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Foreword

Thisisareport of our audit of the Department of Planning and
Permitting’s One-Stop Permit Centers. The audit was conducted
pursuant to Council Resolution 03-198, that requested the City
Auditor to review economy and efficiency activities of eight
departments that are primarily funded by general and highway fund
appropriations. The City Auditor selected the department’s One-
Stop Permitting Centers for review because they are representative
of ongoing efforts to streamline and improve a government
function.

We wish to acknowledge the cooperation and assistance of the staff
of the Department of Planning and Permitting, and others who we
contacted during this audit.

Ledliel. Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor






Office of the City Auditor
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Review and Assessment of the Department of Planning
and Permitting's One-Stop Permit Centers

Report No. 04-02, June 2004

Thisaudit wasconducted pursuant to Council Resolution03-198,
requestingtheCity Auditor toreview economy andefficiency of certain
departments’ activities. TheCity Auditor selected the Department of
Panning and Permitting’ sOne-Stop Permit Centersbecausethecenters
arerepresentativeof ongoingadministrativeand departmental effortsto
streamlineandimproveagovernment function—thebuilding permit
processingsystem.

Background

IN 1998, aspart of acitywidereorgani zation of theexecutivebranch, the
Department of Planningand Permittingwascreated by combining
variouslanduseandbuilding permit functionsintoas ngleconsolidated
department. Thenew department initiated acompl etere-engineering
effortintendedtoresultinanew departmental image, focusingon
customer service, whileseekingtoremoveredundancies, andimprove,
smplify andimprovethepermitting processes. New technological
improvements, princi pally implementation of thenew integratedonline
database system, know asPOSSE, enabl ed theintegration of many of
theinformationrequirementsnecessary for moreeffectivepermit
processing.

Permittingfunctionswerephysically consolidatedintonew One-Siop
Permit Centers. Thecenterswereimplementedwiththeintentto
consolidatethevariousbuilding permitapproval functionsintoasingle
location. Theone-stop permit center concept hasbeen successfully
employedtoimprovethebuilding permit processinanumber of other
jurisdictions.

Summary of
Findings

M aj or re-engineering effortssuch asthe Department of Planning and
Permitting’ sreformof thebuilding permit approval processrequires
careful, coordinated, andintegratedimplementation of all elementsto
ensuremaximumpotential for success. TheDepartment of Planningand
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PermittingandtheCity administrationfailedto adequately addressthe
personnel requirementsneededto effectively support thechanges
implemented. Asaresult, and despitethetechnol ogical improvements
and existenceof ahardworking and dedicated staff, thepermit centers
havenot resultedintheprojected efficiency and effectiveness
improvementsinthebuilding permit process. Whileactionsrelatingto
there-engineering processarestill underway, therehasnot beenthe
sustainedfocusonimplementationof all required elementsneededto
realizethepotentia of animproved system.

Finding1: TheOne-Stop Permit Center swereimplemented
without adequateconsider ation, evaluation, or development of
per sonnel requirementsnecessary to support changesand
achieveimprovementsin theoper ational efficiency of the

per mittingprocess.

* POSSE, anautomated permit trackingand processing system, isa
key technol ogi cal improvement implemented aspart of the
department’ sre-engineeringefforts.

* Creationof thepermit centersisessential tothesinglepoint of
contact, centralized permit processingimplementedinthere-
engineeringprocess.

*  Permitcounter staff wereoverwhelmed by POSSE input
requirements, andlacked proper skillsandtrainingtoeffectively
executethepermit processing requirements.

* Thereareinadequatein-housetraining programstoensurethat staff
areproperly trained. External training hasbeencurtailed, and staff
turnover hasresultedinashortageof experiencedin-house
personnel toconducttraining.

*  Personned skillsrequiredhad beenidentified prior toimplementation.
Despitetheknowledgethat desired personnel changesarethemost
difficultandtimeconsumingtoimplement, aproposal toaddress
staffingissueswasnot proposed until 2002, threeyearsafter the
reorganizationwasimplemented.

Finding2: Permit centerscontinuetoexperienceanumber of
oper ational problemsthat hamper thedelivery of effective
service.
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¢ Meaningful goal sandobjectivesby whichtomeasurethe
performanceof thepermit centershavenever beendevel oped.

¢ Althoughmeaningful measuresof performanceareavail able, those
that thedepartment doesreport arenot effectivemeasuresof
building permit processperformance.

*  Successful one-stoppermit centersgenerally employ a“ concierge”
positionthat utilizesaknowledgeabl estaff persontoscreenand
direct applicants, and dispenseinformationtoapplicants. The
Honolulu Permit Center utilizesapart-timecontract hireand, asa
result, thisessential positionisoftenvacant.

*  TheHonoluluPermit Center hasimplemented anumber of variations
toprocesspermits, withlittleexplanationor rational efor thechange.
Therearenomechanismstoeval uatetheeffectivenessof the
changes, and changesarei mplementedwithlittleexplanationof
guidestoinformthepublicabout processchanges.

* Permitcentersarehampered by shortagesof staff duetoturnover,
inability anddelaysinhiringnew staff, and asignificant number of
staff retirements. Thishasresultedinstaff moraleproblemsandhigh
work demandsuponexisting staff.

e Onlinepermitapplicationslack functionality and represent only about
onepercent of total building permitapplications.

*  POSSE hasanumber of capahilities, includinge ectronicfiling,
payment processi ng, and user-accessibleterminals, whicharestill
pendingimplementation.

Finding3: TheDepartment of Planningand Per mittinghasnot
addressed applicant responsibilitiesintheper mit streamlining
process.

*  Successful re-engineering of thebuilding permit approval process
placesresponsi bilitiesontheapplicantsaswell asthedepartment.

*  Departmentlacksclear guidelines, checklists, and other instructions
or writtenass stancetofacilitatecompl etion of permit applications.
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Similarly onlineinformationisminima andnotuser friendly.

Staff may unwittingly encouragesubmissionof inadequatework by
makingtheextraeffort toaccommodateandwork withinadequately
preparedapplications.

Staff continuetowork extrahoursto completework whenovertime
hasbeen prohibited, makingit moredifficult for thedepartment to
justify itspersonnel needs. Inaddition, such practicemay violate
stateandfederal employment laws.

Finding4: Thedepartment’ sfiscal sustainability goal conflicts
with itsgoal of oper ational efficiency, and can lead tothe
guestionableapplication of building per mit fees.

One-Stop Permit Centerswereestablished aspart of the
department’ sgoal toachieveefficient, timely servicethatis
responsivetotheneedsof thepublic.

IN2003, thedepartment adopted afiscal sustainability goal with
objectivestoreview itsfeestructureand ensurethat propertieswere
properly valuedfor feecal cul ation purposes.

INn2003, the City Council approved adepartmentinitiated moveto
increasebuilding permitfees. However,indoing so, theCouncil
stipulatedthat nofeesor chargesshall beincreased unlessitresulted
inimproved servicesand shorter processingtimes.

Thereisprecedent that building permit-rel ated costsshoul d beof f set
by thefeescharged. However, sinceHonolulu’ sbuilding permitfees
aredepositeddirectly intothe Genera Fund, thenexusof building
permit processfeesto costsislacking.

Thecyclica natureof theconstructionandbuildingindustry resultsin
cyclica building permitfeesthat makesfisca sustainability
questionableasagoal .

Thedepartment doesnot differentiatebuil ding permit-rel ated costs
fromnon-building permit-rel ated costs, contendingthat all costsare
buildingrelated. However,land-useand zoning activitieshave
traditionally not beenviewed asaprivategainthat canbeassociated
withaval ued assessment to cover costs.
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Recommendations
and Response

* Fundingpracticesandtheconflicting natureof thesegoal scanresult
intheinappropriate” crediting” of building permit-rel atedfeesto
traditionally non-building permit-relatedactivities. Thiscanresultin
makingitmoredifficulttosecurefundingfor additional building
permitted-relatedactions.

Werecommended that the Department of Planning and Permittingtake
thenecessary stepstoclearly identify, justify, andimplement the
personnel issuesnecessary to support thefull implementation of the One-
Stop Permit Centers. Thisincludesdeterminationof requiredstaffing
levels, staffingskills, andtrainingtoeffectively support there-engineering
efforts.

Inaddition, werecommended that thedepartment devel op specific,
measurabl egoal sand obj ectivesthat can both guideand beused to
effectively assessperformanceof the One-Stop Permit Centersandthe
changesinthebuilding permit applicationprocess.

Weal sorecommendedthat clear guidelines, checklistsand other
instructionsfor both staff and applicantsbedevel opedtoassistinthe
successful navigationthroughthebuilding permit process.

Finally, werecommended that thedepartment establishacl ear,

defens bl erel ationshi p between buil ding permit-rel ated functionsand
costs, andthefeeschargedtoassistinitseffortsto securethenecessary
resourcestofullyimplementitsre-engineeringefforts.

Initsresponsetoour draft audit report, the Department of Planningand
Permitting concludesthat it findsno valueinthereport and contendsthat
it doesnot accomplishtheexpressobjectiveof theaudit asstatedin
ResolutionNo. 03-198. Thedepartment further concludesthat it
believesthetoneand characterization of thefindingsarehurtful and
demordizingtothestaff. Thedepartment statesthat thereportishighly
biased, containsinaccuraciesof fact, demonstratesafailureto
understandthecompl ex operationsof thedepartment, andisunbal anced
ineval uating theoperating performanceof thedepartment. Whilethe
department disagreeswiththefindingsand conclusions, it contendsthat
therecommendationsgenerally havea ready beenimplemented andthat
itacceptsor agreeswith someof therecommendations.
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Thedepartment further statesthat thosewho usethepermit centersfind
ittobeavastimprovement over thepreviouspermitting systemandthat
theaudit doesnot properly eval uatetheperformancerel ativetothe
staffing shortage. Our report acknowledgesthat improvementsinthe
building permit processhaveresulted fromthepermit centersand useof
POSSE andthat staffingissuesnegatively impact theprocess. However,
based ontheissuesidentifiedinour report, westand by our conclusion
that permit center usersarenot benefiting fromthepotential benefitsof
buildingpermitsireamlining.

Thedepartmentiscritical of theauditfor not reviewingall theprocesses
that it contendsareinvolvedinthebuilding permit process. However,
thefocusandlimitationsof thereview wereawaysclearly statedtothe
department fromtheinceptionof theaudit. Weacknowledgeandare
awareof theseadditional processes, but they arenot material tothe
findingsof thereport.

Thedepartment providedadditional informationclarifying pointswithin
thereport, which, asappropriate, havebeenincorporatedintothefinal
report. Someof theinformation providedintheresponsedirectly
contradictsinformationprovidedinfileswereviewedandinterviewswe
conducted. Overall thedepartment’ sresponsedidnotincludenew
informationthat wouldwarrant achangeinour findingsor conclusions.
Weareawarethat theland and building permit processescan bevery
complicated, but wea sorecognizethat themajority of building permits
areinfactresidential permitsthat donotinvolvetheseotherissues. Our
findingsaddressissueswiththepermit centersthat exist regardl essof
landuseandzoningissues.

Finally, implementation of theOne-Stop Permit Centersaspart of the
re-engineering of thebuilding permit processhasthepotential toimprove
thebuilding permit process, butitsfull benefit cannot berealized unless
thedepartment and City administration effectively assessand pursue
resol ution of itspersonnel requirements.

Leslie I. Tanaka, CPA Office of the City Auditor

City Auditor 1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 313
City and County of Honolulu Kapolei, Hawai'i 96707

State of Hawai'i (808) 692-5134

FAX (808) 692-5135
www.co.honolulu.hi.us/council/auditor
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Historical Overview

Thisauditwascompleted pursuant toHonolulu City Council’s
Resolution 03-198, requesting the City Auditor toreview theeconomy
andefficiency of certainexecutivedepartments activities. Theresolution
asksthat thereview identify activitiesand recommend how they may be
performedmoreeconomically or efficiently, sothat genera or highway
fundappropriationsmay bereducedintheexecutiveoperating budget
forfiscal year 2004-05.

Wesel ected theDepartment of Planningand Permitting’ sOne-Stop
Permitting Centersfor review becausethe centersarerepresentativeof
ongoing administrativeand departmental effortstostreamlineand
improveagovernment function—thebuilding permit processing system.

Building permitsweredevel opedto codify theoversight of building
congtructioninorder toensurethesafety andwelfareof citizens; ensure
constructionand devel opment proceededinanorderly fashion; and
mitigatetheimpactsof privateconstructiononpublicproperty. As
communitiesgrew, consistency inbuilding coderequirementsbecame
moreimportant, leadingtotheintroductionof several “ uniform” modern
building codesat thebeginning of thetwentiethcentury.

Eventudly, threemajor building codeorganizationsemerged acrossthe
United States. Thefirsttwo, theBuilding Officialsand Code
Adminigtratorslnternational andthe Southern Building CodeConference
International, published codesthat coveredthenortheasternand
southeasternareasof theUnited States, respectively. Thethird, the
Internationa Conferenceof Building Officias, publishedtheUniform
Building Code(UBC) whichbecamethe* standard building code” for
most of thewestern United States, including Hawaii. Itisthecode
adopted by the City and County of Honolulu.

Model codessuchastheUBC ensured consistency, facilitated
compliance, and distributed thecost of codedevel opment acrossmany
jurisdictions. Typically,theUBCwasupdated every threeyearsor so;
somejurisdictions, includingHonolulu, updatedtheir ownbuilding codes
toreflect thesechanges.
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Building Code
Administration in the City
and County of Honolulu

In 1994, thethreemodel codeorgani zationscreated thel nternational
CodeCouncil todevelopacomprehensive, coordinated family of
construction codesthat could beapplied acrosstheUnited Statesaswell
asinternationally. Thecouncil publisheditsfirst set of International
Codesin2000. Department official sindicated that thenew I nternational
Codeshavebeenreviewed but Honolulu’ sbuilding codehasnot been
updatedtoreflect thechanges. Honolulu’ sbuilding codescontinuetobe
based on the 1997 UBC.

Historically, building codesandbuilding permit processngsystemsin
Honoluluhavebeentherespons bility of theCity Building Department,
whichbeganastheBuildingand Plumbing | nspection Departmentin
1909. In 1998, the City implemented amaj or reorganizationof its
administrativestructure. Itsgoal swereto makebetter useof limited
resourcesand devel opamorepublicly responsive, customer service
orientedformof government.

Traditionaly, building permit functionshavebeen combinedwith other
“building-related” functionssuchasconstructionof municipal buildings.
Other“ permitting-type” functions, suchaszoning, land-, and utility-use
permits, weredonein separatedepartments. Thecitywide
reorganization placedall devel opment permit activities—including
building permits, |and use, zoning, and sewer connections—intoasingle
department.

Effectiveduly 1, 1998, thepermit-related activitiesof theBuilding
Department, the Department of PublicWorks, andthe Department of
Wastewater M anagement werecombinedwiththeland use-rel ated
functionsof theDepartment of Land Utilizationunder asingle, new
Department of Planning and Permitting. Consolidationof thePlanning
Department’ sfunctionsintotheplanning and permitting department on
January 1, 1999 completedthereorganization. Today, thedepartmentis
organizedintosevengroups.

e  Adminidration
e BuildingDivison
e Customer ServiceOffice

¢ HonoluluLandInformation System Office(HoL1S)
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* LandUsePermitsDivision
e PanningDivison
* SiteDeveopmentDivison

Thesegroupsaddressfiveprogrammaticareas. 1) administration, 2)
building, 3) customer service, 4) planningand zoning, and5) site
devel opment.

TheBuildingDivisonisprimarily respong blefor thebuilding program,
whichadministersandenforcesbuilding, eectrical, plumbing, and
housing codes. Together, thePlanningandLand UsePermitsDivisions
adminigter planningandzoningprogramelements,including
administration of theLand UseOrdinanceand other regul ations
pertainingtolanduse. TheSiteDevelopment Divisionadministersand
enforcesthesubdivisionordinance, flood hazard district regul ations, and
City standardsandregul ationspertainingtoinfrastructurerequirements
for sitedevelopments.

TheCustomer ServiceOfficeisresponsiblefor front-lineservicestothe
public. TheofficeadministerstheOne-Stop Permit Centersandis
responsi blefor handling customer inquiries; process ngminor permitsand
permit applicationintakes; and collecting permitfees. Theofficealso
administerstheconsolidated permit recordscenter and handlesall
complaintspertainingtoviolationsof permitrequirements.

Administrationisresponsiblefor planning, directing, and coordinating the
activitiesof thedepartment. ItalsoadministerstheHonoluluLand
Information System (HoL1S), thecity’ sGeographiclnformation System
(GIS).

Exhibit 1.1 showsthecurrent organization of the Department of Planning
andPermitting.
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Exhibit 1.1
Department of Planning and Permitting
Organizational Chart

Administration

I I
Honolulu Land Administrative
Inform. System Services
I [ I I
S L . A Land Use Permits Site Development Customer Service
Building Division Planning Division e S .
Division Division Office
1 ] ] 1 [
Mechanical Code Community Action Urban Design Traffic Review Permit Issuance
- — Plans H - —
Branch Branch Branch Branch
Branch
Zoning Plan Policy Planning Zoning Regulations & Wastewater Commer_mal & Multi-
— h — — ) — — Family Code
Review Branch Branch Permits Branch Branch
Enforcement Branch
|| Building Code || Deve;on%mzeonr:ePlans | Land Use | Subdivision | | DataAccess &
Branch Change Branch Approval Branch Branch Imaging Branch
Research Planning Civil Engineering Residential Code
] Branch | Research Branch T Branch |  Enforcement
Branch
| | Electrical Code L_| Code Compliance
Branch Branch

Source: Department of Planning and Permitting
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Project Innovation
implementedto facilitate
change

POSSE an essential
elementtoimproved
permitprocessing

Thecitywidereorganizationthat created the Department of Planningand
Permitting al soreduced thetotal number of departmentsfrom25to 14
and placed thedepartment, alongwiththe Departmentsof Designand
Congtructionand PublicFacilitiesM aintenance, intheFacility

Devel opment and MaintenanceGroup. All planning, permitting, design,
constructionand mai ntenanceof publicfacilitiesand privateprojects
weretobehandledby thisgroup. Asaresult, thedepartment increased
insizefrom75to 300 employees. Recognizingthat physical
reorganizationa onewoul d not achievethedesiredimprovementsand
changesinservice, thenew planning and permitting department’ s
directorinitiatedare-engineeringeffort, “ Project Innovation,” toorganize
andfacilitatetheeffort necessary for successful changestoservice
methods. Project Innovation established thedepartment’ smission:

To provide development review and permit services
embodying the highest levels of customer service. With a
combination of professional planners, architects and
engineers, highly trained support and technical staff, state-
of-the-art technology and a re-engineered review and
approval process, our department should be a model for
government efficiency and effectiveness.

There-engineeringeffort’ sgoal wasto createanew departmental image,
emphasizing acustomer serviceorientationtomeetingtheneedsof
permit seekers. Under Project Innovation, al permitreview and
approval procedureswereexaminedtoidentify redundancies,
unnecessary steps, opportunitiestootherwiseimprove, smplify, and
changethevariouspermitting processes.

Physical changeswereimplementedtoimprovecustomer service. For
building permit processing, amajor changewasestablishment of the
One-Stop Public ServicesCenterintheHonoluluMunicipal Building.
Theconsolidationstreamlinedthebuilding permit approval processby
eliminatingtheneedtogotomultiplelocationsand by providing
coordinationtoassi stbuilding permit applicants.

Proper technol ogical andlogistical support areessentia e ementsinthe
department’ sconversiontoitscustomer serviceorientation. Tofacilitate
this, thedepartment utilizeditsAutomated Permit Trackingand

M anagement Systemto computerizeitspermit processing. More
commonly known asPOSSE (Public One-Stop ServicE), thesoftware
wasdevel oped by Computronix of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada.

POSSE compilesal permit-relatedinformationonline. Implementation
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of thesystemsignificantly expandedtheamount of building permit-
relatedinformationonlineandallowed onlinetracking of permit
applicationprogress. Italsointegrated multiplesourcesof information
intoasingleinteractivedatabase. POSSE, coupledwithinformation
already gathered, enabled staff and customersaliketo quickly access
informationabout propertiesandrel ated permits. Linkedwithexisting
Geographiclnformation System (GIS) information, POSSE presented
many opportunitiesforimprovingthedepartment’ soperations.

Personnel is the major Theplanningand permitting department reportsthat personnel isby far
expense itslargest expense, covering 94 percent of itsFY 2002-03 operating
expenses. Exhibit 1.2 showsthemagnitudeof thedepartment’s
personnel costs.
Exhibit 1.2

Department of Planning and Permitting
FY2002-03 Operating Budget Expenditure Characteristics

Current Expenses

] Equipment
Salaries 0%

94%

Source: The Executive Program and Budget, Fiscal Year 2005 City and County of Honolulu

InitsFY 2003-04 budget presentationtothe City Council, the
department reported 298 regul ar positionsconsi sting of 297 full-time
equivaent (FTE) positions, and 1 temporary position. Thedepartment
alsoreported 1 contract position—totaling 299 positions. The
department al soreported that 63 of the298 regul ar positions
(approximately 21 percent) werevacant.

Fundingis primarily from  TheDepartment of Planningand Permittingisprincipally fundedthrough
general funds Genera Fundallocations, asshowninExhibit 1.3.
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Exhibit 1.3

Department of Planning and Permitting Appropriations by Fund Source, FY2001-02 to FY2003-04

General Highway Sewer Federal Total
Fiscal Year Funds Fund Fund Grants Appropriation
FY2001-02 $13,368,743 $1,305,188 $869,768 $186,110 $15,729,809
FY2002-03 $13,190,808 $1,402,185 $953,846 $209,614 $15,756,453
FY2003-04 $12,710,594 $1,229,324 $889,330 $213,580 $15,042,828

Source: Department of Planning and Permitting

Approximately 82 percent of thedepartment’ sbudget isgeneral funded.
Thedepartment, inkeepingwiththeadministration’ sgoal, hasadopteda
salf-sustainability objective. Thedepartment contendsthat itsgeneral
fund supportisoffset by permitting feesand servicechargerevenues,
whichitreturnstotheGeneral Fund. For FY 2003-04, thedepartment
projecteditwouldreturnapproximately $12.4millionof its$12.7million
appropriation (97 percent) fromrevenuesgenerated.

Revenuesgenerated by thedepartment aredeposited directly intothe
City’ sGeneral Fund. Oneresult of thispracticeisthat thereisnodirect
link between departmental expensesandrevenues. Forinstance, the
department expectsthat for FY 2004-05, building permitsalonewill
generate$11.5millioninfees— equaling approximately 86 percent of
thedepartment’ stotal expendituresand exceedingthosefor building
permits.

Objectives of the
Audit

1. Review andassesstheimpact of the Department of Planningand
Permitting’ sOne-Stop Permit Centersonthebuil ding permit
Process.

2. Makerecommendationsasappropriate.

Scope and
Methodology

Thefocusof theaudit wasonthedepartment’ sOne-Stop Permit
CenterswithinitsCustomer ServiceOffice. Weexamined processes
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affecting boththeHonoluluand K apol el permit centers, but primarily
reviewed theHonol uluPermit Center sincethemgj ority of permitsand
interactionwithclientsoccursthere.

Weassessed theeffect of theone-stop centers' implementationonthe
building permit process. Wealsoreviewed programsintheBuilding
Divisiondirectly involvedinthepermitting process. Other departmental
programswerereviewedregardingtheir rel ationshi pandinvol vement
withthepermitting processbut wereotherwisenot examined.

Wedidnot examineor review programmatic areasof thedepartment
that addressland use, other thantoidentify their rel ationshiptobuilding
permits. Wedidnot specifically examinebuilding permit processes
whereland useand zoningissuesform part of thedecision-making
process. Thereview did examinetheprocessesinvolvedinbuilding
permit decision-making, but did not assesstheappropriatenessof actua
reviews. Weidentifiedexisting review processesbut did not eval uate
their effectivenessor efficiencies. I nspectionsandinvestigationsresulting
fromcomplaintsandtheland useprocesswerenot specificaly
examined, other thantounderstandtheir rel ationshiptothebuilding
permit process.

Wereviewed other city and county and Stateagenciestotheextent that
they areinvolvedintheCity’ sbuilding permitting processand/or function
withinthepermit centers, but did not specifically eval uatetheir
relationship or coordinationwiththebuilding permit processandthe
planningand permitting department.

Wereviewedexistingandplanned staffinglevels, logistical and

technol ogical developments, andfundingrel atedtothecreationand
implementationof thepermit centers. Weexaminedinterna
departmental plans, reports, eval uationsand other effortsto assessthe
impact of thepermit centersand other effortsto streamlinethepermitting
process.

Wereviewedthebuilding permitfeesstructureinconjunctionwiththe
management of thepermit centersand thedepartment’ sfiscal self-
sustainability goal, but did not eval uatetheefficacy of thefeestructure
itself. Wedidnot assesstheextent towhichthefeestructureincreaseis
hel pingtoachievethedepartment'sfiscal sustainability goal.

Weinterviewed departmental administratorsand staff aswell as
judgmental samplesof consumers/clientsof thepermit centersand
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building permit process. Weal so conducted visual observationsand
reviewsof thepermit centersand other related programareas.

Wereviewed departmental goal sand obj ectivestowardsachievingfisca
sustainability, progressinachievingthisgoal, andtheir rel ationshipto
streamliningandimprovingthepermit process.

Theaudit wasconducted between November 2003and March2004in
accordancewithgenerally accepted government auditing standards
(GAGAYS).
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Chapter 2

The Potential of the One-Stop Permit Centers to
Improve Efficiency and Effectiveness in the
Building Permit Process is Not Being Realized

TheDepartment of Planning and Permitting hasinitiated anumber of

maj or changestoimprovetheefficiency and effectivenessof building
permit applicationprocessing. However, failuretoaddressfundamental
personnel and operational issuesaspart of itsreorganizationeffortshas
negatively impactedimprovementsthat havebeenmade. Similarly, while
thedepartment engagedin considerabl e planning for someaspectsof its
reorgani zation, other areasappear not to havebeenadequately
addressed. Asaresult, and despitetheeffortsof ahard working,

dedi cated staff, wefoundthat thebuil ding permit processing changes
implementedintheOne-Stop Permit Centershavenot resultedin
improved efficiency and effectivenessof thebuil ding permit process.

Summary of
Findings

1. TheOne-Stop Permit Centerswereimplementedwithout adequate
consideration, eval uation, or devel opment of personnel requirements
necessary to support changesand achieveimprovementsinthe
operationd efficiency of thepermittingprocess.

2. Permit centerscontinueto experienceanumber of operational
problemsthat hamper thedelivery of effectiveservices.

3. TheDepartment of Planning and Permitting hasnot addressed
applicantrespons bilitiesinthepermit streamlining process.

4. Thedepartment’ sfiscal sustainability goal conflictswithitsgoal of
operational efficiency, and canleadtothequestionabl eapplication of
buildingpermitfees.

11
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Failure to Assess
Personnel
Requirements Has
Hampered Permit
Centers

POSSE is an essential
elementinreorganization

Thefailuretoassessandimplement personnel adjustmentsnecessary to
support thebuilding permit re-engineering effortscontradi ctsother
departmental effortstoimproveitsprocessingsystem.

Previouspracticeoftenrequired building permit applicantsto seek
approval fromseveral different departmentsinorder toproceedwith
construction. Inevaluatingtheneedtofundamentally changetoamore
effectiveandefficient process, consolidationof thepermitting processes
inasinglephysical locationwasproposedto:

*  Reducetheburdenonapplicantstovisit humerouslocationsto
processthesamepermit.

« Facilitateand coordinatethepermit approval processby
establishingasinglepoint of contact, whileeas ng stepsneeded
by theapplicant.

* Createanenvironmentwheredifferent permittingentitieswould
beawareof, andableto coordinate, individual permit
requirements.

POSSE (Public One-Stop Service), anautomated permit trackingand
processing system, wasakey elementin Department of Planningand
Permitting’ seffortstoimplement amoreefficient and effectivepermit
approval process. Theimportanceof adopting new technol ogiestohelp
improvebuilding permit processingwasclearly statedinthefollowing
goal, established aspart of thedepartment’ sProject Innovationefforts:

Maximize the use of technology to support the efficient use
of staff resourcesin providing superior customer services,
and establish a departmental reputation for efficiency and
productivity as a public agency.

Thedepartment sought asystemthat would utilizemainstream

technol ogieswhilecentraizingand consolidatingthepermit approval
process. POSSE wassel ectedfor itsversatility and adaptability tobe
reconfiguredtomeet user needswithout significant modification. Itwas
designedtoimprovepermit processinginanumber of ways, including:

* DataTracking—Identificationof thestatusof anapplicationat
any stageof thepermit process.
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integral part of
reorganization
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* Datalntegration—Consolidationof informationrelatedtoland
useand permit processingintoasingle, integrated database.

* DataManagement and Maintenance—Consolidationof various
datafunctionstoallow one-timeentry of informationthat canbe
retrieved by many.

e DataRetrieval: Permit Conditions—Retrieval andreferenceof
informationcollectedfromvari oussourcesshownfromasingle
source.

* DataResearch—Simplificationandimproved speed of research
relatingtopermitsandland userecordsachievedthroughthe
integrationof informationintoasinglesystem.

* GISIntegration—Linkageof POSSE permit dataandtheCity’s
GeographicInformation System (Gl S) permitting graphica map
informationtobedisplayedwith permitinformation.

POSSE enabl edthevariousagenciesinvolvedinbuildingpermit
approval sto belinked throughacommon computer program, akey
factor for integration of theprocess. For thesereasons, department
officialsconcludedthat thepermit centers successand streamlining of
thepermitting processdepended uponimplementation of the POSSE
System.

Creation of One-Stop Permit Centerswasal sointegral tothe
reorganization. Department officia sidentified duringthere-engineering
analysi sthat asinglepoint of contact for thebuilding permit processwas
essential toimprovingtheprocess.

Effortstocentralizeand consolidatepermittingfunctionsdidnot originate
withthepermit centers, however. Prior tothecity’ sreorganization, the
department hadinstituted a“ K okuaCounter” for thispurpose. With
reorgani zation, thecounter wasterminated and repl aced by the One-
Stop Permit Center.

Honolulu Permit Center processesmost per mits

IN2000, thedepartment’ sOne-Stop Permit Center intheHonolulu
Municipal Buildingofficialy opened. Thecenterwasphysicaly created
by enclosingaportion of openfloor spacewith existing officespace.

13
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Theredesigned areaaccommodated therel ocation of several permit-
related functionsfromother floorsor locations; servicessuchasthe
Honolulu FireDepartment and Board of Water Supply; the Customer
ServiceOffice sPermitlssuanceBranch; theBuilding Divison’ sPlans
Examining Section; andtheZoning Plan Review Branch. Thespacewas
alsodesignedtoaccommodatetheprincipal building permit-related
activitiesof theplanningand permitting department.

A second permit center openedthefollowingyear at Kapolei Hale, but
theHonol ulu center continuesto processmost building permit
applications. Thedepartment reported that approximately 85 percent of
permitsissuedin2003werefromtheHonolulu Permit Center.

Exhibit 2.1
The Honolulu One-Stop Permit Center Counter

Honolulu’s* one-stop” center isamisnomer

AlthoughtheHonoluluPermit Center consolidated variousapplication
andapproval permittingactivitiesintoasinglecenter, it hasnot achieved
itsintent of beinga“one-stop center.” Atleast two building permit-
related approval agenciesarenot (or areonly partially) integratedinto
thepermit center.
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Thestate Department of Healthisrequiredtoapprovebuilding permit
applicationsfor avariety of projectsincludingfood establishments,
beauty salons, andthoseinvolvingcommercial air conditioning. Asthe
county did not haveameansto compel stateparticipationinitssingle
permit center, Department of Heal th permitsmust still beappliedfor
directly. Butevenif thehealth department had agreedtointegrate
functioning, spacelimitationsmay havepreventeditjoiningtheHonolulu
Permit Center.

Exhibit 2.2
The Honolulu Permit Center Has Consolidated Most Permit Functions
Into One Location

Spacelimitationsat thepermit center havecontributedtoasplitin
servicesfromtheHonoluluBoard of Water Supply. Theboard must
approvebuilding permit applicationsthatinvol veadditional or changesto
existing plumbingfixtures, andthosethat may affect water easements,
meters, andwells. TheHonolulu Permit Center |lacked thespaceto
houseinformationnecessary for thewater boardto approvesometypes
of applications. For thoseinstances, applicantsmust gototheBeretania
Street Board of Water Supply buildingto seek permit approval.

However, thedepartment hassuccessfully consolidated anumber of
other formerly separatesteps, such aswastewater (sewer) management,
fireand electrical code, and someBoard of Water Supply applications.
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Theseapproval scannow besecured at theHonolulu Permit Center. A
departmental officia al soreportedthat thephysical proximity withinthe
center hasresultedinincreased knowledgeand coordination between
agencies. Greater interactionand awarenesshasdevel oped among staff
asaresult of theincreased communi cation madepossi blethrough
locationinthecenter.

Kapolei Hale Permit Center’sservicesarelimited

TheKapolei HalePermit Center openedin 2001, ayear after the
Honolulu Permit Center. Althoughboth centersarereferredtoas” one-
stop,” theK apolel Permit Center hasnever hadtheresourcesavailable
toeffectuatethis. Kapole’ spermit center wasestablished primarily to
servicel eeward coast projects, asopposedtotheisland-wide
orientationof Honolulu’ spermit center. Permit processingat Kapolei is
limitedto® modest permit processing” suchassignage, smple
remodeling, andresidential permit applications. I nspection servicesthat
servicedthel eeward areawereal sorel ocatedtotheK apolei Permit
Center.

Exhibit 2.3
The Kapolei Permit Center Has Only Two Permit Counter Staff

WhiletheK apolei Permit Center canacceptall permit applications,
morecomplex andcommercial useapplicationsareforwardedto
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Honolulufor processing. Inaddition, withtheadvent of its* onlinepermit
applicationprocess,” thedepartment assigned Kapol ei center staff the
respong bility for transferring permit applicationinformationinto POSSE
andinformingapplicantswhentheir applicationsareready for

processing.

StaffingfortheKapolel Permit Center wasachieved by transferring staff
fromtheHonolulu Permit Center. Despitethis, theKapole center has
never beenfully staffedinaccordancewithitsofficial organizational
makeup. The“branchchief” positionmeant to headtheK apol el center
hasnever beenfilled and aplansreviewer positionremainsvacant.

Exhibit 2.4
The Board of Water Supply is the Only Other Agency in the Kapolei
Permit Center

Disparatewor kloadsexist

Asnoted above, theHonol ulu Permit Center processesthemajority of
permit applications, maintainsalarger staff, and offersmorepermit-
related servicesthanKapolei. Despitethis, wefoundthat aworkload
disparity existsbetweenthetwo centers.

Weaskedthedepartment for thenumber of permitshandled at each
center. Thedepartment reported that in 2003 theK apolei center issued
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Personnel requirements
were inadequately
assessed prior to
implementation

2,387 permitsand theHonolulu center issued 13,328 (nearly al:6
ratio). Kapolei, withtwo permit counter clerks, averaged 1,193.5
permitsper clerk whileHonoluluaveraged 2,468 permitsfor each of the
average5.4 permit counter clerk positionsstaffed— nearly twicethe
number per clerk asinKapolei.

Thoughwerecognizeother factors(suchastheKapolei center’s
acceptanceof applicationsthat arecompl eted by Honol ulu) canaffect
workloadfigures, therestill existsasignificant disparity inpermits
processed betweenthetwo centers. Further, withlimited staffingat the
Kapole center, personnel fromtheHonol ulu Permit Center may be
requiredto* cover” Kapolel whentherearestaffing shortagesdueto
illnessor vacation.

Proper assessment andimplementation of personnel adjustmentsare
essential elementsinany re-engineering project. Thedepartment
implemented both physi cal andtechnol ogical changesaspart of its
reorganization. Cons derableplanningwasinvolvedintheidentification
andimplementationof POSSE, itsintegrationwiththecity and county’ s
geographicinformationsystem (Gl S), andthecomputerization necessary
toimplementthesystem. However, wefoundthat therewasinsufficient
consideration of staffingrequirementsand theadj ustmentsnecessary to
effectuatethem. Asaresult, thepermit centers’ ability toimprovethe
building permit processishindered.

Extensiveworkflow anayseswereperformedinpreparationfor
implementing POSSE and personnel wererel ocatedtothenew centers.
However, it doesnot appear that essential el ementssuchasdetermining
thenumber and skill mix of personnel neededtoeffectively support both
POSSE andthenew, streamlined permit processwereconsidered.

Per mit counter per sonnel overwhelmed

Both departmental official sand applicantsreported that permit counter
staff wereoverwhel med by havingto set up POSSE accountsfor all
building permit appli cationsand assi sting applicantsat permit counters.
POSSE isasequential system, requiring compl etion of aseriesof steps
forthecomputerized permittracking systemtofunction. Wheninitialy
implemented, responsibility for enteringinitial building permitapplication
informationinto POSSE rested with permit center counter clerks.

Departmental officialsnotedthat amajor problemwith POSSE isthe
timeit takestoenter datarequiredto establishanew permit application.
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POSSE requiresthat acomputer record beestablishedto proceedwith
theapplicationprocess; a so, somerequiredinformationisneededto
meet reporting, not permit application, requirements. For example,
informationfor the State DataBook must beentered aspart of the
building permit application procedure. Wefound no evidencethat
officia sassessed POSSE’ sdatai nput requirementsbeforeimplementing
thesystem. Althoughtrainingwasprovided onhow touse POSSE, test
runsor simulationsof theapplication processmight havebrought this
problemtolight beforethesystemwasputinto operation.

Permit processinginput requirementscontinuetosiow per mit
intake

Applicantsreportedthat implementationof thenew systemimmediately
dowedthebuilding permit process, notingit wasnot uncommontowait
threeor four hoursto be seen by apermit counter clerk. Somecould
spend hoursat thepermit center yet not beserviced. Oneapplicant
reportedthat evenat POSSE’ sinauguration, ademonstration of thenew
“20-minuteprocess’ took over 45minutes— madepossibleonly
becauseanumber of stepshad been completed beforethe
demonstration started. Applicantsal soreportedthat although permit
counter personnel arenow moreskilled and variousadjustmentshave
beenmadetotheprocess, itisstill possibletowait hoursbeforeseeinga
permit counter clerk.

Inanattempttoalleviatethelogjam created by POSSE’ sprocessing
requirements, department officia sprioritized thedataentry
requirements. Informationnot consi dered essential forinitial intakebut
still requiredfor POSSE permit trackingwasassignedto astaff member
onloanfromthedepartment’ sHonolulu L and Information System
(HoL1S) office. Whilethisrelievedthepermit counter clerksof some
entry requirements, itremainsatemporary solution. Further, becausethe
|oaned staff member doesnot haveabuilding permit application
background, dataisentered but itsaccuracy and correctnessisnot
reviewed.

Skill requirementswer enot identified prior toimplementation

Another problemwith conversiontothe POSSE systemwasafailureto
ensurethat permit counter clerk staff possessed proper skillsandtraining
prior toimplementation. Bothdepartmental officia sand applicants
reportedthat permit counter clerkswerenot adequately trainedto
performtheir new duties. For instance, inadditionto POSSE input
skills, clerksshoul d beabl etoread blueprintsto understand what they
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The department lacks
adequatetraining
programs

arereviewing. Lackingtheseskills, theclerksmust often seek theadvice
of other staff. Thisbothdelaystheintakeprocessanddistractsother
employeesfromtheir normal functions.

Notably, theskillsneededto properly staff thepermit counter had
previously beenidentified. Personnel who staffedtheK okuaCounter,
the 1998 precursor tothecurrent one-stop centers, providedtheir
feedback and concerns, many of whichweresimilartothose
encounteredwiththepresent permit center. However, theseconcerns
werenot dealt withanditwasnot until several yearsafter thepermit
center openedthat aproposal to addressitspersonnel requirements
emerged.

Proposal toadjust staff support not introduced until 2002

INn2002, threeyearsafter reorgani zation, thedepartment proposedthe
creationof a“ permittechnician” positiontoupgradeandreplacethe
clerical classificationof thepermit counter staff. Theproposal
recognizedthedisparity betweenexisting skill requirementsoutlinedin
theclerical jobclassificationandthosedesiredtoeffectively performas
permit counter clerks. Theproposal alsoestablisheda“ career track”
intendedtoencouragestaff toremaininthesepositions.

A departmenta official notedthat whilethestaffing proposal hashada
positivereceptionfrom City administration, theearliest someof the
changescanbeexpectedisFY 2005-06, six yearsafter thepermit
centersopened. Failuretoassessand addressthese personnel
requirementsearly intheprocesshascaused|onger delaysinneeded
adjustmentsand continuesto hamper thedepartment’ sgoal of improving
itspermit-processingsystem.

Thelack of effectivetraining programs, manual s, and other guidesal so
impedesthesmoothdelivery of building permit application services. Our
requeststoreview building permit processtraining-rel ated materials
yieldedlimitedinformation. A permit supervisor wasableto producea
few handwritten checklists, but stated that noformal trai ning manual sor
other sourcedocumentsexisted. Onepublished guidethat was
referenced wasmorethan 16 yearsol d; thesupervisor admitted much of
itsinformationwasoutdated, although somegeneral information
remainedrelevant.
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Theusefulnessof guidesandtraining material sisrecogni zed.
Department official sproduced proceduresmanual sand guidesthat have
beeninplaceand utilized by other divisionswithinthedepartment.

Wefoundthat adraft proceduresmanual had been preparedfor the

K okuaCounter, the preceding permit-processing center. However, two
Customer ServiceOfficestaff expressed noknowledgeof sucha
manual. Thedepartment official whodraftedtheK okuamanual
informedusthat her involvement initsdevel opment ceasedwiththe
termination of theK okuaCounter. Thedepartment wasunableto
provideevidenceof smilar effortstodevel op aproceduresmanual for
thenew permit center.

Staff tur nover simpact in-housetraining

Departmental official sacknowl edgedthat building permit processand
applicationtrainingismostly informal, on-the-job, and dependent upon
moreexperienced staff to provideguidance. Without guidelinesor
manuals, thereisnoassurancethat staff areconsistently trained.

Thedepartment al so noted that sincereorgani zationtherehasbeena
significantturnover of experienced staff, withmany of themost
experiencedretiring. Anofficial reportedthat 11 staff retired at “ about
thesametime” in2001, andthetrend hascontinued. Thisresultsina
lossof “ corporateknowledge,” or ability totransfer knowledgegained
through experiencetonewer staff. Separations, new hires, and alack of
formal referenceandtrainingmateria sresultsinpoorly trained staff who
lack theknowledgetoeffectively carry out their duties.

Exter nal traininghasbeen curtailed

Trainingfromvariousnationa organizationsisavailablefor someof the
moretechni cal aspectsof buildingpermit processing, suchas
understandingandinterpretingtheUBC or newer International
Construction Codes. However, fundingfor training hasdecreased, and
adepartmental administrator reportedtheability to send staff toexterna
trainingopportunitiesislimited. Another official stated, though, that
external trainingwouldstill beconsideredif divisionssubmitted such
requests. Internal correspondencesupportsthevariability of fundsfor
training, but unlessproperly communicated, thiscouldresultina
reluctancetorequest suchtraining.

Regardlessof whether theinability toattend external trainingisperceived
or actud, failluretosecuresuchtrainingstill resultsinthediminished
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Permit Centers
Continue to
Experience
Operational
Problems that
Hinder Service
Delivery

Measurable goals and
objectives have not been
established

ability of senior staff tokeepupwith current practices. Inturn, they are
unableto provideupdated guidanceto other staff through on-the-job
traning.

Thedepartment’ sHonol ulu Permit Center experiencesoperationa
problemsthat impedeitsability toprovideeffectiveservices. Wefound
that thedepartment hasnot established meaningful goal sand objectives
or provided benchmarksagai nst which performancecan bemeasured.
Asaresult, therearenoeffectiveprocedureswithwhichtoeval uate
performance. Adjustmentsinservicesappear tobereactionary andare
implementedwithout eval uatingtheir effectiveness. Wea sofound other
practicesand procedures, implementedtoassi st withand streamline
permit processing, whichappear tobeineffectual .

Government programsand servicesexist toachievestated goal sor
purposes. Government agenciesareexpectedto achievesuch purposes
inanefficient, economicmanner. Todeterminewhether anagency’s
purposeisbeing achieved and how effectivelyitisdoing so, measurable
standardsmust beestablished. Wefound that meaningful goalsfor the
permit centersandimprovementinthebuildingpermitapplication
processhavenot been established. Thefew performancemeasurements
that arereported do not providemeaningful feedback about thecenters
effectiveness.

Weasked department official sfor copiesof any plans, evaluations,
performancemeasures, or eval uation mechani smsused to assess
performanceof thepermit centers. Wefoundthat no specificgoal sor
expectationshavebeen established nor eval uationsor assessments
performed. Oneofficial wasunabletoanswer questionsconcerninghow
thedepartment knowswhether thepermit centersareachievingtheir
intended purpose, how it eval uateswhat worksand what doesnot, and
how it determineswhat adjustmentsareneeded. Another reported that
commonly understood objectivesexist but wasnot awareof any in
writing. Shenoted, however, that whileshewasnot awareof any
specificmeasuresof success, effectiveness, or of any eval uationsor
assessment efforts, that many issuesandideasareinformal ly discussed.
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Reported performancemeasur ementshavelittlemeaning

Thedepartment reportsthenumber of permitsprocessed eachyear and
thepurported valueof thepermitsissued. However, neither areeffective
measuresof building permit processperformance.

Thenumber of permitsprocessedreflectstheheal th of theconstruction
industry and economy ingeneral, butisnot ameasurement of permit
center performance. By itself, it doesnot demonstratethat any given
changeinthebuilding permit processismoreor lesseffective. Factors
suchasaveragetimeto processpermits, number of permitsprocessed
comparedtonumber of applicationssubmitted, or ssimilar measures
would providemoremeaningful measuresof performance.

Permitvaluesarea soanineffectivemeasurement of performance.
Building permit-rel ated feesarebased ontheval ueof theproject
requestingabuilding permit, makingval ueindicativeof therevenuethe
department can expect fromanapplication. Thedepartmentistherefore
obligedtoverify that thestated val ueof aproposed projectis
reasonable. Staff reportedthey usestandardized estimatesbased onthe
natureof work requestedto verify that stated project valuesare
reasonable. Whilepermit valuesareanimportant indicator of expected
departmental revenues, they areprimarily areflection of marketforces
affectingtheproposed construction, not ameasurement of the
effectivenessor efficiency of thebuildingpermit process.

M eaningful measuresar eavailable

Althoughthedepartment hasnot yet arti cul ated meaningful performance
measuresforitsbuilding permit process, the POSSE permittracking
systemisalready capableof reporting such measures. For example,
POSSE canreport theaveragenumber of daysto processbuilding
permitsby type. By comparingthesetimestodatacollected before
POSSE’ simplementation, thedepartment coul d determinewhether the
new system hasquickened, or improved, thepermitting process.

However, asshowninExhibit 2.5, total processingtimehassteadily
increased sincethe 1999 reorgani zation and birth of thepermit centers.
Whilethedatadoesnot explainthereasonfor theincreases, it does
illustratean areathat needstobeaddressed. It also confirmsapplicants
concernsthat del aysinobtainingbuilding permitsaregrowingasthe
volumeof applicationsincreases.
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Exhibit 2.5
Average Days to Process Various Building Permits
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Furthermore, whileapplicationshaverisenasshownin Exhibit 2.6, the
annual volumeof permitsissued hasdropped. Departmental reports
show that theannual number of permitsissued between FY 1992-93and
FY 1995-96 exceeded thoseissuedinthelast year. Suchfiguressupport
concernsthat establishingthepermit centershasnot streamlinedthe
building permit process. Perhapsmoreimportantly, suchinformation
shoulda ert management to potential workload or processissuesand
trigger themtoidentify correctionsor changesneeded.
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Exhibit 2.6

Building Permits Issued Per Fiscal Year, FY1992-93 to FY2002-03
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Permit processing
deadlines are
meaningless

Thedepartment hasa sodemonstrated knowledgeof meaningful
measurements. Planningdocumentswereviewedidentified specific
performancemeasuresthat could beused asaguidetodetermine
effectivenessandefficiency and providemoremeaningful information
thanthemeasurescurrently used. However, noexampleswerefoundto
indicatethedepartment hasempl oyed thesemeasuresto assess
performance.

Section91-13.5, Hawaii Revised Statutes(HRS) requiresagenciesto
adopt rulesthat specify amaximumtimeperiodinwhichtogrant or deny
any permit, license, or approval. Failureof anagency togrant or deny
anapplicationwithintheestablishedtimeperiod becomesanapproval by
default.

InDecember 1999, the Department of Planningand Permitting revised
itsproceduresfor processing building permit applicationsby introducing
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Exhibit 2.7
Automatic Building Permit Approval Guidelines

the Automatic Approval process, aseriesof timelimitsinwhichto
review applications. TheseareshowninExhibit2.7.

Category Maximum Time Limit before Approval

Single-family/duplex dwellings, alterations and 2 full working days
additions, accessory structures, walls and fences

Projects with valuation less than $50,000, sign 14 calendar days
permits, and relocation permits

Projects with valuation between $50,000 and 28 calendar days
$999,999

Projects with valuation between $1,000,000 and 42 calendar days
$9,999,999

Projects with valuation $10,000,000 and over 70 calendar days

Source: Department of Planning and Permitting

Departmental policy statesthat if asecondreviewisrequired, thetime
limitfor reviewisone-haftheinitial limit. Procedureswereaso
establishedtoresolveany problemsshouldapermit not beapproved
after asecondreview. Adoptionof theseguidelinesandtimelimitswas
part of thedepartment’ seffort toissuepermitsmorequickly,
consistently, andpredictably.

Departmental staff and applicantsboth acknowledgethat thesetime
limitsareessentially meaningless. Althoughany applicant canrequest
automaticapproval if thetimelimitisexceeded, issuanceof suchapermit
will not stopthedepartment fromrevokingitif thesubmitted planis
subsequently determined not to meet “ basi cadequacy requirements.”
Awarethat thispotential revocationmay createmoreproblemsthanthe
delay, applicantsgenerally donot apply for theautomaticapproval. In
addition, theself-certificationoptiongiventoapplicantsor their licensed
professional representativeisnot viableduetotheliability concernsthe
professiona wouldincur.

Werequested aPOSSE report showing thenumber of daystoreview
each building permit application by category. A randomnumber of
applicationswerethen selectedineach category for review of
compliancewithapproval deadlines. Wefoundthat timelimitsfor
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commercia permit processing had beenroutinely surpassed. Inone
sample, theaverageprocessingtimefor all permitsinthat category was
almost doubletheallowedtimeand over athird of theapplicationsdid
not meet thedepartment’ sownguidelinesfor processing.

Thelargenumber of applicationsexceedingtheprescribed deadlines
coupledwiththerel uctanceof applicantsto pursueautomaticapproval
limitsrenderstheautomaticapproval deadlinesmeaningless. Sincestaff
areawarethat applicantsgenerally do not pursueautomaticapproval,
thereareno consequencesfor failuretocomply withtimeframes.
Supervisorsacknowl edgedthat they do not monitor or enforceoverdue
permitapplications. Furthermore, giventhat thedepartment-established
applicationapproval timeframesarepresumedto berealistic estimatesof
thetimeneededto processvariousapplications, weconcludethat by the
department’ sownstandards, itsreorgani zationandstreamliningis
ineffective,

TheHonoluluPermit Center and supporting staff haveinstituteda
number of operational changestotry toalleviatesomeprocessing
problems. Applicantsal sonoted that permit center staff aresincere,
hardworking, helpful,andtry their best giventhat they may alsolack
someneededskills. However, without meaningful guides,
measurements, or analyses, theadj ustmentsappear to bereactionary,
makeshift solutions. Someadjustmentsreverttopreviousprocedures
withamost nonotice. Othersappear reactionary and do not address
underlyingissues, suchaspersonne problems.

Per mit Center lacksfulltimeconcierge

TheHonolulu Permit Center wasdes gned toaccommodatea
“concierge,” or reception/information desk to assi st and gui deapplicants
towardsappropriateserviceareasand helpalleviateovercrowdinginthe
permit center. Theconciergedeskisprominently located, directly facing
theentry tothepermit center andalogical “first stop” for anyone
enteringthecenter.

Common practiceinother jurisdictionsistousesuchaposition, which
canbevita inpromotingeffectiveoperations. A concierge, literally a
gatekeeper, canperforminitia screening, determineapplicants permit
processing needs, and direct themto appropriatenext steps. Tobe
effective, aconciergeneedsto beknowledgeabl eintheprocess; when
functioning correctly, aconciergecaneliminateconfusion, provide
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essential first contactinformation, and assistintheeffectiveflow of work
withinapermit center.

TheHonoluluPermit Center’ sconciergepositionisfilledby apart-time
contract hire. Department official sreported that thecontract hireisa
retireewhoisknowledgeableinthebasicpermitting process. However,
withonly part-timehel p, thestationisoftenvacant, leaving applicantsto
fendforthemselves. Theofficiassaidthatfillingthispostionfull-time
withasufficiently trained personwouldimprovetheapplicantflowinthe
permit center and probably relievesomeof thedemand placed onthe
permit counter clerks. Thisopinionappearsto besupportedinother
jurigdictions, where, unlikeHonol ulu, establishment of theconcierge
positionwithqualified personnel wasincluded asanintegral part of
reorganization.

Department vacillateson ticketing system

Thepermit center usesanumberedticket systemtoal ert customersthey
areready to beserved. Thedepartment’ sFY 2002-03 annual report
statesthat aone-ticket systemwasintroducedtoalleviatetheconfusion
of theprevioustwo-ticket syssemwhichutilized alternating colors. In
both systems, handwritten numberedticketsaredrawnand applicants
areservedinorder of thenumber called.

Under aonenumber system, applicantsareserved onafirst-come, first-
servedbasis. However, thesingleticket systemisal soasourceof major
criticismabout thepermit center’ slack of customer-serviceorientation.
Becauseall customers, whatever their purpose, must waitinthesame
gueue, somemay wait hourstobeservedfor arelatively short
procedure. Forinstance, initial applicantsmust waitinthesamelineas
thosewhose permitshavebeen approved and arethereto make
paymentsand pick up permits. Knowledgeableapplicantsknow that
paymentscan bedropped off for processingandthat permit counter staff
will interrupt what they aredoingto accept drop-off of payments,
particul arly becausethey may involveasubstantial sum. However, for
thosenot familiar withtheprocessandwaitinginline, thisaction,
however short, may beviewed aspermittinginterruptionsto someone
whomay havewaited hoursto get tothecounter for service.

Previously, thecenter used atwo-ticket system. Oneticket wasfor
processing permit applicationsand another for making paymentsand
picking up permitsgranted. Confusi onensued becauseapplicants
frequently did not know whichticket totake, or took oneof eachinan
attempt to beserved sooner. Staff reported that applicantswouldal so
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becomeupset and complai nbecausethose making paymentswouldbe
serviced must faster thanthoseapplyingfor permits. Someproblems
wereattributed tothedesignof thepermit center, whereall customers
must waitinthesamearea. Althoughwedidnotview thepermit
center’ sconditionsunder thetwo-ticket system, weobserved acurrent
lack of signsdirecting applicantsuponenteringthecenter.

Department officia swerenot ableto demonstrateconsi derati on of
aternativesprior toimplementingthechangetoaone-ticket system.
Althoughconversiontoaone-ticket systemwasintendedtoeliminate
confusion, adepartment official opinedthat atwo-ticket systemwas
moreeffective. However, withexisting staff shortages, therewere
insufficient counter staff availableto makethetwo-ticket method
functiond.

Thetwo-ticket systemissimilar totheconcept of anexpresslane, where
singletransactionsaredealt withquickly inaseparateline. Inmany
ingtitutionsthat useexpresslines, counter staff returntoservingregular
customerswhendemandintheexpresslinediminishes. Wewereunable
toobtainevidenceshowingthat alternativeswereeval uatedintheone-
versustwo-ticket systems, but wequestionhow muchanaysiswas
actually performedto determinethenatureof theproblemandan
appropriateresponse.

Variationsin servicehavebeen attempted

Other variationshavebeenemployed at thepermit counter. In
November 2003, whenwestarted fiel dwork, aseparatesign-up sheet
wasbeingusedfor first-timeapplicants. First-timeapplicantsgeneraly
requiremoreass stanceand guidanceinmakingabuilding permit
application. Itwasreasonedthat by separatingthemfromthegeneral
ticket number systemand assigning onepermit counter clerk toattendto
thefirst-timeapplicantslist, frequent applicantswoul d bemore
effectively servedinthesinglenumber line. Temporary signswere
posted and asingle, handwritten noticewaspl aced next totheticketsto
bepulledfor theregular line. Regular counter staff wererosteredto
assistthefirgt-timeapplicants, reducingtheusua number of staff
availabletoserviceticketed applicants.

Use of aseparate sign-up sheet was promoted asoneof the
department’ sstreamlining measurestoimprovecustomer serviceinthe
department’ sFY 2002-03 annual report. However, asof January 23,
2004, theseparate sign-up sheet processwasabruptly terminated. This
changein proceduresappearsinresponsetoacomplaint that those
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walitinginthesi ngleticketing system queuewerenot beingadequately
served. Therewasno noticeposted of thechangein procedureandis
unclear whether an objectiveassessment occurred beforethechange
wasmade.

Thedepartment alsoreported that toimprovecustomer service, the
building’ ssecurity guard started distributingticket numbersjust before
7:30a.m., fifteenminutesbeforethecenter officially opened. However,
itwasreportedthat applicantsarrived asearly as5:30a.m. to securea
number. Oneapplicant reportedly arrivedat 7:30a.m., only topull
number 30andwait until 2:00p.m.tobecalledupon. Althoughissuing
ticket numbersearlier may aleviatetheinitial rushintothepermit center
whenitfirst opens, it doesnot appear to haveany effect onmakingthe
processmoreefficient or customer-oriented. Applicantsnoted that
becauseof theunpredi ctablenatureof thedaily demandfor building
permits, they must bepreparedtowait for hours.

Inaddition, supporting servicesfromwastewater management, the
Board of Water Supply, andtheHonoluluFireDepartment areal so
locatedinthepermit center at aseparateservicecounter. Thesepermit
activitiesaretakenonafirst-come, first-served basisand donot require
aticket number for service. Thepresenceof theseagenciesinthepermit
center isintendedtofacilitatecompl etion of thepermitting process.
However, astheprocessbeginsand usually endsat thepermit counter,
havingtheother agenciesonsitemay not speed processingtimesat the
permitcounters.

Not all can utilize permit center counter services

Building permitsmust beobtained for awiderangeof projects, froma
reguest to build afence, toconstructionof anofficehigh-riseor large
housingsubdivision. Whileall permitsarechannel edthroughthepermit
centers, not all areprocessed at theservicecounters. Aspreviously
noted, theK apolel Permit Center canreceiveall typesof permits, but
canonly processsmaller, residential-typepermits. TheHonoluluPermit
Center handlescommercia aswell asresidential applications.

Tobetter accommodatethevariety of applicantsusingthepermit center,
thereisalimit of twoapplicationsper person at theservicecounters.
Therefore, larger commercial or residential projectsor professionalswith
morethantwo permit applicationscannot utilizetheservicecounter.
Building permit professionalsmust either limit eachvisittothecounter to
twoapplicationsor deposit their applicationsfor processing at afuture
time. Thisessentially bypassesthepermit counters.
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TheHonoluluPermit Center hasinitiated effortstoaccommodatemulti-
permit applicationswhilestill maintainingitstwoapplicationsper person
rule. Housingdevel opers, for example, may buildmulti-home
subdivisionsand allow each housetobecustomized. Thisrequires

obtai ningabuilding permit for eachhouseapprovingtheparticul ar
combination of el ementssel ected by thebuyer. Suchaprojectis
referredtoasa“ master-track” project or commercial residential

devel opment and may apply for multiplepermitsat atime. TheHonolulu
center hasassigned onepermit counter clerk to handlemaster-track
applications, givingpriority tosuchapplicationsbeforereturningto
serviceapplicantsinthegenera queue. Under thissystem, master-track
applicationsareaccepted but arenot processed until sometimelater.

Thepermit center alsohastwo* self-help” areas, wherecustomerscan
bypasstheticketing system. Oneareaislimitedtoapplicantspickingup
their reviewed plans, theother isfor thosecollectingtheirissued building
permits. Frequent applicantsknow that theseself-helpareasexist;
however, occasional or first-timeusersmay not beawareof them. The
Honolulu Permit Center lacksclear signagedirecting applicantstothese
areasor hel pingthem determinewhether they needto obtainaticket
number. Asaresult, someapplicantsmay unnecessarily takeaticket
andwaitalongtimefor serviceonly tofindthey could haveused aself-
helparea.

Staff tur nover sand shortagesar esignificant and affect morale

Department officias, staff, and appli cantsexpressed concernthat the
permit counter system|ackssufficient personnel resourcestofunction
effectively. Applicantsgenerally agreedthedepartment lackedan
adequatenumber of staff aswell assufficiently trained staff tofunction
effectively. Someapplicantsnotedthey or other professional shad
participated onmorethanonestreamliningtaskforce, repeatedly
identifying both operational and procedural suggestionsfor changesthat
havenot beenimplemented.

Officia sagreedtheHonol ulu Permit Center hasbeennegatively
impacted by ashortageof staff. Duetohiringrestrictions, vacanciesat
thepermit counter havecontinued. Departmental staffingreports
showedthat of eight permit counter positionsat theHonol ulu center, only
anaverageof 5.4werestaffedat any giventime. A supervisor also
informed usthat Honol ulu-based clerksareassignedtoassist at the
Kapole Permit Center whenever oneof thetwoKapole counter staff is
ill or onvacation. Overall, thedepartment reported avacancy factor of
approximately 19 percent. TheCustomer ServiceOfficewithnine
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vacant positionshad avacancy factor of approximately 15 percent.
Sincecreation of thepermit center in 1999, thedepartment hasreported
vacanciesashighas28percentin FY 2002-03.

Departmental officia sand applicantsal so stated that counter staff suffer
fromlow moral ebecausecontinued staffing shortagesprevent thepermit
centersfromeffectively streamliningtheir operations. Staff contendthat
vacant positionsareoften*”frozen” and cannot befilled. Whilethe
department wasunableto providewrittendirectivesevidencingthese
hiringfreezes, wenotethat asthemajority of itsexpendituresarein
personnel costs(over 90 percent), any budgetary restriction necessarily
trandatesintoaninability tofill positions(hiringfreeze).

Theadministrativeservicesofficer notedthat prior toFY 2002-03 City
administrationbudgetary concernseffectively curtailed any seriousefforts
tofill existingvacancies. However, theofficer noted thatinthecurrent
fiscal year, approval had beengiventofill somevacanciesandthiswould
bringtheHonolulu permit center counter uptothefully authorized
staffinglevel. InJanuary 2004, departmental officialsconfirmedthat the
last remaining permit counter vacancy positionfor theHonolulupermit
center wasabouttofilled. However, Customer ServiceOfficepersonnel
andtheadministrativeservicesofficer agreed that evenwiththefull
staffing of thepermit counter, they would beunabl eto meet current
applicantdemandfor services. Whilethey contended that staffingwould
still beshort, noevidencewasprovidedthat any effort had beenmadeto
identify adesiredstaffinglevel. A consultantretainedtoassistthe
departmental reorgani zation, noted that theshortageof staff inthe
department resultedininsufficient personnd tofulfill therequired
departmental functionsandthat any designsystemimprovementscould
not overcomethelack of personnel.

Itwasa sonotedthat therecently filled positionsarebasically trainee-
level positionsand new hireswoul drequireconsiderableon-the-job
trainingbeforebeing abletoassumefull responsibilitiesat thepermit
counter.

Other staffing issues exist

Themagjority of building permit applicationsareresidentia permitswhich
areall processed at thepermit counter. Althoughtherearedelayswith
waitingfor counter service, applicantsagreethat thevast mg ority of
theseapplicationsareprocessed withinthetwoworking day guideline.
Commercial permit applications, however, may either beprocessed at
thepermit counter or dropped of f for later processing. Applicantsare
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thennotifiedwhentheir applicationshavebeenenteredintothesystem
for further processing.

Onceacommercial applicationfilehasbeenestablishedin POSSE, itis
referredtotheBuilding DivisionplanreviewersintheHonol ulu Permit
Center. Asprevioudy noted, wefoundthat commercia permits
routinely exceed departmental ly establi shed gui delinesfor compl etion of
processing.

Thedepartment attributesthese processi ng del aysto staffing shortages.
Forinstance, followingreorganization, theBuilding Divisionwentfrom
12toaslow as6 planreviewers; itisnow upto 8. Inadditionto plan
reviewers, thedivisional soreported 28 of 102 positionsasvacant.
Accordingtothedepartment, it hasrequested approval tofill 12 of these
28positionsinitsFY 2004-05 budget.

Departmental officia shaveattributed thestaffing shortagetoseveral
factors.

* Natural attrition, sncemany staff weredligiblefor retirement;

* Other staff either eligibleor nearingretirement electedtoretire
rather thanlearnthenew POSSE system. Many Building
Divisionpersonnel were“computer illiterate” and, facedwith
learning anentirely new computerized method, electedtoretire
orleave;

* Budgetary restrictions, which“froze” vacancies—makingthe
department unabl eto hirenew employees; and

* Moraeproblems. Giventhedifficultieswithproper staffing,
somemanagement-level positionsremainunfilledbecauseof the
perceived|ack of support that makesachievingthejob
regpongbilitiesunredigtic.

Furthermore, departmental official snoted that thel ossof experienced
staff andinability toreplacethemhasresultedinincreased workloads
andthereforelonger approval timesfor applications. They alsopointed
out that newer, lessexperienced staff takelonger toreview each
application. Thisdelay iscompounded by ever increasing requirements
and complexitiesinthebuilding permit process, many of whichare

legidativelyimposed.
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Outsourcingcommercial ~ Thedepartment recently proposedutilizinga“third-party” review

plan reviews was system. Quilified privatesector professionals, certifiedtobe
proposed independent, wouldreview plansfor selected commercial projects—at

theoptionand cost of theapplicant. Applicantswhoselectedthis
processcoul dthereby bypassthedepartment’ splanreview backlogfor
anadditional cost. Thesystemwould both speed upthereview process
andlessenthedepartment’ sdemand (and costs) for additional review
staff. Theproposal iscurrently under evaluation, andwhileit hasmerits,
anumber of factorsneedto beresolved. Theseinclude, but arenot
limitedto:

* Resolutionof insuranceand liability considerationsbetweenthe
City andthoseprofessional scertified ascapableof performing
theplanreviews. If anerror or correctionissubsequently found
inanapplicationapproved by athird-party reviewer, what will
betheCity’ sresponsibility?

* Availability of professiona swillingandabletobecertifiedas
planreviewers.

* Beforeengagingareviewer, applicantswouldstill needtovisita
permit center tocertify that their applicationsareeligiblefor
third-party review. Thus, demandoncounter servicestaff will
not lessen.

*  Will certificationof eigibility for athird-party review behandled
by permit counter staff or by planreview staff, whowouldhave
originally reviewedtheplansaspart of thepermit application?
Doesthisresultinadding moretaskstotheal ready
“overwhelmed” counter staff?

* Thethird-party reviewwill involveadditional costsforthe
applicantwithout guaranteeingthat itwill speedupthebuilding
permit applicationprocess.

L ogistical issuesconcerningthird-party review still needtoberesol ved;
moreover, itisuncertainwhether thebuilding permit applicationapprova
processwill improvewithitsuse.

Information and permit Applicantsand official sbothreport that POSSE hasresulted inanumber
applicationtrackinghas  ofimprovementsandbenefitsthat didnot previously exist. Forexample,
beenimproved POSSE can generateonlinestatusreportsof all permit applications, and
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both staff and applicantscan accessthesystemto determinethestatusof
any project.

Researchand backgroundwork havebeengreatly s mplified because
applicationinformationisnow integrated and compl etehistoriesof
propertiesor projectscanberetrievedthroughonesystem. The
department notesthat POSSE i mprovementsareongoingand canbe
adjusted to meet updated user requirements. But despitethe
advancementsoffered by POSSE, wefound that anumber of potential
“front-end” benefitsavailabletothedepartment havenot been
implemented.

“Onlineper mit application” nottrulyonline

Oneof POSSE’ sadvancesisitsonlinepermit applicationfunction. The
Department of Planningand Permitting reportedinitsFebruary 2002
issueof Online@dppthat “ Oahu property ownersnow havethe
convenienceof submitting building permitsfromtheir homes, offices, or
anywherethereisapersona computer available.” Thearticlenotesthat
informationisautomatically enteredintothe POSSE database, wherea
building permitjob numberiscreated. Thenew programissupposedto
bevery*customerfriendly.”

However, wefoundthat theonlinepermit applicationfunctionfall sshort
of itspromotions. Usersand departmental staff agreed that applications
cannot becompletedonline. Staff must still usea* drag-and-drop”
computer techniquetotransfer applicants informationintotheactual
POSSE applicationfile. Thisisdoneby permit clerksat Kapolei Hale
Permit Center, whohandleall onlinepermitapplications.

Staff reportedthat it cantaketwotothreedaysbeforeanonline
applicant’ ssubmittal isreviewed andtransferredto POSSE. Therefore,
thereislittleincentivefor applicantstoapply onlineandit may befaster
togotoapermit center andwaitinlinefor theapplicationtobe
prepared. Inaddition, therearenoreal savingsif applicantsmust still
attendapermit center andwaitinline.

Weexaminedtheonlinepermit applicationandfoundthat althoughthe
informationregquestedisnot extensive, instructionsarecryptic. For
example, onerequired entry ontheapplicationformisfor atax mapkey
referencenumber. A hyperlinkisprovidedfor tax mapkeys, but that
sitehasnoinstructionsregarding theneed towritethenumber down—
despitetherebeingalink toreturntotheonlinepermit application. Once
back intheapplication, thetax map key number disappearsanditisnot
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POSSE enhancements
have not been
implemented

clear whether theapplication haspicked upthelinked number. Thetax
mapkey siteal socontainsa“ submit” option, but doesnot explainwhat
thisdoes.

Thedepartment’ swebsitecontainsvery littleinformationoncompleting
anonlineapplication— orinformationgeneraly, for that matter. For
instance, thedepartment’ snewsl etter hasnot beenupdatedinover a
year, and itsmost basi c document, Do You Need a Building Permit?is
outdated. Init, thedepartment director isincorrect; but more
sgnificantly, theminimumfeeshowndoesnot refl ect theincreasethat
becameeffectiveduly 1, 2003; andthereisno mention of theKapol el
Permit Center, whichhasbeeninexistencesince2001 andwhich
processestheonlineapplications. By comparison, other jurisdictions
websi tescontainampleinstructionsfor completing onlineapplications,
writteninplainlanguage. Inonejurisdiction, checklistsareprovidedfor
six of themost common building permit types.

Utilization of onlineapplicationsisminimal

Althoughtouted asasignificant advancein permit processing, actual
utilizationof theonlineapplicationfacility hasbeenminimal. Atour
reguest, thedepartment generated aPOSSE report of thetotal number
of applicationssubmitted online: Inthreeyears— between December
19, 2000, when the system was activated, and December 15, 2003—a
total of 386 applicationsweresubmittedonline. Thisincludesninethat
wererecorded assystemtestsonly. By comparison, morethan 40,000
permitswereissued duringthesameperiod. Thus, fewer thanone
percent of all building permitsissuedutilizedtheonlineapplication
system, supportinganapplicant’ sobservationthat theonlinesystemhas
noadvantagesandisnot very useful.

Althoughtodatethe* onlineapplication” processisnot truly online, or
direct to the database, POSSE has had the capability tobeso. Itis
possi bl ethat security concernsmay havehamperedimplementation of
thedirect onlineapplicationfeature; however, most computer systems
offer sufficient safeguardsto overcometheseconcerns.

Other enhancementshavenot yet beenimplemented. For instance,
industry professiona susecomputer-assisteddesign (CAD) tocomplete
many of thedrawingsrequiredwithbuilding permit applications.
Currently, printed copiesmust besubmitted, whicharethen scannedinto
POSSE. Acceptanceof thedrawingsin® soft copy” (computer files)
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instead of “hard” (paper) copy would s mplify thisprocess, but has
apparently not been pursued.

Likewise, having user terminal sat thepermit centerscoul d beof
assistance. Whilewaitingtobecalledfor service, applicantscouldenter
basicinformationintotheonsiteterminal. Thiswouldeasesomeof the
counter clerks datainput requirements; however, implemetationof this
enhancementisstill pending.

Onlinepayment featur ehasnot beenimplemented

POSSE i sal so capabl eof processing paymentsonlineand generatingthe
subsequent building permit. However, todate, all paymentsare
processed manually. Paymentsaregenerally sentfromtheHonolulu
Permit Center viavacuumtubetothe Department of Budget and Fiscal
Services. Whenacompl eted payment recel ptisreturned, abuilding
permitisprepared andtheapplicantisnotifiedthat thepermitisready
for pick-up. A separatesystemisusedfor applicantswho chooseto
makepaymentsandwaitfor their permitstobeissued. Useof online
paymentswoul d eliminatemanual processingstepsandallow applicants
tosubmit paymentsremotely. Electronicpayment processing couldalso
resultinfaster fundtransfers, particularly whenlargeamountsare
involved. However, useof POSSE’ sonlinepayment functionisalsostill

pending.
No accessto POSSE at per mit centers

ThePOSSE systemischaracterized by itsuser friendliness. Likeany
other system, sufficient safeguardsneedtobeinplacetoshieldthe
systemfromabuse, but theability of customerstoaccessand use
POSSE isoneof itsstronger features. Department officialsaswell as
applicantsnotedthat permit centerswouldfunctionmoreeffectively if
applicantscould accessPOSSE at thepermit centers. Whilewaitingto
beserved, applicantscoul d enter requiredinformationor review online
guidesandinformationifitwereavailable.

However, nosuchuser-access bletermina sareavailableinthepermit
centerstodate. Coupledwiththelack of educational brochures, guides,
and other assi stanceaids, theabsenceof user terminal sdoesnot
constitutethecustomer serviceorientationthat thecentersintended. In
addition, thepresenceof clearly marked aidsandafull-time*" concierge’
couldreducethenumber of applicantswho unnecessarily seek permit
counter assistance.
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The Department of Succ_essful effortstostrgaml [ n(_epermitti ng process&si notherjurisdictions
Plannin gan d havel_nvol ved (_:hangesu napplicants behavior aswe_l | asthat qf th(_e
Permittin g Has Not perml_t processing agency. Onekey tosmooth perr_nlt processing isthe
Addressed submissionof adequately prep_ared documents. Failuretosubmit

. \ properly documented appli cationsdel aystheapproval processandcan
App lican t_S . resultinstaff wastingtheir timetryingtoprocessor “fix” incompleteor
51%85322 'n?; Il 'r;[: ﬁz In inadequateapplications.
Process

Properly prepared Building permit applicantscanrangefromhomeownersseeking

applications areessential  permissiontobuildafencetodevel operswhowishtoconstructlarge

topermitstreamlining housingtractsor commercial buildings. Bothstaff andcommercial
permit applicantsacknowledgedthat afirst-timeapplicant may not
understand or befamiliar withtheprocess. Consideringthis, itis
reasonabl ethat additional time, effort, and assi stancemay beneeded
fromstaff tohel p applicantscompl etethebuilding permit application
process. Totheir credit, staff realizethat the processcan beconfusing,
especially giventhelack of published guides, and often spend extratime
assistingnew gpplicants,

However, permitting staff often spend similar amountsof timewith
“professional” applicantswhosubmitincompleteand/or inadequate
applications. For exampl e, aprofessional applicant may submit plans
that arestamped* 80 percent complete,” whenitisknownthat plans
must bestamped as 100 percent complete. Suchattemptsresultinstaff
wastingtimeattemptingto processapplicationsthat professional
applicantsalready know areunacceptable. Other professionalsmay
submitinadequateor “ sloppy work,” banking onstaff spendingextra
timeandefforttocorrecttheir materials. Someinsisttheir applications
besubmitted evenwhenthey areadvised they areincomplete. While
staff emphasi zed that many professionalsmakeagoodfaitheffortto
submit correctly prepared applications, thosewho do not causemore
delaysfortheremaining applicants.

Guidance onthe permit Although staff agreethat most professional sdotry tosubmit correctly

processislacking prepared applications, thedepartment’ slack of instructionsonthe
building permit application processcan provideanexcusefor submitting
inadequateplans. Wefoundthat thebuilding permit processlacks
checklistsor any other instructional guidesfor applicantstofollow. One
professional applicantidentified published guidesand checklists, but
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Some assistance efforts
may be
counterproductive

thesewerefromanother source. Othersindicatedthey usetheir own
independently devel oped checklists. However, theCity hasnot
developedany guides, checklistsor instructionsfor gpplicants.

Our review of thedepartment’ swebsitea soyielded aminimal amount of
informationrelatingtothebuilding permits. Infact, thewebsitelacked
currentinformationgenerally. Inmany of thebuilding permit-related
areas, information had not beenupdatedinover ayear. Such
informationthat didexistwaslackingindetail andnot user friendly.
Someinformationrestated basiclegal requirementsbut didnot offer
explanationor instructionsregardingtheserequirements.

Wefoundthat detailedinstructions, guides, and checklistsfor the
building permit processwerenon-existent, a though somehad been
developedfor other processes. |ncontrast, other jurisdictionsprovide
detail ed, step-by-stepinstructions, someeven providecheckliststo
applicants. Eventhedepartment’ sSitelnspectionDivisonhasa
checklist— onewhichclearly describeswhat must beprovidedto satisfy
asitedevelopment’ srequirements.

Oneprofessiona notedthat theonly documentationavailableistheDol
Need a Building Permit? brochure, butitismuchtoo general for
commercial applications. Inaddition, thedrawingguidelineisinaccurate.
Aspreviously noted, wereviewed boththeonlineand hardcopy versions
of thispublicationat both permit centersandfoundall of them outdated.

Effortsby staff toassi st permit applicantsmay unwittingly encouragetheir
continued attemptsto submitinadequatedocumentation. When permit
center staff assi st professional swho submitinadequatework, they are
essentially doingtheapplicant’ sjob. Whilethismay apply toonly a
small percentageof applicants, thetimeit takesstaff toreview and
correctinsufficientmateria sdetractsfromtheir ability toprocess
correctly submitted applications. Staff effortstohel pcompleteall
applicationsmeansthereisusually no consequencefor sloppy or
inadequatework by professionals, soapplicantshavelittleincentiveto
submit properly prepared applications.

Aspreviodly noted, useof overtimehasbeenprohibited. However,
departmental officialsnotethat staff continuetovoluntarily work
additional hoursto completethepermitwork. Whilethisisadmirablefor
staff, thedepartmentisunableto” credit” unofficia overtimeasanadin
completingitswork. Thishastheeffect of makingitmoredifficultto
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The Department’s
Fiscal Sustainability
and Operational
Efficiency Goals
Conflict

justify theneedfor additional personnel resourcesandmay violate
federal and stateemployment laws.

Successful streamliningandimprovementstothebuil dingpermit process
donot necessarily meanlesswork for theapplicant. Infact, morework
may beneededinitially toensurethat requirementsaremet and
processing cangosmoothly. Failureof thedepartmentto properly
communicateand enforcepermit processing requirementscontributesto
thelaxity withwhich someprofessional streat theprocess. Additional
delaysfor al applicantsand unnecessary work for permitting staff result.

TheDepartment of Planning and Permitting’ smissionistoprovidethe
publicwithefficient, timely servicethatisresponsiveandeffectivein
guidingdevel opmentto:

*  Protect our uniqueresourcesand environment;

* Providelivableneighborhoodsthat arecompatiblewith adjacent
communities;

* Provideacommunity thatisresponsivetoresidents social,
economic, cultural,andrecreational needs; and

* Ensuretheheathand safety of residents.

Based onthismission, thedepartment established goal stodevel opand
promotetheoperational efficiency of itsprogramstobest servethe
publicandapplicants. Theoperational efficiency goal wasestablishedin
1998 whenthedepartment wascreated and Project Innovationwas
initiatedtocoordinateandguideservicestreamliningefforts.

INn2003, thedepartment announced that, inaccordancewiththecitywide
initiativeof fisca sustainability established by theMayor andthe
Department of Budget and Fiscal Services, itwasembarkingonitsown
programof fiscal self-sustainability. Theprincipal goal sof thisnew
initiativearetoproactively: 1) review andrecommendincremental
changesinthefeestructurenecessary toachievethegoal; and 2) ensure
propertiesareproperly valuatedfor feecal cul ation purposes.

Thedepartment’ sannual report statesthat therecontinuetobe
improvementsinthedelivery of timely services. However, departmental
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Operational goals were
established in Project
Innovation

New fee structure has
beenimplemented

officia sand applicantsboth opined that budgetary constraints—
manifested principally instaffing shortages— has, and continuesto,
hamper thedepartment’ sability tomeetitsmissionsincethe
reorganizationwascompleted. Althoughimprovedservicesandfiscal
self-sustainability may both bedesirableand not necessarily mutually
exclusivegod's, wefoundthat thefiscal goa may preventincreased
revenuesfrombeing appliedtoserviceimprovements. Asaresult,
departmental effortstoimprovetheoperationa efficiency of thebuilding
permit processcontinuesto bestymied.

Shortly after itscreationunder acitywidereorganization, thedepartment
initiated Project Innovationtoingtitutea“ fundamental rethinkingand
radical redesign of jobsand processesto bring about dramatic
improvementinthedepartment’ sperformance.” Thisextensivere-
engineeringeffort wasintendedtoidentify andimplement changesin
practices, methods, and staff orientationto meet thedepartment’ sgoals
of operational efficiency. Startingwithland usefunctionsandeventually
focusingonbuilding permit requirements, Project Innovationused core
teamstoidentify, analyze, and eval uateeach processand recommend
suggestionsfor improvement. Proposed changeswereintendedto
facilitatetheproject’ smissionof improving thedepartment’ slevel of
service. Thisaignedwithadministration’ seffortstodownsizeand
streamlinecity governmentwhileenhancingitscustomer service
orientation.

InApril 2003, Bill 19wasintroduced to adjust anumber of the
department’ sfeesandthereby increasedepartmental revenues. Inlight
of itsfiscal self-sustainability goa , thedepartment revieweditspermit
processing-rel ated costs(primarily personnel) and other costsand
devel oped anew proposedfeestructurefor building permits. It
comparedandalignedthiswiththe1997 UniformBuildingCode
recommendedfeestructures(uponwhichHonolulu’ spermit
requirementsarebased). Wenotethat periodically raisingbuilding
permit-rel ated feesisnot anew practice— the City Council, inresponse
toadministrationrequests, hasoccas onal ly adjusted feestoreflect
national and current market trends. Themost recent previousincreases
werein 1999 and 1995.

Bill 19 waspassed and enacted asOrdinance 03-12in June 2003. In
adoptingtherevisedfeestructure, the City Council specifically stated
thet:
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The Council intends that no fees or charges shall be increased
unlesstheincrease in the fees or chargesresultsin improved
services and shorter permit processing times.

Applicantsagreedthat themost recent feeincreaseisgenerally
reasonabl e; at | east onecommented that Honol ulu’ sratesareprobably
still lower thaninother jurisdictions. Someapplicantsstated that they
would not opposean additional increaseinrates— conditional onthe
extenttowhichtheCity Council’ sstatedintentionof improved services
iseffectuated. Applicantsappeared unanimous, however,inther
opinionthat rather thanimprove, serviceshaveactually worsened.

Wefurther notethat thedepartment’ smethodol ogy for identifying
building permit-related coststook into account factorssuch ascost of
officespace. Currently, thisexpensethatisnonexistent, but factoringit
inaddressesaproposal torel ocatetheHonolulu Permit Center into
privateofficespace. Whilewecommendstaff for includingsuch

cons derations, webelievethat thedepartment woul d havedonebetter
toidentify itemswhichwouldimproveservices, suchasadditional
trainingor staff, asajustificationfor raisingfees.

Building permit serviceshaveprecedent tobeself-supporting

Literatureshowsthat thereisagenerally accepted practicefor building
permitsfeestofully offset building permit-rel ated expenses. Thereisa
directlinkagebetween building permitfeesand servicesprovided,
assumingthat val ueisgainedfromobtainingabuildingpermit. Itis
thereforereasonablethat afeebechargedfor theservice, which offsets
thecost of providingit. Althoughthisprecedent existsfor building
permit-rel atedfees, similar model sdo not exist for other departmental
functions.

For example, land useand zoning permitsarenot traditionally viewed as
againfor theapplicant but asenforcement of community regulationsin
exchangefor theright tousetheland. Thedepartment alsoengagesin
monitoring, enforcing, and ensuring correctionof variouscodeviol ations,
but linking codeviol ationenforcementstofeeswouldmostlikely be
illegal. Oneofficial noted, however, that thecurrent director believes
landuseand zoning activitiesaresufficiently rel atedtobuilding permitsto
justify fiscal sustainability for theentiredepartment. Thedifferencesin
thenatureof theservicesprovided by thedepartment |leadsusto
questionhow redli sticthedepartment’ sgoal toachi evefiscal self-
udtainabilityis.
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Buildingper mit-related feesar eindir ectly credited

Building permit-rel ated feesarebased onaproject’ sestimatedval ue.
Permit applicantsmustindicatethe” fair market value” of their proposed
projectsonthepermit applicationform. Aspart of theapplication
review, valuation of theprojectisverified, using standardized cost
guidelinesfor different typesof construction. Adjustmentstothevaue
aremadeasappropriate. Oncompletion of thereview and noti ceof
approval, applicantspay thefeesassessed andreceivetheir permits.
Assessedfeesarereceived by thedepartment’ spermit centers,
forwardedtothe Department of Budget and Fiscal Services, and
depositedintotheCity’ sGenera Fund.

Thedepartment contendsthat any building permit-rel ated revenues
generated over and aboveexpendituresare” credited” initsnext budget.
However, webelievethat this, coupledwithitsgoal of fiscal self-
sustainability, createsan opportunity for thedepartment tousethefunds
for activitiesother than building permit-rel ated services. Consequently,
fundsthat could beusedtoimprovepermitting servicesmay beusedfor
other purposesor not at all, thereby contributingtothedepartment’s
ongoinginadequacy inservicetoapplicants.

Building permit activitiesmust competefor own revenues

TheDepartment of Planning and Permitting competeswithall other city
agenciesfor theuseof genera funds. Although* credit” issupposedly
giventothedepartment inthebudgeting processbased onpreviousy
generated revenues, thereisno assurancethat thiswill occur. The
department continuestorely ongenera fund supplementssinceitisnot
actually salf-sufficient; thispracticemakesit difficulttoidentify the

rel ationshi p between building permit-rel atedincomeand expenses.

Neither isthereany assuranceunder thedepartment’ spresent budgeting
practi cesthat building permit-rel ated feeswill beused only for building
permit-related services. Whenthedepartment wascreated under the
city reorganization, formerly separateactivitieswerecombinedintothe
permittingfunction. Forinstance, land useandbuilding permitshave
traditionally beenviewed asseparateactivities, but therelationship
betweenland useand constructionresultsinareasof overlap. Whilethe
department claimsto haveseparated buil ding permit-rel ated costswhen
devel opingitsnew feestructure, thereisno separation of actual
departmental expenses. Buildingpermit-related feescanthereforebe
“applied”’ toany departmental expense, whether or notitisrelatedto
buildingpermits.
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Buildingpermit-related feesmay beinappr opriately applied

TheDepartment of Planning and Permitting hasi dentifiedfisca self-
sustainability asagoal despitethefact that someof itsservices, suchas
thoserelatingtoland useand codeviol ationenforcement, arenot
inherently fiscally self-sustaining activities. Coupledwiththefactthat
building permit-rel ated feesaredepositedintothegeneral fund, the
"application™ of building permitfeesto departmental expensescouldbe
toinappropriatearess.

Thedepartment’ sbudget as shown in The Executive Programand
Budget, Fiscal Year 2005identifiesthedepartment’ sFY 2002-03
operating expensesas $12,593,086. Of this, $10,342,779 waspaid
fromgenerd funds; theremaining $2,250,307 wasfundedfromthe
Highway, Sewer, and Federal Grantsfunds. Expendituresfromthese
latter fundsarelargely appliedtositedevel opment, coastal zone
management, and administrationexpendituresandarenot directly linked
tobuilding permit-rel ated activities. Thereport al soshowsthat building
permitfeesin FY 2004-05 total ed $9,150,787, about 90 percent of the
department’ stotal general fund support and approximately 73 percent of
itstotal expenditures.

Thedepartment projectsthat itsFY 2004-05 operating expenseswill
total $13,323,791, of which $10,773,931 (approximately 81 percent)
will beappropriated fromgeneral funds. However, thesamereport
projectsthat building permit feeswill generate$11,500,000. Thisis
approximately $726,000 (6.7 percent) morethanthetotal projected
general fundexpendituresfor thedepartment. Sincebuildingpermitfees
arereturnedtothegeneral fund, thereisnoassurancethat excess
revenueswill bemadeavailableto support building permit-rel ated
activities.

Further, thedepartment hasnot established thepercentageof its
activitiesthat aredirectly relatedtobuilding permits. AsshowninExhibit
2.8, thedepartment’ sfiscal reportsindicatethat building permitfees
offset approximately 73 percent of thedepartment’ stotal operating
expensesfor FY 2002-03. If thedepartment wereunableto
substantiatethi spercentage, it would mean building permit-relatedfees
that could beappliedtoimprovingdirect-rel ated servicesarebeing
diverted. Suchadiversioncouldaidthedepartmentinmeetingitsfiscal
self-sustainability goal, but at theexpenseof improved servicesto
buildingpermitapplicants.
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Exhibit 2.8
Department of Planning and Permitting Source of Funds, FY2002-03

Sewer Fund Federal Grants Fund
6% 2%

Highway Fund
10%

Other General Funds
9%

Building Permit
General Funds
73%

Source: Department of Planning and Permitting FY2005 Operating Budget

Incontrast, asshowninExhibit 2.9, expendituresof thetwo primary
programsinvol vedwithbuilding permit applicationissuance, the
Customer ServiceOfficeandtheBuilding Division, for thesameperiod
wereapproximately 49 percent of thedepartment’ stotal expenditures.
Other programsal so haveexpensesassociated with building permit
applications; however, thedepartment hasnot formally identified or
justifiedwhichof themcanbeappropriatel y offset with building permit
revenues.
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Exhibit 2.9
Department of Planning and Permitting
Percent of Total Departmental Expenditures by Program, FY2002-03

Administration
13%

Building
31%

Site Development
18%

Customer Senice
Office
18%

Land Use Permits
and Planning
20%

Source: Department of Planning and Permitting FY2005 Operating Budget

Toensureaccountability for building permit revenues, thedepartment
shoulddevelopaformal linkagebetweenthefeesand expendituresto
ensurethat expensesarerelatedtotheir revenuesource. Formal linkage
wouldfacilitateassessment andjustificationof building permit-rel ated
positionsand resourcesand of appropriatefeesneededto offset them.
Itwouldalso providegreater accountability by identifyinghow feesare
relatedtobuildingpermittingactivities.
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Conclusion

TheDepartment of Planning and Permitting'seffortstore-engineerits
building permit processintoamoreefficient, streamlined, and customer-
servicedrivenapproachishampered by thefailureto addressnecessary
personnel requirements. IN1998, theCity administrationinitiateda

maj or reorgani zation of itsagenciesthat wasintendedtoimprove
operationsby reducing government sizeand re-engineering processesto
achievemoreeffective, efficient, and cost-effectiveoperations. The
Department of Planningand Permitting, created aspart of this

reorgani zation, assumedresponsibility for mostland useand building
permit processesandinitiated amajor efforttoimprovebothitsland use
andbuildingpermit-relatedfunctions. Thebuilding permit processing
improvementsareembodiedintheOne-Stop Permit Centerswhichare
similarto centerssuccessfully implementedinanumber of other
juridictions.

Tothedepartment’ scredit, several mgor initiativeswereimplementedas
part of thiseffort. New technol ogical systemimprovementsandphysica
adjustmentswereemployed, includingtheintroductionof POSSE, an
integrated onlinedatabaseof permit applications, and consolidation of
servicesinto“ one-stop” permitting centers.

However, thedepartment failedtoadequately identify, assess, and
implement personnel changesnecessary to support thenew systems.
Further, thedepartment proceeded withitsphysi cal andtechnol ogical
changesdespiteknowingthat personnel adjustmentsmight bethemost
difficult andtime-consuming changestoimplement. Asaresult, re-
engineeringof thebuilding permit processisonly partially inplace.

L ackingthecritical element of properly trained and adequate personnel
resources, thepotential gainstothebuilding permit processarenot being
redized.

A second permit center at Kapolei Halehasal so been opened. While
theideaof providing servicesintheL eeward areahasmerit, servicesare
limited andtheK apol ei permit officehasnever beenstaffedtoprovide
thefull rangeof permit processing services. Honolulustaff “ cover”
Kapole whenit experiencesshortagesduetoillnessor vacations.
Shifting staff toKapolel amplifiestheproblemsof servingapplicantsat
theHonolulucenter.

Thereisaclear, well-established precedent that building permit-related
feesshould support buildingpermit activities. However, Honolulu's
building permit-rel ated feesaredepositedtothe City’ sGeneral Fund
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Recommendations

andthereisnodirectlinkagebetweenbuildingpermit-rel atedfee
revenuesand expenses. Thedepartment hasalsonever clearly
differentiated building permit-rel ated activitiesfrom other departmenta
activitiessuchaslanduse. Whilethedepartment assertsthat it canclaim
“credit” for building permit feerevenues, itmust “ compete’ withal other
agenciesfor general fundsand cannot beassured that buil ding permit-
related revenuesareappropriately appliedtobuilding permit-related
expenses.

TheDepartment of Planningand Permitting hasrepeatedly pointed out
that well over 90 percent of itsexpensesarepersonnel -rel ated, which
emphasi zestheimportanceof adequate, properly assignedandtrained
personnel inthebuilding permit process. Thefailuretoadequately
ensurethat personnel adjustmentsand support for theeffective
operationsof building permit-rel ated activitieshasresultedinonly a
partially implementedre-engineeringeffort.

Whilethedepartment hasinitiated anumber of substantial changesto
improvethetechnol ogical support flow of permit processingapplications,
thefailuretoaddresspersonnel issuesamountstoonly apartial
implementation of there-engineeringefforts. Asaresult, after four years
of operations, thepermit centerscontinueto experiencepersonnel -
relatedissuesthat erodethelevel of serviceprovidedand prevent
meaningful improvementsinthebuilding permit processfrombeing
redized.

1. TheDepartment of Planningand Permittingshouldexpeditean
objectiveeval uationand devel opment of aplantoassessand
addressthepersonnel i ssuesthat accompany itspermit centersand
building permit processing. Thisshouldinclude, but not belimitedto:

a. Reviewingandidentifyingtheminimal quaificationsandjob
dutiesnecessary todetermineproper classificationfor permit
counter clerks;

b. Determining proper staffinglevel snecessary toprovideimproved
applicationprocessingservice; and

c. Developingappropriatetrainingprogramstoassistandguide
staff intheperformanceof their jobs.
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. Thedepartment shoul d conduct anobjectiveeval uation of the
Honolulu Permit Center and devel opaplantoimplement operationd
improvements. Theplanshouldincludetargetedgods; specific
operational improvementsto personnel, workflow, and processes;
technological support; and customer service. Any planshould
includeprovisionand methodol ogy to eval uateand assess
performance.

. Thedepartment shouldidentify, evaluateandjustify theresources
neededto effectively operateone-stop permit centersat boththe
HonoluluandKapolei facilities. Thedepartment shouldensure
administration'ssupport for theresourcesnecessary to support those
goals. Evaluationmechanismsshouldbeintegratedintotheprocess
asameansto measureprogress.

. Thedepartment should devel op, implement, andenforceclear
guidelines, checklists, or other instructionsfor both staff and
applicantstofollowinthebuilding permit application process. Once
clear criteriaand guidelinesareestablished, thedepartment shoul d
ensurethat staff apply and enforceapplicant requirementsandthat
applicantshaveaccessto adequateinformati ontoensuresubmission
of properly compl eted building permit applications.

. Thedepartment shouldclearly identify actual departmental expenses
that canbelinkedtobuilding permitfeesandjustify their rel ationship
tobuilding permit feesto supportitseffortsto securethenecessary
resourcestofullyimplementitsre-engineeringefforts.
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Commentson
Agency Response

Response of the Affected Agency

Wetransmitted adraft of thisreport tothe Department of Planningand
PermittingonJune8, 2004. A copy of thetransmittal | etter isincluded
asAttachment 1. Thedepartment’ sresponseisincluded asAttachment
2.

Initsresponsetoour draft audit report, the Department of Planningand
Permitting concludesthat it findsno val ueinthereport and contendsthat
thereport doesnot accomplishtheexpressobjectiveof theaudit as
statedin ResolutionNo. 03-198. Thedepartment further concludesthat
it believesthetoneand characterizationof thefindingsarehurtful and
demordizingtothestaff. Thedepartment statesthat thereportishighly
biased, containsinaccuraciesof fact, demonstratesafailureto
understandthecompl ex operationsof thedepartment, andisunbal anced
inevaluatingtheoperating performanceof thedepartment. Someof the
informationprovidedintheresponsedirectly contradictsinformation
providedinfileswereviewedandinterviewsweconducted. The
department’ sresponsefurther statesthat thereport concludes, ” ...the
building permit streamliningisnotworking becausetherehasbeena
declineinbuilding permitsissued.” Thisstatementisincorrect. Our
report doesnot statenor concludethat building permit streamliningisnot
working, but rather that thereareissuesthat negatively impact the
effectivenessand efficiency of theOne-Stop Permit Centers.

Withrespect tothecomplex operationsof thedepartment, weclearly
identifiedinour report that thebuilding permit processcanbelinkedwith
complex land useand zoningissuesandthat our review wouldbelimited
toissuesspecifically relatedtobuilding permits. Wenotedinour report
that themajority of building permitshandled by thepermit centersare
simpleresidentia permitsandthat whilesomebuilding permit
applicationscaninvolvecomplex andtimeconsuminglanduseand
zoning reviewsand requirements, most donot. However, eventhese
simpleresidential permitsaresubject totheintakedel aysasweidentified
inour report. Our findingsconcerning thebuilding permit processand
theoperationsof thepermit centersexist regardlessof land useand
Zoningissues.

Attachment | tothedepartment’ sresponseconta nsspecificcomments
onthedraftauditreport. Attachment Il includesatimelineof the
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devel opment of theOne-Stop Permit Centers, including someother
specificcommentsonaspectsof thedraft audit report and
recommendations. However for thepurposeof discussionwehave
grouped our responseto specificcommentsasthey pertaintothereport

findings

Thedepartment statesthat thetoneand characterization of thefindings
arehurtful anddemoralizingtostaff. Wedisagree. Thedepartment
director stated at our entranceconferenceat thecommencement of the
audit that hisstaff sufferedfrompoor morale. Thisstatementwas
supportedinsubsequent interviewswith staff and applicants. Our
findingisbased ontheconclusionthat theissuesof staff shortagesdueto
turnover, hiringfreezes, retirements, thelack of acareer track, and
insufficienttrainingall areindicativeof thefail ureof thedepartment and
administrationtoadequately planandimplement thepersonnel
reguirementsnecessary to support theeffectiveimplementation of the
One-Stop Permit Centers. What thedepartment characterizesasthe
achievementsof thepermit streamlining effortshavebeendueto staff
effortsbut hasa soresultedinthemoral eproblemsthedepartment faces
today. Wedo not disagreewiththeneedto properly staff and support
thepermit centers; however therespons bility for identification,
justification, and pursuit of implementationrestswiththedepartment and
City administrationasreflectedinour findings.

Thedepartment statesthat proper assessment of staff and skill
requirementshasbeen anongoingeffort but notesthat for thepermit
clerksthat, “ Essentially, permit clerksweretaskedwiththesamelevel
of responsibility...”. Wenotethat department staff and supervisors
repeatedly stressed that thepermit clerksareincorrectly classifiedas
entry-level anddid not properly reflect theactual jobdutiesand skills
required. However, wefindthat thedepartment’ sresponsefurther
supportsour positionsincepersonnel adjustmentsaregenerally themost
timeconsuminganddifficult changestoimplementinareorganization.
Wearecognizant of thefiscal concerns, but notethat planning, design
andrestructuring effortsto addressthepersonnel requirementscanbe
achievedindependently and prior tothefunding of theactual positions.

Thedepartment correctly notesthat duringtheoral exit conference, the
analyst-in-chargeincorrectly statedthat hehadinterviewedaformer
director when heshould properly havereferredtodocumentation
reviewed, signed, authored by, or addressed totheformer director. We
apol ogizefor themi sunderstanding but emphasi zethat it doesnot affect
thefinding or conclusion. Thewrittenfinding, preparedinadvanceof the



exit conference, isbased onthat body of evidencenot asingleinterview,
andisindependently substantiatedinaccordancewithgenerally accepted
governmentauditingstandards(GAGAYS).

Thedepartment’ sresponsegoesonto statethat weimply that the Permit
Centersare” complete’. Wedisagree. Thenatureof anaudit
necessarily describestheconditionsat adi screteperiod of timeduring
our fieldwork stageof theaudit. Wedescribethoseconditions, but
alsonoteand acknowledgeel ementsthat arenotinplace.

A second areaof comment deal swiththerel ationship and treatment of
the POSSE system. Thedepartment offeredanumber of statements
includingaclarificationof thetiming of thedepartmental reorganization
andimplementation of the POSSE system. However, the
characterization of POSSE asan essential € ement of thereorganization
istakendirectly fromdepartmental documents, asistherel ationship of
POSSE tothestreamlining process. Wenotethat thedepartment’ s
responseemphasizes, “ that POSSE wasenvisioned asatracking,
researchandretrieval tool, not apermit streamliningmeasure.”
However, thedepartmental responseitself goesontoemphasizethe
importanceof POSSE aspart of thestreamlining effort, apoint that was
repeatedly noted by staff and applicantsandisdemonstratedinthe
department’ sdiscussiononadditiona enhancementsbe ng pursued.

Thedepartment statesthat thereport incorrectly characterizestheonline
permit applicationprocess. However that characterizationistaken
directly fromadepartmental onlinenewsdl etter. Thedepartment al so
statesthat weincorrectly attributethe” 2-3days’ to processonline
applicationstotransferringof theapplication, whenitisactually dueto
thework backlogandlower priority giventheseapplications. We
disagree. Our report statesonly that it takes* twotothreedaysbefore
anonlineapplicant’ ssubmittal isreviewed andtransferredto POSSE.”
Wea soreiteratethat onlinepermit applicationsareprocessed at the
Kapole Permit Center not theHonol ulu Permit Center, whichhasthe
higher volumeof customersand experiencesmost of thebacklog
problems. Wefindthat thesecommentsinfact support our conclusion
that theonlineapplication systemaspresently configured offersno
advantagesandisnot very useful.

Withrespecttoour finding that thedepartmentisnot addressingthe
applicants respons bilitiesinthestreamlining process, thedepartment
respondsto an observation by oneprofessional interviewedthat theDol
Need aBuilding Permit brochureisnot intended for commercial
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applications. However thepoint of thediscussionisthat thereislack of
suitableguidelines, checklistsand other published documentsavail able
onthedepartment’ swebsite. Whileonlineinformationisavailable, the
amount, usefulnessandclarity of theinformationisminimal comparedto
thoseof other jurisdictions. Thedepartment did not respondto our
commentsconcerningthelack of suchinformationat thepermit centers.

Withrespect to our observationthat somestaff assistanceeffortsmay be
counterproductive, thedepartment acknowledgesthat someareasare
deficientininformation, requiringmorestaff attention. Our report
acknowledgesthat inmany instances—particul arly withthosel ess
experienced—thoseadditional effortsarewarranted. However, wealso
report thatin someinstancessuch effortisnot warranted andwe
continuetobelievecanbecounterproductive.

Thedepartment did not respond to our observation, confirmed by
departmental officials, that staff continuetowork overtime, despitethe
fact overtimeiscurrently prohibited andthat they arenot compensated,
andthat thispracticemay violateemployment laws.

Withrespecttoour findingthat thedepartment’ sfiscal sustainability and
operational efficiency goa sconflict, thedepartment statesthat thereisno
merit or basi stothesuggestionthat building permitfeesshouldbe
expendedon“activitiesrelatedtobuilding permits.” Wereiteratethat
thereisawell-established precedent that building permit-rel ated
expensesareoffset by building permitfees. Thedepartment’ sown
analysisinproposingarevisiontothebuildingpermitfeesinBill 19
(adopted asOrdinance03-12) wassupported by ananalysisof building
permit-rel ated expenseswithinthedepartment.

Thedepartment disagreeswithour conclusionthatitseffortstore-
engineer itsbuilding permit processintoamoreefficient, streamlined, and
customer-servicedrivenapproacharehamperedby itsfailuretoaddress
necessary personnel requirements, contendingthat thereisal ack of
understanding of thecomplexity of thepermit process. However it
agreesthat greater efficienciescanberealized by providing adequate
fundingfor additiona staff andtraining.

Withrespect to our recommendations, thedepartment contendsthat
many of therecommendati onswereal ready and continuetobein place.

Thedepartment providedadditional informationtoclarify pointswithin
thereport, which, asappropriate, havebeenincorporatedintothefinal



report. Inaddition, someother minor and grammatical changeswere
madetothefinal report for thepurposeof accuracy andclarity.
However, overall thedepartment’ sresponsedoesnot containany new
informationthat woul dwarrant achangeinour findingsor conclusions.

Implementation of the One-Stop Permit Centersaspart of there-
engineeringof thebuilding permit processhasthepotential toimprove
thebuilding permit process, but itsfull benefit cannot berealized unless
thedepartment and City administration can effectively assessand pursue
resol ution of itspersonnel requirements.
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ATTACHMENT 1

OFFICE OF THE CITY AUDITOR

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
1000 ULUOHIA STREET, SUITE 313, KAPOLEI, HAWAII 96707 / PHONE: (808) 692-5134 / FAX: (808) 692-5135

LESLIE I. TANAKA, CPA
CITY AUDITOR

June 8, 2004
COPY

Mr. Eric G. Crispin

Director

Department of Planning and Permitting
650 South King Street, 7" Floor
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Mr. Crispin:

Enclosed for your review are two copies, numbers 12 and 13, of our confidential draft audit report,
Review and Assessment of the Department of Planning and Permitting’s One-Stop Permit Centers. 1f
you choose to submit a written response to our draft report, your comments will generally be included in
the final report. However, we ask that you submit your response to us no later than 12 noon on June 18,
2004.

For your information, the Mayor, Managing Director, and members of the City Council have also been
provided copies of this confidential draft report.

Finally, since this report is still in draft form and changes may be made to it, access to this draft report
should be restricted to those assisting you in preparing your response. Public release of the final report
will be made by my office after the report is published in its final form.

Sincerely,

o J«/zam

Leslie I. Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor

Enclosures
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ATTACHMENT 2
04 ANT8 P12:26

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND PERMITTING C & C OF HONOLULU
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULTWITY AUDITOR

650 SOUTH KING STREET, 7™ FLOOR, HONOLULU, HAWAII 96813
Phone: (808) 523-4414 e Fax: (808) 527-6743

Web site: www.co.honolulu.hi.us
ERIC G. CRISPIN, AIA

JEREMY HARRIS
DIRECTOR

MAYOR
BARBARA KIM STANTON
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

KATHY SOKUGAWA
ACTING DEPUTY DIRECTOR

June 18, 2004

= -

Mr. Leslie I. Tanaka, CPA | I = 2
- Office of the City Auditor rr o
City and County of Honolulu A = =

1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 313 : o T
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707 7y

Dear Mr. Tanaka: A

RE: Draft Audit Report Review and Assessment of the Department
of Planning and Permitting’s One-Stop-Permit Centers”

Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on the above draft
report, which we received on June 8, 2004.

As you know we met on June 4, 2004, for our exit interview that lasted for
four hours. We discussed the draft audit with you and Van Lee, staff auditor.

Now that we have been presented with the final draft, we are very
disappointed that you made no revisions to correct the inaccuracies of your fact
finding or addressed your lack of understanding of the permitting process that we
highlighted in our exit interview discussions.

We repeatedly stressed at our meeting that we hoped you would make a
fair and equitable evaluation to assist the department in improving our
operations. Unfortunately, this has not occurred. We believe that the tone and
characterization of your findings is hurtful and demoralizing to the hardworking
and dedicated staff of the department.

Due to your failure to correctly understand the operations of the
Department of Planning and Permitting (DPP) and your refusal to correct your
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Mr. Leslie |. Tanaka, CPA
June 18, 2004
Page 2

inaccuracies, we find no value in your report to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of the permitting function of the department or to make customer
service improvements for building permit applicants.

Your report even fails to accomplish the City Council's expressed objective in
conducting the audit. As stated in Resolution 03-198, the City Council ‘s
purpose in conducting the audit was to: “...review activities and recommend how
they may be performed more economically or efficiently, so that general or

- highway fund appropriations may be reduced in the executive operating budget

for fiscal year 2004-05." Your report is void of what improvements can be made
to reduce general and highway fund appropriations and to what amount the funds
can be reduced.

Your report is highly biased and unbalanced in evaluating the operating
performance of the department. An example of your bias is your unfair criticism
in which you claim that the building permit streamlining is not working because
there has been a decline in building permits issued.

Your conclusion is wrong because you have distorted the information and
failed to provide a complete assessment of the performance of the One Stop
Center, as follows:

1. The time period under review is from fiscal year 1992-93 to FY 2002-
03 but the One Stop Permitting Center did not become operational until
March 2000. Since FY 1999-00 to present, building permits issued
have increased each year from 13,636 permits with a combined value
of $893.2 million to an estimated 15,750 permits issued with a
combined value of $1.3 billion in FY 2003-04, or a 15.5% increase in
permits issued and 23% increase in permit value.

2. Since the One Stop Permitting Center became operational in FY 1999-
00, the number of building permits applications processed have surged
from some 14,000 in FY 1999-00 to an estimated 18,000 in FY 2003-
04, an increase of almost 30% in volume.

3. During the same period, the department has experienced a 10%
decline in filled positions from 250 staff in FY 2000, to 226 staff
currently, or a decline of 24 persons.

Therefore, since the inception of the One Stop Center in FY 2000, the
department is processing 15% more permits and receiving 30% more
applications but doing so with 24 less staff or almost 10% less than in fiscal year
2000. This performance indicates that the One Stop Center has increased the
efficiency and effectiveness in the processing of building permits. The
performance of the One Stop Center also justifies the need for additional general



Mr. Leslie |. Tanaka, CPA
June 18, 2004
Page 3

and highway funds to increase the staffing to support a larger volume of permits
and to offset the City Council cuts of $380,560 over the past four years.

Indeed, at the most recent HACBO (Hawaii Association of County Building
Officials) Conference held in Honolulu on May 6-8, 2004, DPP’s One Stop Permit
Center was offered as a tour site for building officials from other counties.
Judging by the comments we’ve received from Neighbor Island building officials
and from members of the public alike, Honolulu’s computerized One Stop Permit
Center is a vast improvement over how permits were previously processed by
the city and how they are currently processed in other counties.

Attachment | includes our comments on specific aspects of the report.
Some of our comments correct misstated information or take issue with
misleading headings describing your findings and conclusions. Where we accept
or agree with your recommendations, this is noted. Attachment Il highlights the
evolution and refinement history of the One Stop Permit Center(s).

We are hopeful that the final report will incorporate our comments, and we
welcome continued dialogue with your office as you finalize your findings.

incerely,
-

ERIC G.TRISPIN, AIA
Director of Planning & Permitting

'BENJAMIN B. LEE, FAIA
Managiqg Diregtor

EGC:ml
cc: Mayor Jeremy Harris

Attachments
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Attachment |

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT DPP AUDIT REPORT
June 18, 2004

Overall Comments:

Contrary to the conclusion in your audit report, members of the industry and the
design profession believe the One-Stop-Permit Centers are a vast improvement in the
delivery of permit processing over the previous dispersed or fragmented system.
Additionally, the Center’s efficiency is evidenced by the continual increase in permit
volume processed in spite of the reduction in staff.

The reader needs to know that the department’s staff count has decreased dramatically,
from 259 people in 1999 when the department was created to 226 people today,
representing a decrease of 33 people or 12%. Looked at another way, over that same
period DPP suffered an increase in vacancy rate from 15% to over 24%. (See Figures 1
and 2).

During that same period, the department’s workload increased steadily, both in terms of
number of permits applied for as well as permits issued (contrary to statements made in the
report). Additionally, the size and complexity of projects has increased — as indicated by
the increase in permit valuations, even prior to the increase in permit fees (see Figures 3
and 4).

As the report briefly mentions, upon creation of the Department of Planning and Permitting,
steps were immediately taken to create a One-Stop-Permit Center. Physical moves were
made, a computerized permit tracking system was created to improve communication within
the new department and allow for better tracking of the thousands of applications we
service each year. Training and skills assessments were done throughout this
reorganization period. These facts were not mentioned in the report, but are facts in which
the department takes a great deal of pride.

There does not appear to be a comprehensive understanding of the department’s
operations, specifically in how the One-Stop-Permit Center(s) interact with other divisions
and branches. The work performed by other divisions is integral and essential to the
permit process. The audit has glossed over all the steps required before a building permit
can be issued.

As mentioned in our exit interview, not taken into account in the report is the fact that
federal and state and city regulations have also increased over the 10-year period analyzed
in the report, as it did in the previous 10-year period.

The goal of this administration is to assist applicants in the complex permit process, not to
frustrate them and simply return plans as “incomplete” as the report recommends.

1
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Page 12, “Failure to Assess Personnel Requirements Has Hampered Permit Centers”

This heading has no basis in fact. At our exit interview meeting on Friday, June 4, 2004,
the Auditor specifically stated he arrived at this conclusion after interviewing the former DPP
Director regarding personnel assessment and planning of the One-Stop Permit Center. The
former Director has stated he has not met the Auditor and has never been interviewed by
him, leading us to believe this is an outright false statement of the part of the Auditor.

Further, the Auditor failed to interview members of the administration who did indeed
assess the personnel requirements prior to implementing the One-Stop-Permit Centers.
Had the Auditor done so, he would have discovered that there was more than adequate
planning and assessment of personnel requirements, but that Honolulu’s depressed
economy at that time dictated budget and staff cuts.

This heading also implies that the Permit Centers are “complete”. Not so — we are
constantly improving them via staff meetings, web research of organizations such as
NACO, APA, AIA and others for best permit management practices in other jurisdictions, as
well as implementing suggestions from permit applicants.

Moreover, the text of this section seems to highlight the history of the One-Stop-Permit
Centers, rather than evaluate its current personnel requirements. The re-engineering
project to streamline permits is constantly being evaluated and changes made to due to
changes in Laws or Ordinances, to improve the quality of our customer service, and to
address the needs of the public.

The overall re-engineering effort began in March 1997 with the evaluation of software
systems for workflow analyses for the Department of Land Utilization. It continued in
September of 1998 to integrate the Building and Site Development permits and staff into
the newly created Department of Planning and Permitting. Teams of employees were
formed to both evaluate the permitting processes, and come up with a better way of getting
the job done. This represents one full year of analysis and re-engineering, culminating in a
computerized tracking version of Building and Site Development permits in September of
1999. (See Attachment Il).

65



66

Attachment ll

Chronological History of the Re-engineering of the Department of Planning and

Permitting’s One-Stop Permit Center

Date L Description e ,

Dec-96 Initiated meetlngs with Building Permit Streamhnlng Advnsory Group to develop
ideas to streamline permits.

March-97 Began evaluation of software system for workflow for the Department of Land
Utilization (DLU). ‘

July-97 Began review of existing DLU permitting workflows.

August-97 Reviewed available permit tracking software products and vendors.
September-97 Department Information Technology Committee gives report to the Director of
DLU re workflows and possible software products to support tracking of permits.

May-98 Selected contractor to implement Permit Tracking System - GeoPower and
Computronix; i.e., POSSE

June-98 Created DLU re-engineering teams.

July-98 Completion of gap analysis of technical requirements by POSSE contractor.

July-98 Creation of the Department of Planning and Permitting due to City
re-organization.

July-98 Opened Kokua Counter, precursor to One-Stop-Permit Center; created
special employee name tags to highlight customer service and improve
accountability

August-98 Initiated POSSE Job Configuration Training of DLU staff and Job Configuration.
Summer of 1998 Received staff and permit routers' evaluations and recommendations to improve
Kokua Counter and its services.
September-98 Began re-engineering teams to integrate Building Division and Site

Development Division into One-Stop Permit Center.

November-98

POSSE goes on-line with the Divisions of the previous DLU.

January-99

Began conversation with contractor to identify needs of new department and
expanded permits.




Chronological History of the Re-engineering of the Department of Planning and

Permitting’s One-Stop Permit Center

~ Date o e  Description - ~
May-99 Contractor completed “Gap Report” for Phase 2 of POSSE and identified
technical requirements to expand POSSE to remainder of the Department.
June-99 Initiated POSSE Job Configuration Training for staff of Building and Site
Development Divisions and began Job Configuration for Building and Site
Development permits.
October-99 Expanded POSSE to include Referral for Investigation (RFI) as a POSSE
jobtype for DPP use.
October-99 Approved DPP Organizational Chart.

November-99

Expanded POSSE to include Notice of Violation as a POSSE jobtype for DPP
use.

December-99

Adopted administrative rules to implement "automatic approval" deadlines.

February-00 Re-engineered Building permit POSSE job for new administrative rules for
automatic approval.
March-00 Improved One-Stop Permit Center physical layout.
FY99-00 Moved 170 employees over six different weekends to respond to new
organization and centralize customer service.
FY99-00 Made available over 35 "layers" or types of information under Internet that can
be used to prepare permit applications.
May-00 Began training for Planning Division Staff.
June-00 Planning Division goes on-line, and the entire DPP is on POSSE.
February-01 Opened Kapolei Permit Center.
March-01 Continued training of DPP staff on inspection and enforcement jobs on POSSE.
2000-2001 Linked One-Stop Permit Center via video conferencing to other conference sites.
2000-2001 Initiated pilot document (construction drawings) scanning project to reduce staff

and customer time retrieving historical plans and drawings and to reduce

storage area to allow more space for customer service activities.
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Chronological history of the Re-engineering of the Department of Planning and

Permitting’s One-Stop Permit Center

Date

 Descripton

May-01

Dep|oyed Départment internet website: www.honolUludpp.ofg, wuth permif
application forms and instruction material.

December-01

POSSE goes on-line with an internet functionality providing public
information on permitting process.

May-02 Created Mandatory One-Time Review for interior renovations
procedures/Site Development checklist.
May-02 Created checklist for Site Development Division applications.
June-02 Re-engineered building permit workflow to assist clerical staff.
September-02 Initiated proposal to re-engineer staff of the permitting counter by creation of the
"Permit Technician."
October-02 Reconfigured building permit job to accommodate new fee collected for Ewa
Impact fees.
June-03 Reconfigured building permit job to reflect new fees - Bill 19 (2003).
August-03 State Department of Health Cesspool Division goes on-line with POSSE.
January-04 State Department of Health A/C Ventilation Division goes on-line with POSSE.
March-04 Re-engineered master track building permit jobtype to expedite permit entry and
assist clerical staff.
Aug-04 E-payment - Pilot study to be inaugurated.

G:\InterDeptMedia\DPP Audit Chron File-k.doc




There were many decisions and trade-offs involved in this process, but the over-riding
consideration was for the public’s needs. A primary concern was the smooth transition from
paper permits to a computerized “paperless” permitting process, which placed very little
additional demands upon the public.

The re-engineering effort maximizes the use of the existing personnel with minimum
amount of staff changes to effectuate permit processing. A computerized permitting system
provided a more efficient use of existing counter clerks, allowing them to spend more of
their time on the counter actually processing permits, as opposed to the paper version.
Previously, at any one time at least one half of the counter clerks would spend as much as
one half of their time filing papers, preparing reports (daily and monthly permit bulletins,
mailings, and transmittal of information to the inspectional branches). With a computerized
permitting system, not one clerk has to spend time with these tasks, a saving of 2 counter
personnel per day.

What could not be foreseen was the large amount of loss in the senior staff (through
retirement), coupled with a building industry boom. This provided an unusual opportunity
for the existing counter staff to apply for and obtain promotions, but because of fiscal
restraints, immediate replacements were not possible. Again, the emphasis was the over-
riding needs of the public at that time, which meant that staffing the front counter was a
higher priority than filling senior positions.

Page 12, “POSSE is an essential element in reorganization”

The audit report incorrectly states the order in which events occurred. Contrary to the
report’s assertion, POSSE came first, then the reorganization of the department, then the
creation of the One-Stop-Permit Center (see Chronological Summary of the Formulation
and Improvements to the One-Stop-Permit Center(s), attached). We must emphasize that
POSSE has always been envisioned as a tracking, research and retrieval tool, not a
permit streamlining measure.

The report states that “the department [DPP] sought a system that would utilize mainstream
technologies while centralizing and consolidating the permit approval process”, wrongly
concluding that DPP was formed first, then POSSE, was sought out as a technical solution.

Further, while we believe the POSSE system has made an important contribution to our
department’s efforts in making our operations more efficient, the audit overstates the
significance of POSSE in its statement that POSSE is an essential element in
reorganization. As shown in our chronology of the development of the Permit Center, the
POSSE system was initially developed for land use permit tracking within the Department of
Land Utilization. The system went “online” in November 1998, almost one year before its
use with building permits. While the text of the audit correctly cites the versatility of
POSSE, it fails to recognize that it is merely one of many tools used by our department in
carrying out is functions. Additionally, the text states that POSSE is an essential
component in streamlining the permit process. We strongly disagree with this statement.

10
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Page 14, “Honolulu's ‘one-stop’ center is a misnomer”

The above statement is most disingenuous and fails to recognize the major benefits
accrued from consolidating building permit functions previously administered by six
agencies. Before the Permit Center was established, applicants were required to
physically travel to these agencies in order to obtain a review and sign off. Coordination in
assisting with individual problems was lacking and there was no management entity to solve
those problems. The audit recognizes this in its last sentence on the matter, but simply
drops any further discussion on the effectiveness of the One Stop Center Improvements
over the previous operations. (Please see Figure 5).
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The audit criticizes that the One Stop Center does not have a place for the Department of
Health (DOH), and does not have additional space for the Board of Water Supply, reflecting
a partial failure in its effectiveness.

The audit, however, does not mention that DPP has been coordinating with DOH to
establish an online review process for that department within the POSSE tracking system
and we have completed this task. We now include DOH electronic reviews of building
permits that involve ventilation and septic systems within our permit processing.

Additionally, the draft audit fails to mention the ongoing efforts by the City Administration to
locate additional space at the Honolulu Municipal Building. This is an extremely difficult
task given that the building is at capacity and will require relocation of staff and programs of
other departments, an issue largely beyond our control.

Page 18-19, “Personnel requirements were inadequately assessed prior to implementation,”
“Permit processing input requirements continue to slow permit intake,” “Skill requirements
were not identified prior to implementation”.

Again, we disagree with this assessment. The One-Stop-Permit Center is reflected in the
approved organization chart of the department. As part of the process to approve the chart,
the Department of Human Resources evaluates the request from a personnel perspective.
In addition, the chart was shared with the respective union representatives for their input, as
well as affected staff.

As stated above, personnel requirements were adequately assessed — they simply weren't
implemented due to budgetary constraints at the time, when Honolulu was going through an
extended period of economic contraction.

We do agree that the permit intake process is slower than the previous manual process that
existed prior to the inception of the One-Stop-Permit Center. However, the draft audit fails
to recognize that part of the slower process is tied to a staffing shortage. In addition, it does
not recognize that by having an automated (computerized) intake process, a higher level of
accuracy and completeness is achieved, with much greater efficiencies in the long run.

Most importantly, the computerized intake process yields tremendous savings in time for
staff, applicants and the public who need to access this information as the project continues
through the permit process, the construction and inspection process, and finally as historical
records.

Additionally, the report does not even recognize the existence of our POSSE Operational
Group Support (“POGS”) group, which is made up of department employees who meet on a
weekly basis, every Wednesday afternoon, specifically to address the staff's and the
public’s interaction with POSSE software, and how to fine tune its operations to maximize
our resources.

13



On page 19, we believe two points are tied together in a confusing manner: POSSE input
and reading blueprints.

As noted above, we disagree that skill requirements were not assessed at the inception of
the One Stop Center. Essentially, permit clerks were tasked with the same level of
responsibility, except for conversion of a manual process to a computer-based intake
process, and other internal processing changes. This is no different than secretarial
positions making the transition from typewriters to computers.

Where the confusion rests is addressing initial skill assessment as the same as training
currently given to new clerks. We completed an initial skills assessment at the inception of
the One-Stop-Permit Center, and we provide training to new clerks today. @ We agree that
in an ideal, fully staffed work environment, new clerks should be given more training.

However, the draft audit unfairly criticizes our department for taking the initiative in
examining the needs of our clerks and proposing a program to upgrade their positions late
in the process. The draft audit’s (incorrect) assessment is that we did nothing for three
years before we decided to prepare the proposal.

In truth, we are in a continuing process of re-engineering DPP and the POSSE system from
a simple DLU permit tracking program to a system supporting a department three times as
large with much more complicated needs. This includes staffing arrangements. Initial
assessments were done starting in 1998. A more refined assessment was completed
recently. In 2002, we developed a plan to upgrade staffing on the building permit counter,
in part to highlight their responsibilities, but more importantly to provide a promotional track
within the front counter processing system, to discourage transfers out of the One-Stop-
Permit Center.

14
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REORGANIZATION OF BUILDING PERMIT COUNTER

SR - 28: Permit Center Operations Chief
SR-21: Customer Service Specialist
SR-16: Supervising Building Permit Clerk
SR-13: Building Permit Clerk
SR-11: Building Permit Clerk
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We believe this improves customer service by reducing staff turnover rate, creating more
institutional memory, and greater opportunities for experienced staff to volunteer
improvements to the Center.

While the plan has generally been well received by staff and the City Administration, the
lack of needed funding to support the additional cost in staffing and position up grades has
forced placing the plan in abeyance until such time as an improved fiscal outlook is
anticipated.

It should be understood that extensive training and testing of the processing steps to ,
complete a permit application was performed. Re-engineering teams of select staff worked
with Division personnel to review job configurations and to test the processing of permits
using POSSE. These tests utilized experienced permit counter staff that understood the
permit review procedures. Modifications to the permit processing jobs were made and
continue to be made based on the feedback received from the testing.

Also, the audit failed to identify the effort of the “re-engineering teams” that were
established to help plan the deployment of POSSE, and how many of the requirements and
functions of the system were based on end user input. Personnel were involved in the
early stages to define the processing requirements and data entry requirements to yield
well-defined job configurations at the time of system development. These teams have
continued to refine and improve the system.

Furthermore, extensive analysis of data requirements was completed by the POSSE
contractor prior to implementation. Significant time and effort were spent reviewing data
conversion requirements from information that existed in legacy computing systems (pre-
existing data files). Important data, such as permit customer data, did not exist in legacy
systems and needed to be created as the new system was deployed and new permits
created.

Page 22 “Measurable goals and objectives not been established.”

We disagree with this heading. Measurable goals and objectives have been established.
Table 2.7, “Automatic Building Permit Approval Guidelines” (page 26) clearly indicates that
these are guidelines for the department, thus contradicting the heading of this section.
Moreover, we believe that the clearly identified purpose of a building permit system is to
safeguard public health, welfare and safety, not how fast permits are processed.

Page 24-25, Exhibit 2.5 “Average Days to Process Various Building Permits”, and Exhibit
2.6 Building Permits Issued per Fiscal Year, Fy1992-93 to FY2002-03"

Page 24 — 25, Exhibit 2.5, “Average Days to Process Building Permits”, and Exhibit 2.6,
“Building Permits Issued Per Fiscal Year, FY 1992-93 to FY 2002 - 03".

We find the statement in the draft audit referring to building permit applications shown in
Exhibit 2.6 to be incorrect and misleading. The Exhibit title indicates the number of building
permits issued during the fiscal years, FY 1992 — 93 to FY 2002-03 and makes no
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comparison between these numbers and the numbers of building permit applications
received. We are also disturbed that the draft audit underplays the importance of the
steady increase in both the number of building permits issued and permit valuations from
fiscal years FY 2000 — 01 through FY 2003 — 04. These numbers are indicators of a yearly
increase in workload and staff productivity, and degree of complexity in the projects, as
noted in Figures 3 and 4.

Also, as already noted in Figures 1 and 2, during the subject years, staff vacancy rates
were climbing.

Page 25, “Permit processing deadlines are meaningless.”

In an “average” period, we may agree that we should pay more attention to “automatic
approval’ deadlines. However, workload has exponentially increased, while staffing has
decreased. Given the inability of the city to fund the department at the level needed to
address the demand, the department is using its limited resources as best it can. The other
option is to sacrifice the quality of our review of applications, in which case public health
and safety could be compromised, an option we find unacceptable.

Page 35, Response to "Online permit application not truly online” o

The audit misrepresents the ability to complete applications online. Applicants can, and do
fill out building permit applications online by filling out an Internet Building Permit (IBP)
Application. The IBP is a separate form from the POSSE permit application, and is
designed not to create a building permit application until it is reviewed and approved by
permit counter personnel. This process was designed according to specifications of the
permit counter staff and managers. The IBP does allow for all the permit application data to
be entered, thus eliminating the need for staff to enter applicant information. The staff then
creates an “official” Building Permit by performing a drag and drop operation, but this was
designed based on security requirements.

Also, the delay of “2-3 days” in transferring an application to POSSE is completely .
inaccurate. Once an IBP is submitted, a POSSE job is created in the system and available
for review by permit counters. The delay is due to the work backlog of permit review
personnel that are assigned to review the permit applications. Lower priority is given to the
IBP applications since there is such high volume of customers at the service counter.
Because of this workload, the utilization of the IBP is reduced, since applicants would prefer
to process at the One-Stop-Permit Center rather than wait days for staff to review their IBP
submittal. If resources were dedicated to supporting the review of IBPs, the utilization of
the Internet would most likely increase significantly. Again, the issue here is lack of
adequate manpower, (which is due to lack of funding), not inadequate processes.

Page 36, Response to “POSSE enhancements have not been implemented”
Enhancements and improvements have been on-going with many improvements made to
reduce data entry and permit review work loads. The flexibility of the system is a significant
reason for its use. Changes to workflows and other data details are implemented on a
regular basis, as proposed and approved by end users of the system. Most of these

17



enhancements are not apparent to the applicants and the public, but have made major
impact on the ease of use for permit clerks and reviewers.

The audit does not represent the issues associated with accepting electronic drawings, and
the complexities associated with accepting electronic records as “official” plans to be used
for permitting purposes. Legal issues such as integrity of electronic signatures and the
professional stamping of plans were not recognized. These issues, along with other
logistics, have prevented the Department from accepting electronic drawings for permit
review. The audit fails to recognize that the Department established a Electronic Document
Team that reviewed the issues and problems that must be resolved in accepting electronic
records. This Team continues to meet to address those problems.

The audit also fails to recognize the benefits provided to many segments of the public; for
example, as a result of a cooperation agreement with the Board of Realtors, Realtors can
now utilize the system for their market research purposes from the convenience of their own
office instead of having to physically come to the One-Stop-Permit Center. Information
such as permit history, zoning information, special characteristics such as shoreline and
flood requirements, all are available online.

Page 37, “No access to POSSE at permit centers.”

Self-service computers was always part of the original “vision” for the One-Stop-Permit
Center, as part of a “self-help” corner of the Center. However, as noted, space on the
ground floor is at a premium, making it difficult to fit this in, although self-help computers are
available at the Documents and Imaging Branch across the lobby. Moreover, there is a
need for department staff to be available to teach “self-help” and we do not have this
staffing at the present time.

Page 37, Response to “Online payment feature has not been implemented”

This program is in development, with a pilot program already in testing. The audit did not
review this issue with anyone involved with this project. Implementation of this program is
occurring in a systematic manner. Deployment is to be determined based on other
priorities, available resources, and existing technologies.

Page 38, Response to “Guidance on the permit process is lacking”.

This statement does not reflect the amount of information that is available to the pubhc on
the Internet. Significant information is available, and easily accessible. Before the website,
customers would have to come to the City just to get this information and forms. Now all of
the available and existing forms and instruction sheets are accessible from the website. As
a result of having implemented the website, staff can now “walk through” the various steps
with a customer over the phone, and help them arrive at the required forms or information
they seek, rather than having to come in to pick it up, or wait for days for a mailing, or even
minutes for a fax.
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Page 39, “Do | Need a Building Permit?” brochure is too general for commercial application,
and is outdated.

The “Do | Need a Building Permit” brochure was never intended for commercial
applications, a cautionary note is located at the end of the brochure indicating that it is only
a general guide and the user is expected to consult with each agency of additional details.
The Department of Information and Technology has been informed to update the brochure
on the city’s web site.

Further, more information is available in the department’s website for those projects that are
complex, or require multiple permits.

Page 39, “Some assistance efforts may be counterproductive”

The basic purpose of City government, according to the City Charter of Honolulu is that it
“shall be used to serve and advance the general welfare, health, happiness, safety and
aspirations of its inhabitants, present and future, and to encourage their full participation in
the process of governance”. It is the duty of this department to provide the necessary
assistance to the public. We recognize that certain applications may be deficient in
information, requiring staff to provide additional work on the permit to make up for this
deficiency. We believe we must use some discretion in this acceptance and processing,
due to the level of expertise which the applicant has, the complexity of the project, and the
purpose of the application. For example, it is not necessary to have 100% detailed plans if
the work is to replace light fixtures. It is not always realistic to hold a high level of
application quality at all times. If this serves to be time consuming, this is the price to pay if
proper service is to be provided to the public.

Page 44, “Building permit-related fees may be inappropriately applied”
The suggestion that building permit fees should be expended only on “activities that are

directly related to building permits.” Is without merit or basis. The fact is the department's
revenues are far less than its operating costs, including fringe benefits and overhead. As
shown in the following table, estimated revenues for the department for FY 2004-05 are
budgeted to be $4.6 million less than its operating expenditures. Thus, the building permit
fees are not being inappropriately applied, as the fees do not even cover the operating
costs of the department. ‘
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Department of Planning & Permit
Operating Revenues & Expenses

FY 2004-05

Operating Revenues $14,115,954

Operating Costs:
Operating Expenses $13,280,694
Fringe Benefits $ 4,596,667
CASE $ 893,868
Total Department Costs $18,771.229
Deficit of Revenues over Costs ($4.655,275)

Page 47, “Conclusion”
Your conclusions are inaccurate and should be changed as follows.

First sentence should be changed to: “The Department of Planning and Permitting has an
ongoing effort to re-engineer its building permit process into a more efficient, streamlined,
and customer service driven approach. This effort is hampered by a chronic staffing
shortage that results in the following. . . . .. ?

In addition, we note that the purpose of this audit was--as evidenced by Resolution 03-198,
noted in Chapter 1 of the draft report--to determine if general or highway fund
appropriations may be reduced in the executive operating budget. It is curious that the
audit makes no conclusion about this purpose.

We disagree with the conclusion of this report based on the lack of understanding of a
complex permit process mandated by federal, state and city laws and/or demands. Your
analysis is an over-simplification of the process which leads to the wrong conclusions. We
believe that the One-Stop-Permit Center is a vast improvement over the prior segmented
procedure. Staff's commitment to make improvements is focused on customer service and
staff meets frequently with industry representatives for this purpose. We agree that greater
efficiencies can be realized by providing adequate funding for additional staff and training.
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DPP Responses to Audit Report Recommendations

1. The DPP should expedite an objective evaluation and development of a plan to
assess and address the personnel issues that accompany its permit centers and
building permit processing. This should include, but not be limited to:

a. Reviewing and identifying the minimal qualifications and job duties necessary
to determine proper classification for permit counter clerks;

This has been done, and we continue to review and identify qualifications for permit
clerks, plans checkers, and other staff.

b. Determining proper staffing levels necessary to provide application processing
service;

This has been done and continues to be done on an annual basis.

c. Developing appropriate training programs to assist and guide staff in the
performance of their jobs;

This has been done and continues to be done on an annual basis. Note that
professional training programs exist, and our staff attends those that are provided for
free by City departments. Professional programs, training, and attendance at
seminars, and memberships at organizations, however, have been consistently cut
out of our budget by City Council.

2. The Department should conduct an objective evaluation of the Honolulu Permit
Center and develop a plan to implement operational improvements. The plan should
include targeted goals; specific operational improvements to personnel, workflow,
and processes; technological support; and customer service. Any plan should
include provision and methodology to evaluate and assess performance.

The department continually assesses its One-Stop-Permit Center and continually
implements operational, technological, personnel and workflow improvements on an
ongoing basis. As an example, our POGS group meets weekly every Wednesday to
review and assess the items above. Our POGS group consists of One-Stop Permit
Center personnel as well as members of divisions within the department who interact
with the One-Stop Permit Center staff in processing permits.

We concur with the recommendation that DPP develop a specific plan with evaluation

and performance methodologies, and will move forward in that regard, assuming
dedicated funding is provided for this purpose.
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3. The department should identify, evaluate and justify the resources needed to
effectively operate one-stop permit centers at both the Honolulu and Kapolei’s
facilities. The department should ensure administration’s support for the resources
necessary to support those goals. Evaluation mechanisms should be integrated into
the process as a means to measure progress.

The department continually evaluates and justifies the resources needed to
effectively operate one-stop permit centers at both the Honolulu and Kapolei’s
facilities. This is a regular process done on an annual basis as part of the

- department’s budgeting process.

The department fully counts on the administration’s (and the City Council’s) support
for the resources necessary to support those goals. We welcome the
recommendation for evaluation mechanisms, and look forward any suggestions you
may have.

4. The department should develop, implement, and enforce clear guidelines, checklists,
or other instructions for both staff and applicants to follow in the building permit
application process. Once clear criteria and guidelines are established, the
department should ensure that staff apply and enforce applicant requirements and
that applicants have access to adequate information to ensure submission of
properly completed building permit applications.

DPP has developed and implemented, and continually enforces clear guidelines,
checklists, and other instructions for both staff and applicants to follow in the
building permit application process.

These are widely available including in DPP’s website, www.honoluludpp.org , which
receives over 3,285,000 hits per month. Our department’s GIS website,
http://gis.hicentral.com receives over 2,750,000 hits per month. All our permit
requirements, forms, and procedures are clearly accessible on the department’s
website.

Additionally, we continually hold outreach programs with professional organizations
such as the AIA, APA, BIA, ACECH, Honolulu Board of Realtors, Neighborhood
Boards and numerous community groups. We also communicate with the media,
informing them of DPP’s organization, its initiatives, permit requirements, and
procedures. '

5. The department should clearly identify actual departmental expenses that can be
linked to building permit fees and justify their relationship to building permit fees to
support its efforts to secure the necessary resources to fully implement its re-
engineering efforts.
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The department has clearly done so. In the course of obtaining approval and
passage by City Council in March 2004 of Bill 19, which raised permit fees in order to
better align the department’s actual costs of permit processing to the fees charged, a
full evaluation and justification of costs and fees was performed.

The resulting fee increase will help the department secure the necessary resources
to implement its re-engineering efforts. For FY 2004-2005 the department has
secured an increase of $555,649 (from $12,725,045 last year to $13,280,694 this
coming fiscal year) which should significantly help in the implementation of DPP’s re-
engineering efforts.

End of Comments
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