the Staff Proposal, there are legitimate

concerns with regard to “Hawaiian Electric's ability to provide reliable service in the near future

as fossil fuel plants are retired.'»18
Ulupono offers the following as context for its analysis of these PIM proposals.

First, as explained above Ulupono supports Commission adoption of the updated RPS-A PIM to
address elements of this AOC more directly and effectively as compared to the proposals in the
Staff Proposal. Rather than creating an opportunity for the utility to rely on conventional

solutions to provide more grid reliability, the updated RPS-A will increase incentives for the
utility to use renewable generation and energy storage, instead of fossil fuel generation, to

See Ulupono’s IR Response to CA/Ulupono-IR-3, filed March 4,2022.
’’ See, e^.. Docket 2021-0024, Letter horn Hawaii Public Utilities Commission to Hawaiian Electric re Inquiries
related to the Oahu System Reliability Event on December 31,2021, filed January 6,2022.
Staff Proposal at 3.
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address generation shortfalls. Without this incentive, the utility may prioritize traditional

generation resources and extend its reliance on fossil fuels.
Second, Ulupono does not support PIM proposals that fail to overcome the
fundamental misalignment of incentives concerning increasing reliability and decreasing fossil
fuel generation. As previously noted, efforts to “(ijncent mitigation of severe reliability risks due

to project delays related to fossil plant retirements*'^^ through a grid reliability PIM may not be
sufficiently or optimally aligned with the intent of the Fossil Generation Retirement PIM. The

Commission has provided clear guidance that the utility should not extend the use of fossil fuel
plants to maintain reliability. Nonetheless, the utility may seek to justify maintaining and/or

investing in existing or new fossil fuel plants, or fuel switching to biofuels, for system reliability
purposes. This fundamental misalignment must be corrected to ensure successful deployment of

PIMs in this AOC.
1.

Generation-Based Reliability PIM.

Ulupono generally supports Hawaiian Electric's proposed Generation and
Transmission and Distribution (“T&D”) SAIDI/SAIFI PIM in the place of the Staff Proposal’s
proposed PIM for this AOC.^ Hawaiian Electric’s proposal is more outcome-based because it

measures reliability through the customer experience and actual customer outages. As proposed,

the PIM will be reflective of “all generation-based interruptions” and not limited to generation
adequacy, providing a more comprehensive view of reliability events that affect the grid and
utility customers.

Staff Proposal at 3.
“ See Hawaiian Electric Companies’ Preliminary Statement of Position filed Feb. 8,2022 (“HECO PSOP”) at 24
(“In response to the Staff Proposal to measure reliability disruptions associated with the Companies’ generation
resources, the Companies propose to expand the scope of the existing reliability PIMs to include generation-based
customer interruptions (i.e., all generation-based interruptions and not limited to interruptions due to generation
adequacy)”).
13

Transmission and distribution outages and generation outages should not be

treated differently insofar as utility customers are likely unaware and indifferent as to how an

outage occurs. With a focus on the customer experience, Ulupono finds consideration of all
generation-based interruptions to be more appropriate. In addition, adjusting existing metrics -

such as SAIDI and SAIFI - will likely be more administratively straightforward as compared to
creating a new PIM that specifically addresses reliability issues caused by generation-based
outages.

Major resiliency events should be excluded. Efforts to protect against major
resiliency events are likely to require capital investments that exceed the reliability PIM reward

value. In addition, customer expectations about losing power during major resilience events.

such as heavy storms, likely differ from customer expectations during normal operating
conditions. For clarity, Ulupono anticipates supporting a future resiliency-focused PIM, but does
not support combining a resiliency PIM with a reliability PIM at this time.

Ulupono supports a symmetrical incentive for these types of PIMs if the

performance targets are based on frequently rolling, historical lookback data. A frequently reset
or rolling lookback period will provide a disincentive for superior performance. Under such a
structure, superior performance would make it more difficult to avoid PIM penalties in the

fixture. With performance targets based on a 10-year historical lookback held constant over the
5-year MRP, however, a penalty only structure may be acceptable.

Ulupono also supports adjusting the performance targets to reflect additional
generation interruptions. For example, if historical values can be developed for generation

outages, those values should be incorporated into the SAIDI and SAIFI metrics and used to
establish the performance metric that must be met to earn the PIM reward. These metrics should

14

also replace the current values as they do not include generation outages. Relatedly, Ulupono
supports the introduction of new SAIDI and SAIFI measures that track generation specific

outages, and reporting of “new composite measures alongside the new generation specific, as

well as the traditional SAIDI and SAIFI metrics to provide a comprehensive view of total
outages.”^^
2.

Modifications to existing SAIDI and SAIFI PIMs.

The Staff Proposal proposed revisions to the existing SAIDI and SAIFI PIMs

involving the historical data used to establish performance targets?^ Ulupono has no objection

to a 5-year fixed performance target. Ultimately, the metric to obtain PIM rewards should be
fixed for at least the full current MRP, and potentially multiple subsequent MRPs, to avoid the
disincentive for superior performance that will likely exist if the PIM is downside only.

If an historical benchmark that changes every year (i.e., a rolling lookback period)
is employed as the benchmark, Ulupono supports offering the utility a reward, or upside PIM,
for the modified SAIDI and SAIFI PIMs. As previously stated, an upside PIM would be needed
to counter the utility’s incentive to only minimally achieve the historical benchmark. This is

necessary to avoid making it more difficult to exceed the benchmark and avoid penalties in the
future, and would reduce the unintended consequences of a performance target based on a rolling

lookback period. Ulupono notes also that it has no objection to Hawaiian Electric’s suggested
revisions to the SAIDI and SAIFI PIM applicable deadbands and livebands.

2* See Consumer Advocate’s Preliminary Statement of Position f‘CA PSOP”) filed Feb. 8,2022 at 6. Ulupono
supports the Consumer Advocate’s recommendation to require tracking and reporting of the Weighted Equivalent
Availability Factor (“WEAF”), the Weighted Equivalent Forced Outage Rate - Demand (“WEFORd”) and the
Weighted Equivalent Forced Outage Factor f‘WEFOF”) metrics. This reporting would aid efforts to determine if
WEAF, WEFORd and WEFOF should be used to inform new performance targets.
Staff Proposal at 2-7.
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B.

Fossil Generation Retirement AOC PIM Proposals.
Ulupono understands and generally agrees with the range of concerns underlying

the effort to develop new PIMs to address this AOC. These concerns include overall grid
reliability, setbacks and delays in the development of utility-scale projects due to pandemic-

related supply chain disruptions, and related barriers to adding new renewable generation to
utility systems. Importantly, these challenges may contribute to Hawaiian Electric failing to

meet planned fossil fiiel plant retirement dates, including dates set forth in the Integrated Grid

Planning (“IGP”) Inputs and Assumptions. These variables raise concerns about the utility’s
commitment to the currently planned fossil fuel plant retirement timeframes, and the likelihood

of extending the use of fossil fuel generation into the future. A fossil generation retirement PIM

could support diverse measures to more quickly reduce Hawaii’s dependence on fossil fuels and

also hold the utility accountable to notional retirement dates provided for utility planning
purposes.
1.

Staff Proposal and related considerations.

Consistent with these concerns, the Staff Proposal identified as an important
factor “the pace of interconnection of new renewable energy projects and the impact [these
delays] could have on the planned retirement of the Companies’ fossil fuel generating units. >,23

The Staff Proposal offered for consideration a PIM based on the planned retirement date

provided in the latest IGP Inputs and Assumptions, with the reward or penalty determined by the

amount of time before or after the scheduled retirement date, multiplied by an undetermined

adjustment factor, and multiplied by an annual revenue requirement amount for the plant.

See Staff Proposal at 8.
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In general, Ulupono shares Hawaiian Electric’s concerns about the Staff

Proposal’s PIM in this area. The PIM may overlap with existing PIMs that also seek to

incentivize the reduction of fossil fuels. It may unnecessarily constrain generation facilities that
could provide value to the system in addressing unexpected system events. It may also result in
setting retirement dates prematurely or prior to completing the on-going IGP process?"^

Fossil fuel plant retirement dates are central to PIMs in this area. Notional
retirement dates provided as IGP modeling inputs are not equivalent to committed retirement
dates. Retirement dates should be the output, not the input, of a completed IGP process. They

should be based on modeling and studies that project load and the pace of adoption of renewable

energy, storage, and grid services. Target retirement dates should lead and not follow grid

conditions. To properly incentivize the utility, they should be set proactively and not set based
on grid conditions that may or may not arise at an unprescribed time in the future.

While actual retirement dates would logically be based on actual grid conditions
at the time, target dates must not be equally conditional or the Companies will lack an incentive
to expeditiously achieve the conditions necessary for actual retirement. Ulupono agrees with

Hawaiian Electric and the Consumer Advocate that this PIM would overlap with the RPS-A PIM
and the incentive incorporated into the ARA which allows Hawaiian Electric to retain any

operations and maintenance expenditures not made on retired plants.
The penalty under this PIM may be unduly onerous to the Companies if the

Commission chooses to deny recovery of investments made after the fossil fuel plant retirement

date. Under current practice, Hawaiian Electric may seek full recovery of, and return on, fossil
fuel plant costs even if the plants are retired prior to being fully depreciated. If implemented, the

See Hawaiian Electric Companies’ Final Statement of Position filed April 8,2022 (“HECO FSOP") at 56-58.
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proposed PIM would remove both recovery of, and the return on, the remaining undepreciated
portions of retired fossil fuel plants. Accordingly, a successful PIM for this AOC will depend on

explicit guidance from the Commission regarding the regulatory accounting and recovery
treatment of the remaining undepreciated value for existing facilities upon their retirement from

service.

Ulupono supports the Consumer Advocate’s modified version of the Staff
Proposal PIM. This would deny or postpone the collection of any return on (but not recovery of)

post-retirement undepreciated asset values.^^ Ulupono assumes the Commission could deny any
and all authorized returns after the target retirement date or it could merely postpone any return
until actual retirement. If the return is only delayed (and not denied) after the planned retirement
date, the amount of the return should not be adjusted upward for interest, financing or other costs

between the planned (or target) retirement date and the actual retirement date. In such a case, the

loss of the time value of money would be the penalty for late retirement. The longer the delay

the lower the present value of the return.
It is imperative that the Commission clarify fossil plant retirement and its

objectives for a successful PIM in this area?^ Fossil fuel plants may provide emergency power

and similar reliability and resiliency benefits. Ulupono supports allowing Hawaiian Electric to
deactivate fossil fiiel plants on the condition that they are unable to recover on new baseline plant
additions or other investments (although recovery could be allowed if the plant is reactivated in
response to a natural disaster) without prior Commission approval. Related operations and
maintenance expenditures would be recovered through indexed revenues.

25 SeeCAPSOP at 22-24.
2» HECO PSOP at 3.
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The Commission should provide guidance on the recovery of stranded costs in

support of a PIM in this area. Hawaiian Electric proposes that the Companies should be able to
recover the stranded investment of generating units that are retired before the generating assets

have been fully depreciated as part of the regulatory compact.^’ The Commission should provide
additional clarification regarding how baseline plant improvements will be treated when setting

the target revenues for subsequent MRPs. If any or all baseline plant additions are included in
calculating target revenues in the next MRP without Commission review, then costs are not
actually controlled. They are only delayed approximately one to five years depending on when

they were incurred, and may ultimately contribute to rate increases with each new MRP.
The Commission should also clarify the regulatory treatment of baseline plant
improvements for fossil fuel plants nearing or past properly established target retirement dates.

Specifically, the investment of significant amounts of capital in the years immediately prior to or
after the target retirement date should at least be subject to prudence review by the Commission,

at a minimum.

2.

Proposed Fossil Fuel Intensity PIM.

Ulupono does not support Hawaiian Electric’s proposed Fossil Fuel Intensity
PIM. The utility has proposed a reward-only PIM or shared savings mechanism (“SSM”) that

rewards Hawaiian Electric only if the current year’s fuel intensity (i.e., the sum of both utility
and independent power producer fuel use per MBtu/MWh) is below the prior lowest
MBtuZMWh, regardless of the year. The reduction in the current year’s fossil fuel intensity, as
compared to the year with the prior lowest fossil fuel intensity, could be valued by multiplying

by the current year’s total generation and multiplying the current year’s average generation cost

2’ See HECO FSOP at 65-70; HECO PSOP at 44.
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per MBtu. The savings would then be shared between customers and Hawaiian Electric. This

PIM or SSM would be evaluated on a consolidated basis for the Companies.
A fatal flaw with regard to this PIM is that it incorporates the price of oil, i.e., the

PIM rewards will be linked to and driven by the price volatility of oil. PIM rewards based on the

price volatility of oil would not be consistent with Hawaii energy policy and is not a reasonable
basis for a PIM reward under the current PBR Framework. In addition, the updated RPS-A PIM

would address this concern in a more efficient and effective manner. All electricity generation in

Hawaii is generated from either fossil fuel or renewable resources. It is axiomatic that an
increase in renewable generation necessarily and unequivocally equates to a reduction in fossil

fuel generation (assuming there are no major changes in the demand for electricity).

As a measurement of quantification, fossil fuel intensity is the inverse of the RPS
- when renewable share goes up, fossil fuel share goes down, and vice-versa. There is almost
perfect overlap between the RPS-A and fossil fuel intensity, except that the RPS-A PIM is tied to

the RPS line which is a predetermined escalation year by year. RPS-A is the higher standard
insofar as the utility must exceed the annually escalating RPS line. The fossil fuel intensity PIM,

as currently described, would reward any performance over the base or comparison year.
C.

Interconnection AOC PIM Proposals.
This AOC should be addressed by PIM and non-PIM measures. The Staff

Proposal expressed concern “with delays in interconnecting approved, grid-scale renewable
energy projects intended to facilitate the retirement of fossil fuel plants. »»28 The Staff Proposal

subsequently proposed three new PIMs to address this AOC. The proposed PIMs would be
downside only and Hawaiian Electric would incur penalties for failing to meet specific

See Staff Proposal at 12.
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milestones. The PIMs offered in the Staff Proposal are administratively complex. They will

overlap with the RPS-A PIM reward if not intentionally designed to avoid doing so?^
The updated RPS-A PIM values will address the Commission’s concern regarding

the speed of interconnection. Thus, an interconnection PIM focused on alleviating or managing
the high interconnection costs for utility scale renewables is more appropriate and needed at this

time. Process-related improvements should also be implemented. Use of an IE should be
established to oversee the interconnection process.^^ If process related improvements are

implemented, including a requirement for the IE to approve interconnection requirements, shared
overages may only need to apply to company-built interconnection equipment. The updated
RPS-A PIM will address this AOC and avoid the burdensome and problematic need to “carefully

determine” benchmark pricing or other potential flaws.
1.

PIMs addressing interconnection cost concerns.

In Docket No. 2017-0352, the Commission has requested Hawaiian Electric to

consider an interconnection cost SSM. The purpose of the SSM is to incentivize cost reductions

for both Seller-Owned Interconnection Facilities and Company-Owned Interconnection
Facilities. This would result in savings which could be shared by and between Hawaiian Electric
and the renewable energy project developer.
Ulupono strongly supports an interconnection cost SSM and agrees with the
Commission that it can incentivize developers and the utility to work together to lower
interconnection costs for the benefit of the customers. As noted by the Commission in Docket

No. 2017-0352, “[d]evelopers/stakeholders with experience in Stage 1 and Stage 2 RFPs

See Ulupono’s Staff Proposal Comments at 11.
See HECO FSOP at 96 n. 161; see also HECO PSOP at 50-52, stating that “the Companies are working on
process improvements fen: interconnection of future projects[.]").
HECO FSOP at 95; HECO PSOP at 57.
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reiterated the lack of certainty regarding interconnection costs when developing bids, and the
volatility of these costs throughout the interconnection study process;j»32
For the interconnection SSM proposed by Ulupono, the savings should be
measured as the difference between (i) the interconnection cost estimate provided in
interconnection documents under the project’s PPA (“estimated interconnection cost”), and (ii)

the ultimate total interconnection cost documented for the project after completion. Hawaiian
Electric and the developer would share these savings on an equal basis.

Cost overages in excess of the estimated interconnection cost should also be
shared by Hawaiian Electric and the developer. The utility should cover one-third of the cost

overages if interconnection equipment and infrastructure are built by the developer. If
interconnection equipment and infrastructure are built by the utility, the share of cost overages

should be reversed, requiring the utility to cover two thirds of the cost overages and the
developer to cover one third of the cost overages. This feature is intended to incentivize the

parly responsible for developing the interconnection infrastructure to control its costs, as it will

bear more of the cost overages if costs are above the estimated amount. This SSM may not be
required if an IE is appointed to oversee the interconnection process, must approve the design
requirements, and the developer chooses to build all of the interconnection equipment and

infrastructure, instead of the utility. In that situation, the developer would be sufficiently
motivated to save as much on interconnection costs as possible within the requirements of the IE

and utility-approved design or requirements.

See Coniinission Letter filed October 15,2021 (Docket No. 2017-0352).
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2.

Non-PIM process improvements addressing interconnection delays.

An interconnection PIM or SSM would be implemented in the context of a range
of non-PIM process solutions addressing the wide-reaching challenges of the utility’s existing
interconnection process. Many of the suggestions to reform the existing interconnection process

are discussed in detail in the Interconnection and RFP Process Improvement Study, prepared by

Ulupono’s consultant Roland Berger, filed in Docket 2021-0024.^^ This report lends further

support to a cost-based interconnection PIM and related mutually supportive measures.

Ulupono supports many of the interconnection process improvements proposed
by Hawaiian Electric to address interconnection process delays. Specifically, Ulupono favors the
use of an IE, retained directly by the Commission, to oversee the interconnection process and

providing more detailed information within the RFPs related to preliminary interconnection
requirements, system capacity, and interconnection costs for developers. The IE can effectively

monitor the interconnection process, review and validate cost information incorporated into bids
submitted by developers in competitive procurement of renewable energy, and mediate disputes.

If a PIM from the Staff Proposal is adopted, Ulupono supports an interconnection

PIM based on the PPA Guaranteed Commercial Operation Date (“GCOD”). The GCOD

approach is administratively simple and effective. By contrast, basing PIM rewards or penalties
on time periods associated with Project Completion and Key Project Milestones in the PPA may
be problematic. Such time periods are administratively complex and difficult to track. They

depend on the specifics of the project and the nature of the interconnection process steps.

Assessing developer claims of force majeure could be an added complexity.

See Docket 2021-0024, Comments from Ulupono Initiative on Hawaiian Electric’s Interconnection Process and
Transition Plans at 6 and Attachments to Comments of Ulupono - Roland Berger Interconnection and RFP Process
Improvement Recommendations, filed March 25, 2021.
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D.

Cost Control AOC PIM Proposals.

Ulupono supports Commission adoption of a cost control PIM similar to the
proposed CSSM PIM. The CSSM PIM is comprehensive and offers the potential benefits of
repricing or removal of fossil fuel purchased power agreements, efficiency and heat rate
improvements at fossil fuel plants, and a reduction in costs from MPIR and EPRM projects.
The CSSM would be duplicative of the RPS-A PIM as to increasing renewables

and decreasing fossil fiiel use. It is also duplicative of any RFPs that incorporate an SSM,
although the CSSM could be viewed as an SSM that applies to an entire portfolio of generation.
Only the combined MPIR and EPRM incentive is unique to the CSSM and not found in other
existing or proposed PBR incentives.

In support of the CSSM, the Staff Proposal expressed concern with regard to

Hawaiian Electric’s costs for “fuel, purchased power, surcharges, and adjustment mechanism

that include cost recovery for major projects. »>34 Specifically, the Staff Proposal notes that “the
Commission has fundamental concerns with the adequacy of Hawaiian Electric’s fuel

procurement strategies.'»»35 The Staff Proposal offered the CSSM to realize reductions in all non-

ARA utility spending. As proposed, the CSSM would encourage the Companies to reduce
aggregate spending on three non-ARA costs: purchased power, fossil fuels, and exceptional

projects.
Shortcomings of the CSSM include redundancy with other PIMs and the creation
of contradictory incentives.'’^ Offering shared savings for reducing the total non-ARA costs from

See Staff Proposal at 16.
at 17.
See also HECO FSOP at 111; HECO PSOP at 10-12 ("Under the existing MRP, die Companies are incented to
increase - or shift ARA spending to - EPRM spending since this will yield a rate of return (adverse incentive #1).
The Companies also have an incentive to choose PPAC, ECRC, and EPRM solutions over ARA-funded ones, to the
extent possible since the ARA savings will be retained as profits in such cases (adverse incentive #2). These two
incentives may operate together as a powerful driver toward increasing spending on PPAC and EPRM especially.

"
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year to year may be an effective incentive for pass-through items. It may not be as effective for
EPRM and MPIR projects because the utility is allowed to earn a return.

Hawaiian Electric supports the CSSM concept “as a reward-only opportunity, to
be earned if the CSSM metric is below a CSSM target/* and has proposed additional

implementation parameters for the CSSM calculation.^’ Ulupono supports a reward-only CSSM

and does not oppose Hawaiian Electric's additional parameters.
An inflation adjustment is prudent for Energy Cost Recovery Clause (“ECRC”)

and Purchased Power Adjustment Clause (“PPAC”) costs that tend to increase over time. For
contracts with fixed escalators, however, the contracted escalation amount should be applied
rather than inflation. For clarity, Ulupono does not support a CSSM that calculates the reward
on an inflation rate if it is higher than the contracted escalation rate (assuming the PPA includes
an escalation rate), as this would improperly make it easier for the utility to earn the CSSM
reward in periods of high inflation without the requisite additional effort. It would therefore be

more prudent to adjust ECRC and PPAC elements for the lower of either the contracted
escalation or the inflation adjustment to create an incentive to negotiate lower escalation rates.

With regard to the ECRC heat rate, Ulupono agrees with using the ECRC costs based on actual
heat rates in the calculation of the CSSM, provided that the heat rate incentive is maintained in

the ECRC mechanism itself. Finally, with regard to base year cost adjustments, Ulupono
reiterates the only adjustment needed to be made would be in relation to fuel prices. Including

any non-normalized fuel price in the CSSM calculation would be a fatal flaw because it would
introduce random volatility into the calculation of the CSSM reward.

and it is not clear that die shared savings approach proposed by Commission Staff will be enough to counter these
incentives.”).
See HECO FSOP at 107-08; HECO PSOP at 62-63.
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Ulupono does not support a racket mechanism as proposed by the Consumer
Advocate in which the performance year must be lower than all prior years. If such a mechanism

were included in the CSSM, however, fuel prices would have to be normalized across the entire

time period under consideration to avoid introducing random volatility to the calculation of the
CSSM values.
1.

Fuel price and volatility.

The fiiel price is not within the utility’s control. Negotiating favorable fuel supply

contracts is at least partially within its control. Accordingly, the Commission should require the

Companies to continue to provide sufficient data that assures the fuel price (and any fuel
contracts) account for a local refinery bid on fuel prices. The Companies should also continue to
be required to provide at least one, and preferably two, imported refined product bids and should

select the most competitive pricing. In addition, the Commission may allow the utility to hedge
over time for a certain declining volume of fuel oil that aligns with RPS mandates. Ulupono
submits that the best way to reduce the impact of fuel price volatility on utility customers.

however, is to accelerate the adoption of fixed price renewables, which is the outcome targeted
by the RPS-A PIM.

2.

Volume and amount of fossil fuel.

The updated RPS-A addresses the same concerns that are the focus of the CSSM

PIM. The grid is supplied by a combination of fossil fuel generation and renewable generation.

With demand held constant, any decrease in one type of generation must result in an increase the
other. As the Commission has affirmed, the RPS-A PIM directly incentivizes reductions in fossil

fuel generation. As such, a simple alternative to this component could be to simply increase the
RPS-A PIM reward, i.e., adopt the proposed updated RPS-A PIM. Ulupono notes, however, that

the RPS-A PIM will technically only reward fossil fuel reductions, once they exceed the RPS
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goal for the year and the CSSM will allow for a reward on fossil fuel reductions even when it is
below the RPS goal.
3.

Purchased Power.

This component may be duplicative if the Commission continues to offer other

SSMs in the future. If not, this component of the CSSM is reasonable and could be thought of as

a portfolio SSM rather than an RFP-specific SSM. Such a portfolio approach may reduce
administrative complexity.

4.

MPIR and EPRM.

This component of the CS SM is the most valuable because the reduction of MPIR

and EPRM costs is not currently incentivized and could result in significant savings for utility
customers. Similar to previous comments provided on the Fossil Generation Retirement PIM,
the CSSM reward value must exceed the return expected on the MPIR or EPRM request or
project. The utility customer must bear the full capital cost (i.e., recovery through depreciation)

plus the authorized return for an MPIR or EPRM project. The utility only benefits from the

return side. It should be possible, however, to set the CSSM value to exceed the foregone profits
on an MPIR/EPRM project while still providing customers with savings firom the lack of
depreciation charges.
The CSSM rewards needed to eliminate the capital bias (or investment/expenses

bias for expenses approved as an EPRM project) or profit motive in EPRM and MPIR projects
may be illustrated by example. Using a notional $100 million dollar EPRM project, including its
depreciation and the anticipated return to the utility (net of debt and tax costs), the amount the
utility would need to be financially indifferent between making a return on the notional EPRM

project versus a CSSM reward starts at a relatively high percentage and declines to zero as the
asset is fully depreciated. In the example, this percentage starts at 38.7% in the first year of
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recovery and drops down to 5.1% in the final year of depreciation. Additionally, at a 20%
notional shared savings level, Ulupono found this to he too low for the first 15 years of the

EPRM project’s recovery and too high for the remaining five years of recovery.^®
The foregoing example supports the conclusion that while the CSSM can weaken

the capital or investment bias as it presently exists in EPRM and MPIR projects, it cannot

completely eliminate it. The CSSM will ultimately work better for pass-through charges as

opposed to EPRM and MPIR projects that have a time varying capital/investment bias. Various
EPRM projects will be needed in the future to achieve energy goals and mandates, including the

100% RPS, resiliency and other objectives. It may be counterproductive to completely eliminate

the capital/investment bias. Weakening the capital/investment bias through shared savings
would likely be more prudent.

Ulupono supports the CSSM as an upside-only PIM and recognizes that the

Consumer Advocate has proposed a downside incentive. Given the anticipated future need for
EPRM projects to meet Hawaii energy mandates and policy objectives, if a downside is

considered for this PIM, EPRM projects would need to be excluded from the calculation to avoid
improperly disincentivizing investment in needed EPRM projects.

E.

GSPA Assets AOC PIM Proposals Merit Potential Adoption.

Strong and robust PIMs for grid reliability and timely retirements of fossil fuel
plants, paired with the updated RPS-A PIM, may obviate the need for this PIM. The combined
effect of being incentivized to retire fossil fuel plants (whether by PIM or accounting treatment)

and increase renewables while maintaining reliability will likely drive the utility to both acquire
and use more grid services - most likely renewables plus storage. In short, the utility may be

See Ulupono FSOP at Exhibit A
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required to become more reliant on available grid services to achieve the stated objectives of

other PIMs.
Ulupono generally shares the Staff Proposal’s expressed concerns regarding

Hawaiian Electric’s “limited performance in pursuing, utilizing and tracking grid services from
demand-side resources.The Staff Proposal recommended consideration of a near-term PIM

to work in concert with the existing Grid Services PIM until the end of 2022, and a long-term

PIM which would replace the existing Grid Services PIM following its expiration in 2022.

More information, data and discussions are needed prior to establishing a Grid

Service PIM that rewards the Companies for procurement and deployment of grid services.

Ulupono supports the desire for more information and data to inform a future GSPA Assets PIM.
At this time, the amount of contracted and available grid services is relatively small and thus the

issue of increasing grid services is more important than the issue of how best to utilize the
resources.**® Ulupono supports Hawaiian Electric’s request to extend the current interim Grid
Services PIM by twelve months, or to December 31,2023In the interim, the Commission

should require the Companies to establish and maintain certain metrics, as described in the DER

Parties’ initial statement of position, including the DER Utilization Factor, as well as the grid
service availability, usage and performance information the Companies offered in their PSOP.

These efforts will fiirther inform and help to develop a longer-term Grid Services PIM that will
better address the Commission’s area of concem.**^

" 5feeStaffProposalat21.
iSee Murray Clay (Ulupono), Hearing Day 2, April 27,2022, at 5:38:31 to 5:38:47 (using the analogy of a thimble
full of water in the desert to illustrate the need to focus on increasing the amnunte of grid services relative to the
need, rather than on how the present small amounts of grid services may best be utilized).
** See HECO FSOP at 129; HECO PSOP at 78.
See Hawaii PV Coalition, Hawaii Solar Energy Association, and Distributed Energy Resources Council of
Hawaii Initial Statement of Position on Staff Proposal for Development of Priority Performance Mechanisms filed
Feb. 8,2022 at 13-16; see also HECO PSOP at 78.
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Non-PIM alternatives may be more effective to achieve the identified outcomes in

this AOC. It may be possible to predicate the utility’s request for an EPRM project, and/or
extending the use of a fossil fuel plant, on a predetermined, annual level of resource utilization

from GSPA Assets, informed by the GSPA RFPs or other reliable forecasts and assumptions, and
ultimately established by the Commission. Ulupono foresees the resource utilization threshold

as a way to ensure the use of available GSPA Assets, while also providing the Commission with
a greater understanding of the need for additional utility investments. It is also noted that the
Commission could, in addition, require the utility to supplement any EPRM or plant addition or
repowering request with a sensitivity analysis conducted in RESOLVE/PLEXOS that assumes

all GSPA Assets are being used at the guaranteed performance levels, to further justify the need
for the request.
IV.

CONCLUSION

For all of the foregoing reasons, Ulupono respectfully requests the Commission to
grant the foregoing requests concerning the proposed PIMs in this phase of the proceeding, and
grant any further relief the Commission deems just and proper.
DATED: Honolulu, Hawaii, May 11,2022.

ZsZ Douglas A. Codiga
DOUGLAS A. CODIGA
MARKF. ITO
Attorneys for Ulupono Initiative LLC

ZsZ Murray R. Clay
ULUPONO INITIATIVE LLC
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mclay@ulupono.com
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