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Mr. Nishimura asked if we could request that, alongside the figures that they are giving us for 

this study, that R.W. Beck put in the values from the 2004 study so we can visually see the 

comparison on all the Tables.  In looking at the great increase which is being requested for 

FRC, it would be good to see some correlation of numbers in system needs, or costs, etc. It 

may be because construction costs have gone up so the FRC has gone up but if it is based on 

needs, and needs are going one way and the FRC is going another way, we will have a hard 

time selling that to ratepayers and developers. 

 

Page 3-4, Needs Assessment Study, Table 3-2: Projected Capital Facility Needs 
There are four listed categories, CIP, CRP, CRPL and Undefined. 

 

Mr. D. Fujimoto requested the definition of “Undefined”.  Deputy Eddy stated that these are 

projects that do not fit into the other categories, i.e., renegotiate the water purchase agreement 

with Grove Farm, etc. 

 

Mr. Crowell asked if the FRC only addresses the CIP projects.  Deputy Eddy indicated that 

the CIP projects are not limited to providing infrastructure for future development but also 

include making up deficiencies, for example, the new tank in Stable Tank in Kapaa, a portion 

of that tank will be used to make up existing deficiencies which is a CIP project and a portion 

will be for future development.  The entire tank is a CIP project but it is not entirely for future 

demands; only the portion for future demands is eligible for the FRC.  Mr. D. Fujimoto 

indicated that the other portion would be made up by user fees. 

 

Mr. D. Fujimoto presumed that R.W. Beck did appropriate research with the appropriate 

numbers, and Deputy Eddy remarked that there is more information further on in the report 

which shows this.   

 

Mr. Crowell asked if subdivisions needing to improve sections of their existing waterline, 

would that waterline qualify for FRC improvements by the developer?   Deputy Eddy stated 

the department would require developers to upsize the pipeline to meet the developments 

needs.  Mr. D. Fujimoto felt that upsizing waterlines for increased source is a different 

category than just replacing existing sized waterlines. 

 

Deputy Eddy noted current Rules do speak about the requirements of development needs.  

Part III of the Rules does allow for cost-sharing between the developer and the Board to 

further increase the size of the pipeline to meet future needs as a planning tool so future 

developments do not have to replace it again. 

 

Mr. D. Fujimoto asked if the study reflected any projected gains by the developer, an example 

would be for in huge developments like A&B, did they get credited about 1/3
rd

 of the costs, 

the rest is a benefit to the County.  Are projected gains reflected in the study?  Deputy Eddy 

stated the FRC is paid up front and if the developer is required to put source, storage, or 

transmission then FRC offsets are required.  Mr. D. Fujimoto asked if the costs exceed the 

FRC, and if we catch up it would be good for the developers.  Deputy Eddy reported that 

R.W. Beck was bringing in real time costs. 

 

Deputy Eddy stated FRC is not allowed to be applied for the CRP and CRPL, they are shown 

for informational purposes.  Deputy Eddy stated to Mr. Nishimura that the “Undefined” 

category is not eligible for FRC, though Mr. D. Fujimoto requested Deputy Eddy check on 














