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Foreword

This audit was conducted pursuant to Resolution 04-387, Requesting
a Performance Audit of the Neighborhood Board System, which was
adopted by the city council on September 28, 2005. The resolution
cited various concerns about the neighborhood board system,
including the system’s failure to meet its mission, lack of
accountability in spending, non-adherence to the State’s * Sunshine
Law,” and other operational deficiencies. Thisreport examines these
and other pertinent issues related to the neighborhood board system,
and offers recommendations to improve the system’s performance
and effectivenessin serving the community.

We wish to express our appreciation for the cooperation and
assistance provided to us by Neighborhood Commission Office staff,
Neighborhood Commission members, Neighborhood Board
members, and others who we contacted during this audit.

Ledliel. Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Audit of the Neighborhood Board System
Report No. 06-06, August 2006

Thisaudit wasconducted pursuant to Resol ution 04-387, Requestinga
Performance Audit of the Neighborhood Board System, which was
adopted by thecity council on September 28, 2005. Theresolution
citedvariousconcernsabout thenel ghborhoodboard system, including
thesystem’ sfailuretomeetitsmission, lack of accountability inspending,
non-adherencetotheState' s* SunshinelLaw,” and other operational
deficiencies. Thisreport examinestheseand other pertinentissues

rel ated tothenei ghborhood board system, and of fersrecommendations
toimprovethesystem’ sperformanceandeffectivenessinservingthe
community.

Background

Theneighborhood board systemwasestablishedin 1972 by Article X1V
of theRevised City Charter. Today, thereare 32 activeneighborhood
boardsacrosstheis and of O' ahuwherecitizensareprovidedan
opportunity tovoicetheir concernsand helpguidefuturegrowthfor their
communities. A nine-member neighborhood commissionassistsinthe
formation, planning, operation, and eval uation of neighborhoodboards.
Theneighborhood commissionand neighborhood boardsreceive
administrativesupport andtechni cal assi stancefromtheneighborhood
commissionoffice, whichmaintainsastaff of 16full-timeemployeesled
by amayor-appointed executivesecretary. Together, theneighborhood
commission, neighborhood boards, and neighborhood commissionoffice
comprisetheneighborhood board system, which seekstomeet the
charter-mandated mission, “toincreaseand assureeffectivecitizen
participationinthedecisionsof government.” InFY 2004-05, the
neighborhood commissionwasallotted abudget of $928,612for the
systemtomeet thismission. Thisamount represented anincreaseof
approximately 34 percent fromthepreviousfiscal year duetocosts
associ ated with neighborhood board el ectionswhi chtook placein 2005.

Summary of
Findings

Throughour review, wefoundthat thenei ghborhood board systemisnot
fulfillingitsmissionduetoitsdig ointed structureand operational
deficiencies.In ngthesystem’ sstructure, wereviewedthecity
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charter, neighborhood plan, policies, and procedures. Weal so
interviewed nei ghborhood commiss onersand neighborhood commission
officestaff, and surveyed neighborhood board membersabout the
structureand dynamicsbetweenthesystem’ sentitiesand how they
soughttomeet theoverall mission. Inreviewingthesystem’ soperations,
wereviewed commissionand board meeting minutesand agendas,
personnel andtrainingfiles, complaint files, and other pertinent
documents.

Finding1: TheNeighborhood Boar d System’ sDigjointed
StructurelnhibitsltsAbilitytoMeet ItsMission

Neighborhood planlacksmeasurablegoal sand objectivestoensure
missioncompliance.

Neighborhood board systemlacksclear linesof authority and
accountability. Wefoundthat theneighborhood commissiondoes
not haveauthority tohireor direct neighborhood commissionoffice
staff andthat accountability for thenei ghborhood commission,
neighborhood commission office, and neighborhood boardsare
skewed. Althoughtheneighborhood commission,commission
office, and neighborhood boardsareunder themanagingdirector’s
office, themanaging director hasnot takenanactiverolein
evauatingthesystem.

Staffing of theneighborhood commissionofficeisproblematic. The
mayor appointstheexecutivesecretary andinfluenceshiring of
neighborhood commissionofficestaff. Thepatronage-based staffing
practiceinhibitscontinuity intheoffice. Althoughrecent charter
amendmentswereproposedto correct staffing problems, those
proposalsfailedratificationby votersor approval by thecharter
commisson.

Sunshinelaw trainingrequirementsand practicesconflict. Although
thecity isrequiredtoestablishitsown sunshinelaw training program,
ithasyettodoso. Furthermore, neighborhood commissionand
board memberscannot becompelledtotaketraining. Thus, thecity
cannot assurethat all neighborhood board commissionersor
membersreceivetrai ning or adhereto sunshinelaw requirements.
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Finding2: TheNeighborhood Boar d System HasOper ational
Shortcomings

Neighborhood commissionfailedtorevisetheneighborhoodplanin
atimely manner. Theneighborhood commissionisrequiredto
review and eval uatetheneighborhood planevery fiveyears. The
commissionbeganitsreview processin 1999 and shouldhave
completed arevised planby 2003. Wefound that theneighborhood
commissiondidnot exerciseproper authority over problemsincurred
duringtheplanrevisionprocess.

Theneighborhood commissiondoesnot adequately eval uateor
report on neighborhood board effectiveness. Despiteacity charter
mandatethat thenel ghborhood commissionreview andeva uate
board effectiveness, thecommissionhasnot formally donesosince
1979. Instead, thecommission hasrelied onitscomplaint process
and passiveobservationasitseval uationactivity.

Neighborhood commissionofficepoorly handlescomplaints. We
foundthat complaint fileswereincompl eteor not updated. Insome
Instances, thenel ghborhood commissiondidnot receivecomplaints
inatimely manner, nor didthecommissionadminister complaintsina
timely manner. Weal sofound that somecommissiondecisionsdid
not comply withthene ghborhood planor wereoddly reasoned and
that thecommi ssionlackstheauthority tocompel correctiveaction.

Neighborhood commissionoffice' strainingprogramisinadequate.
Thetrainingprogramlacksaformal structureandtrainingrecords
arenot accurately maintained.

Budgeting proceduresfor neighborhood boardsareineffective. The
neighborhood commissi onofficedevel opsboard budgetswithout
boardinput andreliesonoutdated criteria. Someboardsexpend
few fundswhileothersgoover budget. Thelack of publicity fund
expendituresby someboardsbringsintoquestionboards' abilitiesto
effectively communicatewiththeir neighborhoods.

Neighborhood commi ssion officedoesnot properly manageboard
expenditures. Wefoundthat theneighborhood commissionoffice
madenumerousaccountingerrorsandallowed boardstogoover
budget without any formal authorizationor spending caps. Theoffice
al soexperienced petty cash management problems.
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Recommendations
and Response

¢ Someboardsareunableto attract enough candidatestofill board
seats. Someboardsdid not haveenough candidatestofill all board
seatsduringthepast twoelections. Although someboards
experienced chronicvacanci es, wefoundthat board meeting minutes
and agendasdo not alwaysadverti seboard vacanciesto attract
potential members. Weal sofoundthat board vacanciesarenot
filledinatimely manner.

¢ Someneighborhood boardssuffer fromhighabsenteerates.
e Someboardsareunableto meet quorumrequirements.

e Someboard membersexhibitalack of decorum, but generally
follow parliamentary procedures. Wefoundthat theneighborhood
commissionhasdealt with complaintsof order and decorum
violationsby board members. However, boardmembersgeneraly
followed parliamentary procedures.

¢ Neghborhoodcommissionmembersgenerally compliedwith
sunshinelaw requirements, but improvementscan bemade.

* Neghborhood boardshad somel apsesin sunshinelaw compliance.
Wefoundthat whileboard meeting agendasmet thesunshinelaw
publicnoti cerequirements, meeting agendasand minutessometimes
lacked accurateinformationrequired by thesunshinelaw. Wealso
foundthat thenei ghborhood commissionofficecannot assure
compliancewiththepublicnoticerequirementsfor board meeting
minutes

Wemadesevera recommendationstothemayor, managingdirector,

nei ghborhood commission, executivesecretary, and neighborhood board
chairstoimprovetheneighborhood board systemanditsoperations.
Werecommendedthat themayor establishacity-widesunshinelaw
training programasrequiredby city ordinanceandto consider separating
theneighborhood commissionand nelghborhood commissionofficefrom
themanagingdirector’ sofficeandattachingthemtoanother executive
branchagency. Shouldthene ghborhood commissionandcommission
officeremainunder themanagingdirector’ soffice, werecommended that
themanagingdirector annually review and eva uatethenei ghborhood
board system’ soperations, implement operational changesasnecessary,
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andclarify neighborhood commissi onofficestaff rolesinsupportingthe
nelghborhood commissionandboards.

Werecommended that thenei ghborhood commissionamendthe
neighborhood plantoincludemeasurablegoa sand objectivesand
penaltiesor consequencesof non-compliancewith planprovisions,
implement aformal review andreporting processof neighborhood
boardsannually, comply withthene ghborhood plan’ scomplaint process
provisions, coordinatewiththeneighborhood commissionofficeto
establishaplanthat encouragesmorepeopletoruninneighborhood
board el ections, andimproveinternal review processestoensureall
documentsand activitiesmeet sunshinelaw publicnoticeand content
disclosurerequirements.

Werecommendedthat theexecutivesecretary establishaformal training
programfor neighborhood board commissioners, board members, and
staff, establish control sover boardsthat do not utilizetheir budgets
effectively,improvebudget formationandaccounting practices, ensure
that board vacanciesareproperly noticed andfilled, andimproveinternal
review processestoensurethat al documentsand activitiesmet sunshine
law publicnoticeand content di scl osurerequirements.

Finally, werecommended that nelghborhoodboard chairscoordinate
withthene ghborhood commissionofficetoensurethat board vacancies
areproperly noticed on meeting agendasand action taken at board
meetings, ensurethat board membersreceivesunshinelawtrainingand
maintainacertificationfile, that board membersfollow al neighborhood
planrequirements, and that board meeting minutesand agendasmeet
sunshinelaw publicnoticeand content di sclosurerequirements.

Inawrittenresponse, theexecutivesecretary expressedgenera
agreement with our audit findings, noted severa stepstheofficehas
already taken, or will betaking, to addresssomeof theissuesraised,
andviewedtheaudit asapositivebaselinefromwhichthene ghborhood
commi ssion can measureprogressand gaugesuccess. Wecommend
theexecutivesecretary and theneighborhood commissionfor the
initiativesthey havea ready takentoaddressproblemswithinthe
neighborhood board systemandfor their willingnessto consider our
auditrecommendationsinmakingfuturechanges. Inaddition, the
executivesecretary offered clarifyingcommentsonvariousissuesrai sed
inour audit and disagreed with our audit recommendationto separatethe
neighborhood board systemfromthemanagingdirector’ sofficeand
attachingittoanother city agency. Theexecutivesecretary’ sobjections
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notwithstanding, wecontendthat by administratively attachingthe

nei ghborhood board systemto another agency andgivingthe
neighborhood commissionactual oversight powers, thecommissionmay
beempoweredtomoreeffectively overseetheoperationsaswell as
assumetheaccountability that goeswiththat oversight. Whilewestand
by our audit findingsand recommendations, wemadeaclarifying
amendment to oneof our recommendationsfor thefinal report.

Leslie I. Tanaka, CPA Office of the City Auditor

City Auditor 1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 120
City and County of Honolulu Kapolei, Hawai'i 96707

State of Hawai'i (808) 692-5134

FAX (808) 692-5135
www.honolulu.gov/council/auditor
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1

Introduction

Thisaudit wasconducted pursuant to Resol ution 04-387, Requestinga
Performance Audit of the Neighborhood Board System, adopted by
thecity council on September 28, 2005. Additionally, thisauditwas
includedintheOfficeof theCity Auditor’ sProposed Annual Work Plan
for FY 2005-06, Amendment No. 1, whichwascommunicatedtothe
mayor and city council in October 2005.

Resol ution 04-387 documentsconcernsand complaintsexpressedtothe
council regardingtheneighborhoodboard system:

¢ Concernsfromthenei ghborhood commissionmembersthat the
neighborhoodboardsystemisnot fulfillingitsmission, thatthe
nei ghborhood plan hasnot been compl eted asrequired by the
city charter, andlittleaccountability inspending by the
Neighborhood CommissionOffice;

¢ Concernsthat many neighborhood boardsdonot follow the
“SunshineLaw” or conduct meetingswith order and decorum,
trainingisneededfor board members, commissioners, and
commissionstaff regarding parliamentary procedures, sunshine
law, and general conduct of meetings,

¢ Complaintsregardingtheneighborhoodboardsystemhave
increased over thepast year whileinterestinbecomingaboard
member hasdecreased;

* Loca mediareportsregarding someboardsnot havingenough
fundingtopay for meetingfacilitiesor videotapingboard
meetings, and poor conditionsof meetingvenues, and

* Reportsof numerousproblemswiththeaccuracy, clarity, and
grammatical compositionof meetingminutesthat arewrittenby
alleged untrained nel ghborhood commiss onstaff.

Thisauditexaminestheseand other relatedi ssuestodetermine
prevalenceandimpact, but mostimportantly, how thenei ghborhood
board systemisachievingitsoverall mission. Theinformationisintended
toassistthecity council ineval uating budget and operational requests,
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and hel pthenei ghborhood board commission, neighborhood board
commissionoffice, andneighborhood boardsimproveitsoperationsand
performance.

Background

Revised Charter of
Honolulu established the
neighborhood board
system in 1972

Theneighborhood board systemwasestablished by city charter and
beganwiththeformation of neighborhood boundariesand neighborhood
boards. A neighborhood commissionwasal so established andtasked
with devel opinganeighborhood planthat wouldlay thegroundwork for
theformulation of neighborhoodsand neighborhoodboards. The
missionof theneighborhoodsand neighborhood boardsis, “toincrease
and assureeffectivecitizenparticipationinthedeci s onsof government.”

Theneighborhood board systemwascreatedin 1972 by city charter.
ArticleX1V of theRevised Charter of Honolulu (RCH) calledfor the
formationof anine-member neighborhood commissiontodevelopa
neighborhood plantoassistintheformationand operation of el ected
neighborhood boardson O* ahu. Thepurposeof thesystemisto
provideamechanismtoincreaseandassureresident participationinthe
processof government decision-making. Administrativeandtechnical
staff supportsthemandated functionsof theneighborhood commission
andtheneighborhoodboards.

Thene ghborhood board systemiscomprised of theneighborhood
commission, nelghborhood boards, and theneighborhood commission
office. Theneighborhood commissionofficeisadministratively attached
tothemanagingdirector’ soffice. Exhibit 1.1 presentstheneighborhood
system’ sorganizational structure.
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Exhibit 1.1
Organization Chart - Neighborhood Board System

Managing Director

Neighborhood Commission
9 Members

Neighborhood Commission
Office
Executive Secretary
Staff

35 Neighborhood Boards
32 Formed
3 Unformed

Source: Neighborhood Commission Office

Neighborhood commission

Thene ghborhood commission consi stsof ninemembers. Section 14-
102, RCH, establishesthat four membersareappointed by themayor,
four by thecity council, and theninthmember isappointed by themayor
and confirmedby thecity council. A total of threemembersmust have
had onefull termof prior neighborhood board service. Eachmember
servesafiveyear term.

Theneighborhood commissionservesthreeprimary functions:

1. Developaneighborhoodplantoincreaseand assureeffectivecitizen
participationingovernment.

2. Review andevaluatethene ghborhood planandtheeffectivenessof
theneighborhoodboards.

3. Assistintheformationandoperationof neighborhood boardsupon
request of i nterested neighborhood areas.

Additiondly, theneighborhood commissionmust holdregular meetingsat
least six timesannually andkeepwrittenminutes. Thecommissionmay
adopt, amend, or repeal any ruleof thecommission. Fiveaffirmative
votesarenecessary for theboard to take action dueto quorum
requirements.
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Neighbor hood boar ds

Thecity charter providesfor theestablishment of neighborhoodsand
neighborhood boardsthroughtheneighborhoodplan. The
neighborhood plan currently establi shes35 separateneighborhood areas,
with 32 activeneighborhood boardsisland-wide. InFY 2004-05, there
were444 neighborhood board seatsfor the 32 activene ghborhood
boardsthroughout O ahu. Thenumber of seatson eachboardrange
fromasfew as9 members, toasmany as23 members. Exhibit1.2lists
the 35 neighborhood boundariesandthe 32 activenei ghborhood

boards.
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Exhibit 1.2
Neighborhood Board Status and History, 2006

Current
Board Year no. of
No. Neighborhood Area Formed seats
1 Hawaii Kai 1977 15
2 Kuliouou/Kalani-iki 1975 17
3 Waialae-Kahala 1976 9
4 Kaimuki 1977 11
5 Diamond Head/Kapahulu/St. Louis Hts. 1977 15
6 Palolo 1977 13
7 Manoa 1977 17
8 McCully-Moiliili 1976 17
9 Waikiki 1977 17
10 Makiki/Lower Punchbowl/Tantalus 1977 17
11 Ala Moana/Kakaako 1977 9
12 Nuuanu/Punchbowl 1977 15
13 Downtown 1977 9
14 Liliha/Alewa/Puunui/Kamehameha Hts. 1977 13
15 Kalihi-Palama 1975 19
16 Kalihi Valley 1976 9
17 Moanalua Vacant
18 Aliamanu/Salt Lake/Foster Village 1979 9
19 Airport Vacant
20 Aiea 1977 15
21 Pearl City 1977 13
22 Waipahu 1984 19
23 Ewa 1977 11
24 Waianae Coast 1975 15
25 Mililani/Waipio/Melemanu 1975 23
26 Wahiawa 1985 9
27 North Shore 1977 15
28 Koolauloa 1976 11
29 Kahaluu 1975 15
30 Kaneohe 1976 17
31 Kailua 1976 19
32 Waimanalo 1975 13
33 Mokapu Vacant
34 Makakilo/Kapolei/Honokai Hale 1994 9
35 Mililani Mauka/Launanai Valley 1996 9

Source: Neighborhood Commission Office
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Theneighborhood plan statesthat boardsareresponsiblefor actively
participatinginfunctionsand processesof government by articulating,
defining, and addressing neighborhood problems. Their actionsshould
reflect theneedsand wantsof theneighborhood. Boardsareexpected
totaketheinitiativeinseectingtheir activitiesand establishingpriorities
amongthem, andtoprovidemeansfor effectivecitizenparticipationin
government.

Thepowers, duties, and functionsof theboardinclude, but arenot
limitedto:

* Review and makerecommendationsonany general plan,
devel opment plan, and other landusematterswithinits
nei ghborhood and may review and makerecommendationson
suchchangesinother neighborhoodsinthecity.

* Preparealistof recommended capital improvement projects
whichreflect theneedsof theneighborhood and statethe
prioritiesthereof andreview and makerecommendationson
proposed capital improvement plans.

* Setgoasandobjectives, withpriorities, whichreflect thegrowth
needsof theneighborhood and statetheprioritiesthereof, for the
growthof theneighborhood.

*  Sponsor studies, holdinformationa meetings, conduct public
forums, and makerecommendationsonproblemsinthe
neighborhoodtoappropriategovernment official sor agencies.

* Monitor andeva uatetheefficiency and effectivenessof the
government’ sdelivery of servicestocitizens,andassistin
advocatingresidents' intereststoall branchesof federal, state,
andloca governments.

* Conducteducationa programsfor thegeneral publicregarding
theaspect of government’ sdeci sion-making processesimportant
toboardactivitiesandfunctions.

Neighbor hood Commission Office

Thene ghborhood commiss onofficeprovidesadministrativeand
technical support servicestothene ghborhood commissionandthe
neighborhoodboardsand assistsinfacilitatingtheir city charter-
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mandated functionstoincreaseand assureeffectivecitizenparticipation
inthedecisionsof government. Anexecutivesecretary, whois
appointed by themayor and confirmed by thecouncil , isinchargeof the
office. Theofficeoperationsaredividedintotwomajor and
Interdependent sections—community and el ectionservices, and
administrativeand officeservices. Exhibit 1.3 presentsthene ghborhood
commissionoffice sstructure.

Exhibit 1.3
Neighborhood Commission Organization Chart - FY2004-05
Number of Full-time Equivalent Positions

Office of the
Managing Director

Neighborhood Commission
Office — Administration

2.00 positions
R |
i i
| Neighborhood Commission ;
i (9 members) .
: |
e -
Community and Election Administrative and Office
Services Services
11.50 positions 4.00 positions

Source: The Executive Program and Budget, Fiscal Year 2006

Community and ElectionsServices

Thecommunity and el ection servicessection servesastheprimary liaison
betweenthene ghborhood boardsandthenei ghborhood commission
office. Thissection providesmajor support functiontothe32boards
andincludesattendanceat regularly scheduled meetingstorecord
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minutes; filing of agendas; processingand mailing correspondence; and
informingboardsof city policiesand procedures. Ita soprovides
techni cal support on proper meeting proceduresand producingand
distributing publicity materia stoenhancetwo-way communicationwith
neighborhoodresidents. Inadditiontoitssupport functions, thissection
also coordinatesthebiennia nelghborhood board member election
process.

InFY 2004-05, thecommunity and el ectionsservicessection attended
and recorded 385 nei ghborhood board meetings, processed and mailed
5,819 setsof monthly meeting agendasand minutes, and monitored and
tracked attendanceat neighborhood board meetings. Thesectionaso
wroteand produced public serviceannouncementsand postersto
promoteawarenessof the2005 nei ghborhood board el ection.

Administrativeand Office Services

Theadministrativeand offi ceservicessection providesbudget support
servicestothecommissionandtheneighborhood boards, and performs
officemanagement functions. Thisactivity handlesall personnel
transactions, payroll, inventory, and budget preparationfor boththe
officeandthe32boards.

INFY 2004-05, theadministrativestaff coordinated and serviced all
regular and special meetingsof thenelghborhood commission. Staff
provided thecommissionwithsupport andtechnical assistancewith
complaint hearings, andwiththeconduct of publichearingsrelatingtothe
neighborhoodboards amendments. Inaddition, sectionstaff
coordinated thefiscal expendituresfor eachneighborhood boardthrough
itscentralized purchas ngandaccountingfunctions. Individua monthly
statementswerepreparedfor all 32 neighborhoodboardsinforming
membersabout thestatusof itsoperational, publicity, andrefreshment
account appropriations. |nadditiontoassistingwith preparation of the
commission’ sannual operatingbudget, thissection servicesthenine-
member commissionandhandlesall fiscal, personnel, and property
inventory matters.
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Budgetand expenditure
information

Thissectionnotesthat thefollowing communicationmaterialswere
processed during FY 2003-04:

Newdetter/Surveys 5
Community-based Publications 11
Videotaped Board meetings 81
Monthly Calendar of Events 12
MeetingNoticestoDailies 52
Lega Ads 1
Certificates, invitations, programs,

graphicdisplays 109

Theadministrativeservicessectiona somaintainsand updatesthe
neighborhood commissionwebsite. Activitiesincludeposting of

nei ghborhood board meeting agendasand minutesonindividua

nei ghborhood boardwebsitesand nel ghborhood commissionmeeting
agendasand minutes. Thesectionalsopostscalendarsof monthly
meetings, board member directories, and other useful information.

For themost recently completedfiscal year, FY 2004-05, the
neighborhood commissionhadageneral fund budget of $928,612.
Appropriationsintheamount of $693,664 and $968,473wereall ocated
tothecommissioninFY 2003-04 and FY 2002-03, respectively. The
higher budget figuresin FY 2002-03 and FY 2004-05 areattributed to
costsassoci ated with neighborhood board €l ectionswhich occur every
other year. A breakdown of commissionpositionsand expendituresare
detailedinExhibit 1.4.
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Exhibit 1.4
Neighborhood Commission Position Counts and Budget
FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

DEPARTMENT

POSITIONS FY2002-03 FY2003-04 FY2004-05
Permanent positions 16.0 16.0 16.0
Temporary positions 1.0 1.0 1.0
Contract positions 1.0 0.0 0.5
TOTAL (Full-time Equivalent) 18.0 17.0 17.5
APPROPRIATION

DISTRIBUTION FY2002-03 FY2003-04 FY2004-05
Salaries and wages $594,167 $554,222 $557,625
Current expenses $374,306 $139,442 $370,987
Equipment $0 $0 $0
TOTAL $968,473 $693,664 $928,612

Note: Budget figures for FY2002-03 and FY2004-05 include costs related to
biennial neighborhood board elections; there was no election in FY2003-04.

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

Neighborhood Plan
Is the Foundation of
the Neighborhood
Board System

Neighborhood
commissiondevelops
and amends the
neighborhood plan

Theneighborhood plan, established by thecity charter in Section 14-
104, setsthefoundation of thenei ghborhood board system. Theplan
designatestheboundariesof theneighborhoodsand provides
proceduresby whichregisteredvotersmay initiateandform
neighborhoods. Theplanal soprovidesguidanceonthemanner of

sel ectingmemberstothene ghborhood boards. Inaddition, the
neighborhood plan containsproceduresrel ated totheduties, operations,
policies, and proceduresfor thenel ghborhood commissionand
neighborhoodboards.

Thecity charter directed theneighborhood commissiontodevel opand
amendtheplanovertime. After holding publichearings, the
neighborhood commissionadoptedaninitial neighborhood planin1974.
Subsequent amendmentsweremadein July 1980, June 1986, May
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City charter specifies
elements of the
neighborhood plan

1993, August and October 1994, October 1996, April 1997, and
August 1998.

Thene ghborhood plan statesthat thenei ghborhood commissionshall
conduct acomprehensivereview of theneighborhood planevery five
yearsafter thefiling of theinitial planandevery fiveyearsthereafter.
However, thelast comprehensivereview andrevision of theplantook
placein1998.

Thecity charter specifiesthat theneighborhood planshall designate
boundariesof neighborhoodsand provideproceduresby which
registered voterswithinneighborhoodsmay initiateandform
neighborhoodsandthemanner of sel ection of memberstoneighborhood
boards, their termsof office, andtheir powers, duties, andfunctions.

Designateboundariesof neighbor hood boar ds

Thene ghborhood plan establishesstandardsto beused by the
commissioninestablishingneighborhoodboundaries. Thesestandards
aretobeused by thecommissionasguidelinesfor itsperiodicreview of
boundaries, for thegranting of amendments, andfor changesand
adjustments. Standardsincluderequirementsthat neighborhoodsbe
contiguousand compactinsofar aspracti cable, no neighborhood
boundary shall besodrawnastofavor apersonor community, the
neighborhoodsasawholeshall coincidesofar asfeasiblewithO'ahu’'s
historiccommunities, and, wherepossi bl e, neighborhood boundaries
shall follow permanent and easily recogni zed featuressuch asstreets,
streams, and other clear geographical features. Currently, thereare35
designated neighborhood boundaries.

Amendmentstonei ghborhood boundariesmay berequested by petition.
Thepetitionshall besigned by registeredvotersresidingwithinthe

nei ghborhood equal innumber toat |east 10 percent of thevotescastin
thepreceding el ection of thenel ghborhood board, but shall not contain
lessthan100signatories.

Provideprocedurestofor m neighbor hood boar ds

Thene ghborhood plan establishesproceduresfor theinitiationand
formationof neighborhoods. A neighborhood canbeformedby initiative
petitionsignedby fivepercent, or 100residents(whicheverisless), of
theregi stered voterswithinitsneighborhood boundariesat thetimeof
thelast genera election. Thepetitionshall containtheproposed number
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Other key provisions of
the neighborhood plan

of board members, proposed subdistrict areasof thenei ghborhood
defined onamap, includinggeographical definition,andany plansfor
representationfromsubdi strict areasof theneighborhood.

Selection of neighbor hood boar d member sand ter msof office

Theneighborhood planprovidesguidelinesfor theel ection of
neighborhood board members. Eachneighborhood shall havea

nei ghborhood board comprised of at |east ninemembersel ected by
plurality votefromtherespectivene ghborhood or any subdistrict
establishedwithintheneighborhood. All boardsmust haveanuneven
number of memberswho shall beresidentsof theneighborhood and be
at least 18 yearsof age. Membersof aneighborhood board shall be
electedfortwoyear terms. Electionsarenon-partisanand shall beby
mail balloting, utilizingsecretbdlots.

Neighbor hood boar d member power s, duties, and functions

Thepowers, duties, and functionsof theboard shall include, but arenot
limitedtoreviewingand making recommendationsonany genera plan,
development plan, and other land usematters; preparingalist of
recommended capital improvement projectsfor thenei ghborhood,;
setting goal sand obyjectiveswhi chreflect growth needsand prioritiesof
theneighborhood; sponsoring studi es, holdinginformational meetingsand
other publicforums; monitoringandeva uatingtheefficiency and
effectivenessof thegovernment’ sddlivery of service; and conducting
educational programsfor thegenera publicrelatedtoboardactivities
andfunctions.

Inadditiontoneighborhood planrequirementsmandated by city charter,
theplana so providesother key functional and operational provisions
including rulesand proceduresfor thenelghborhoodcommission’s
hearing process, board el ection, and neighborhood board operations.

Neighbor hood commission hearingsprocedures

Theneighborhood planestabli shesproceduresgoverninghearings
conducted by theneighborhood commission. Theplannotesthat thecity
charter requiresthecommissiontoass st withtheformationand
operation of neighborhood boardsandtoreview and eval uatethe
effectivenessof thevariousneighborhoodboards. Impliedwithinthis
requirementistheauthority of thecommiss ontoconduct hearingsto
determinetherights, duties, and privilegesof membersof the
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nei ghborhood boardsand any person affected by theactionsof any
neighborhoodboard.

Thecommissionisauthorizedtoreview any aspect of theoperation of
theneighborhood boardsto determinetheeffectivenessof the

nei ghborhood boardsinaccordancewiththeneighborhood plan, rulesof
theneighborhood board, and any applicablelaws. Any neighborhood
board member or any resident of aneighborhood represented by a
neighborhood board may fileacomplaint rel ated totheneighborhood
board. Thecommission, uponfindinginfavor of acomplainant, shall
determinetheappropriateremedy.

Neighbor hood boar d electionrulesand procedur es

Theneighborhood plan establi shesel ectionrulesand proceduresfor
neighborhood boards. Theplan specifiesthat theexecutivesecretary
shall direct all neighborhood board el ections. Theneighborhood
commissionhastheauthority toappoint achief monitoring officerto
certify theresultsof anelection. Inaddition, theplan specifiesother
el ection-rel ated requirementsthat i ncludedetermination of residence,
registration, candidatedigibility, ballot provisions,andvoting
procedures.

Thecommissionshall verify theel ectionandannouncetheresults. The
person(s) receiving thehighest number of votesinany neighborhood
board el ection, or subdistrict asapplicabl e, shall bedeclared el ected.
Thecommissionshall swearintheboard membersandissuecertificates
of eection.

Neighborhood boar drulesand procedures

Thene ghborhood plan establishesrulesand proceduresfor
neighborhoodboards. Specifically, theplanreferencesrulesrelatingto
theinitial convening of aboard, officersandtheir duties, and committees.
Under itsgenera provisions, theplanal so establishesthat any vacancy
occurringother than by theexpiration of atermof officeshall befilled
within 60 calendar daysafter itsoccurrence. Theplanalsostatesthat
for any board member accumulating threeor moreabsencesfrom
properly noticed regular meetingswithinaone-year period, theboard
shall havetheoptionto declaretheseat vacant and appoi nt asuccessor.

Inadditionto procedural requirements, theplanal sostipul atesthe
applicationof parliamentary practices, order and decorum, and general
standardsof conduct. Theplanfurther establishesthat any actiontaken
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Neighborhood
Commissionand
Board Members are
Subject to Various
Operating
Requirements

State sunshine law

Parliamentary
procedures and Robert’s
Rules of Order

by aboardthat violatestheserul esshall bevoided by theneighborhood
commissionafter aproper hearingisconducted.

Neighborhood commissionand neighborhood board membersare
requiredto conduct their businessinaccordancewiththestatepublic
meeting law and variousrequirementsestablishedintheneighborhood
plan. Requirementsincludeadherencetoparliamentary procedures,
Robert’ sRulesof Order, general order and decorum, and quorum.

Theactivitiesof theneighborhood commissionand neighborhoodboard
aresubjectto Chapter 92, Hawai‘i Revised Statutes(HRS), relating to
publicagency meetingsandrecords. Chapter 92, HRS, morecommonly
referredtoasthe” SunshineLaw”, statesthat opening upthe
governmental processto public scrutiny and participationaretheonly
viableandreasonablemethodfor protectingthepublic’ sinterest. The
intent of thelaw i sthat theformation and conduct of publicpolicy—the
discussion, deliberation, decisions, and actionof governmental
agencies—shall beconducted asopenly aspossible.

By application, all neighborhood commissionand nelghborhood board
meetingsshall beopentothepublic, unlessexemptedby statelaw, and
all personsshall bepermittedto attend any meetingandto submitwritten
informationrelatedtoany agendaitem. Meeting notices, includingan
agendalistingtheitemstobediscussed, must befiledwithcity clerk’s
officeat |east six calendar daysprior tothemeetingand bemailedto
personsrequesting recel pt of suchnotices. Thecommissionandboard
must al sokeepwrittenminutesof al meetingsand makethemavailable
tothepublicwithin30 daysafter themeeting, unlessotherwise
exemptedby statelaw.

Theattorney general and prosecuting attorney shall enforcesunshinelaw
provisions. Any personwhowillfully violatesany provisionsof the
sunshinelaw shall beguilty of amisdemeanor, and uponconviction, may
besummarily removedfromtheboard unlessotherwiseprovided by law.

Theneighborhood plan statesthat therulesof parliamentary practice, as
setforth by thelatest edition of Robert’ sRulesof Order, shall govern
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theneighborhood boardif theissueisnot coveredorisinconflictwith
theserules. Thefundamental principlesof parliamentary law are: justice
andcourtesy toall, doonly onethingat atime, themgj ority rules, the
rightsof theminority must berespected, eachmainmotionor debatable
positionisentitledtoafull andfreedebate, andthereshould beno
partiality shown. Theplanal sospecifiesusing parliamentary practices
suchasmotions, priority of business, questionsof order and
adjournment.

Itisimportant to notethat Robert’ sRulesof Order only supplements
therulesintheneighborhood planfor parliamentary practices. Inother
words, Robert’ sRulesof Order prevailswhenthereisnoruleor the
neighborhood planproceduresaresilent. Theprimary authority for
board policiesand procedures, including acceptabl eparliamentary
procedures, isChapter 4, revised neighborhood plan.

Theneighborhood plan addressesorder and decorum. Toensurethat all
board membershaveequal opportunitiesfor debate, therulestatesthat
thechairpersonshall vacatethechair whentaking partinadebate, with
thevicechair assumingthechair’ sroleinfacilitatingthediscussion. The
rulealso makesclear that when aboard member or person properly
beforetheboard wishesto speak, themember or person shall address
thechai rperson, berecogni zed bef oreproceeding, and shall confine
remarkstothequestionunder discussion, avoiding personalitiesand
abusivelanguage.

Section92-15, HRS, establishesquorum requirementsfor boardsand
commissions. Unlessotherwisespecified by law,amagjority of all the
memberstowhichtheboard or commissionisentitled shall constitutea
quorumtodo business, andtheconcurrenceof amajority of all the
memberstowhichtheboard or commissionisentitled shall benecessary
tomakeany action of theboard or commissionvalid. Thequorum
requirementisamajority of theentiremembership, or cal culated asone-
half of themembership, plusone.

Inorder to obtainboard member feedback onvariousaspectsof the
nei ghborhood board system, wemailed out aquestionnaire(see

Appendix A) to neighborhood board membersin good standing asof
March 6, 2006. Wemailed atotal of 405 surveysandreceived 190
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responsesthat were postmarked by theMarch 29, 2006 deadline, for a
responserateof 47 percent. Throughthesurvey, board memberswere
presented with statementsabout theneighborhood board systemand
askedtoindicatetheir level of agreement withthestatements. Survey
datawascompiled and responseswereassigned numerical valuesto
determineacompositescore. Thefollowingscalewasusedto
determineacompositescore:

1=Strongly Disagree 2=Disagree
3=Agree 4=Strongly Agree

Exhibit 1.5showsstatementsthat recel ved thel owest compositescore
(valuesof lessthan 2.5, whichindicatesmore* disagree”’ than“agree”)
related to adequacy of fundingfor videotaped meetingsandthe
adequacy of theneighborhood board commissiontoreview, eva uate,
andreport onthene ghborhood planand neighborhood boards.
Respondentsindicated that theneighborhood commission’ seffortsto
review, evaluate, andreport onthenei ghborhood planand nel ghborhood
boardswereperceived asvery inadequate. Thelow scorefor videotape
funding may be somewhat skewed sincesomeboardsdo not, or choose
tonot, videotapetheir board meetings.

Exhibit 1.5
Neighborhood Board Member Questionnaire Results
Statements With the Lowest Composite Scores

Statement Composite
Rank No. Questionnaire Statement Score
1 17 My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay for 297

videotaped board meetings.

The neighborhood commission adequately reviews,
2 2 evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the 2.32
neighborhood plan.

The neighborhood commission adequately reviews,
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood boards.

2.34

Source: Office of the City Auditor
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Statementsthat recel ved thehighest compositescore (valuesof more
than 3.0, whichindicatesmore*” agree” than“ disagree”) relatedtothe
neighborhood commissionoffi cestaff and neighbborhood board
compliancewithvariousrequirements. Exhibit 1.6reveal stheseven
guestionnairestatementsthat recel ved acompositescoreabove3.0.

Statement Composite
Rank No. Questionnaire Statement Score

1 12 My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in 3.32
accordance with “Sunshine Law” requirements.

2 6 Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and 3.21
submitted by neighborhood commission office staff in
a timely manner.

3 8 Neighborhood Assistants are adequately trained to 3.17
perform their assigned duties.

4 11 My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in 3.17
accordance with established parliamentary
procedures.

5 7 Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and 3.14
submitted by neighborhood commission staff with an
acceptable number of grammatical and other errors.

6 9 Neighborhood commission staff provides adequate 3.08
service to neighborhood boards.

7 10 The neighborhood commission office has a positive 3.04

working relationship with my neighborhood board.

Source: Office of the City Auditor

Thecompositescoresfor all questionnairestatementscanbefoundin
Appendix B. Inaddition, neighborhood board memberscommentsare

presentedin Appendix C.
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Audit Objectives

Scope and
Methodology

1. Determinewhether theneighborhoodboardsystemisfulfillingits
misson.

2. Review and assesstheneighborhood board system’ soperations.

3. Makerecommendationsasappropriate.

Wereviewed applicablelaws, policies, and proceduresrelatingtothe
neighborhoodboard system. They included Hawai‘ i Revised Statutes,
Revised Charter of Honol ulu, Revised Ordinancesof Honolulu, Revised
Neighborhood Plan of the City and County of Honolulu 1986 (1998
Edition), city council resol utions, and policiesand proceduresprovided
by thenei ghborhood commissionoffice. Our auditfocusedon
operationsand activitiesof thenei ghborhood commission, neighborhood
commissionoffice, and neighborhood boardsfromJuly 1, 2002 through
June 30, 2005.

Wereviewedvariousdocumentsat theneighborhood commissionoffice,
includingcommissionmeeting agendasand minutes, neighborhoodboard
meeting agendasand minutes, policiesand procedures, and past reports
issued by thecommissionfromJuly 1, 2002 to June 30, 2005. Weal so
reviewed personne files, training programfiles, el ectionfiles, complaint
files, contract files, board member attendancel ogs, and neighborhood
commission, neighborhood commiss onoffice, and neighborhood board
expenditurefilesandreports. Weal soviewed asampl eof videotaped
neighborhood board meetings. Inaddition, weexamined opinionsfrom
theofficeof information practicesand corporationcounsdl.

Weinterviewed nel ghborhood commissi onmembers, theexecutive
secretary, and neighborhood commi ssion of ficestaff toobtai n pertinent
informationandclarify applicablepoliciesand procedures. Inaddition,
wesurveyed 405 nel ghborhood board membersto assesstheir
perceptiononvariousaspectsof theneighborhood board system.

Thisaudit wasconductedinaccordancewithgenerally accepted
government auditing standards.
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The Neighborhood Board System Fails to Fully
Meet Its Mission Due to Systemic Flaws and
Operational Shortcomings

Summary of
Findings

Theneighborhood board systemwasestablishedin1972by
ArticleXI1V, Revised City Charter of Honolulu. Today, thereare32
activeneighborhood boardsacrosstheisland of O ahuwherecitizens
areprovidedanopportunity tovoicethelr concernsand helpguidefuture
growthfortheir communities. A nine-member neighborhoodcommission
ass stsintheformation, planning, operation, andeval uation of
neighborhoodboards. Theneighborhood commissionandneighborhood
boardsreceivestaff support andtechnical assistancefroma
neighborhood commissionoffice, whichisled by amayor-appointed
executivesecretary. Together, thesethreeentitiescomprisethe

nei ghborhood board systemthat promotestheconcept of participatory
democracy, involvingcommunitiesinthedeci s onsaffectingthem. We
found, however, that structural flawsand operational deficienciesprevent
theneighborhood board systemfromfulfillingitsmissionto, “increase
andassureres dent participationintheprocessof government decision-
meking.”

1. Theneighborhoodboardsystem’ sdig ointedstructureinhibitsits
ability tomeetitsmission. Wefoundthat theneighborhood plan
lacksmeasurabl egoal sand objectivestoensuremissioncompliance.
Weal sofoundalack of systemicauthority and accountability
betweenthemanagingdirector, neighborhood commission,
nei ghborhood commissionoffice, and nelghborhood boards.
Mayoral appointment of theexecutivesecretary and neighborhood
commissionofficestaff isproblematic. SunshineLawtraining
requirementsand practicesconflict.

2. Theneighborhood board system hasoperational deficiencies. These
deficienciesfurther compromisethesystem’ sability tomeetits
mission. Theneighborhoodcommissionfailedtorevisethe
neighborhood planinatimely manner andto eval uateand report on
neighborhood board effectiveness. Thecommissionalso
inadequately handlescomplaints. Thecommissionoffice straining
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The Neighborhood
Board System'’s
Disjointed Structure
Inhibits Its Ability to
Meet Its Mission

Neighborhood plan lacks
measurable goals and
objectives to ensure
missioncompliance

programisinadequateand unenforceable. Theneghborhood
commission officedoesnot properly managene ghborhoodboard
expendituresand devel opsnei ghborhood board budgetsusing
outdated criteria. Someneighborhood boardssuffer fromaninability
toattract candidatestofill seatsand othersareunabletoattaina
quorumof itsmembersand conduct board business. Board meeting
minutesand agendasdo not consi stently publicizeboardvacancies.
Someboard membersexhibit alack of decorum, but most others
generalyfollow parliamentary procedures. Thene ghborhood
commissionandneighborhood boardsgenerally compliedwith
sunshinelaw provisions, butimprovementsareneededincertain
aress.

Wefoundthat structural flawswithintheneighborhood board system
challengesitsability tomeetitsmission. Thefoundationof the

nei ghborhood board system, theneighborhood plan, lacksmeasurable
goal sand obj ectivesto determinemissi onaccomplishments. Thesystem
asolacksclear linesof authority and accountability amongthemanaging
director, neighborhood commission, neighborhood commissionoffice,
and neighborhood boards. Weal sofoundthat the patronage-based
staffing of theneighborhood commission officeisproblematicandthat
past attemptsto correct theproblemsfailed. Finaly, thecity’ sfailureto
establishaformal sunshinelawtraining programandimplementation
conflictswithtraining requirementsdo not ensurethat nel ghborhood
commissionandboard memberscomply with sunshinelaw provisions.

Thene ghborhood plan establishesneighborhood boundaries, el ection
procedures, powers, duties, functions, and rulesof neighborhood
boards, and neighborhood commission hearing procedures, among
others. Theplanissimilartoadevel opment planwhereall thenecessary
elementsand processesaregenerally setforth, rather thanaplanthat
establishesgoal sand obj ectivesto bemanaged or measuredtowardsa
certainresultorend.

Other documentsattempt to establish measurablegoa sand objectives,
but they, too, fall short. Theneighborhood commission’ sNeighborhood
Board Member Guidebookidentifiescitizen participationmission
prioritiesand matchesthemwithkey result areas, asshownin Exhibit
2.1. Whiletheseprioritiesand key result areasarenoteworthy, they,
too, lack any criteriathat can bemeasured or eval uated.
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Exhibit 2.1
Neighborhood Board - Citizen Participation/Key Result Areas

Citizen Participation — MISSION Citizen Participation — KEY RESULT AREAS
CITIZEN ACCESS to or opportunity to 1. Establishment of TWO-WAY COMMUNICATIONS between
participate in government policy making. boards, interested groups, residents, and government

(exchange of ideas).

2. Establish CONTACT with and provide citizen participation
information to neighborhoods.

3. STIMULATE INTEREST in operations and/or programs
among the public at-large.

Seek to ensure REPRESENTATIVENESS of 1. Seek to develop TWO-WAY COMMUNICATION with broad

resident input (who are the relevant group spectrum of citizen groups rather than a few. Greater the

that should be participating) number involved—more likely input obtained will be
representative of some population of interest groups.

2. Draw on views of cross-section of community residents.

3. Identify the views of representative cross-section of public
at-large, possibly through random sample surveys.

Effort to seek to facilitate 1. Identify and specify substantive areas open to citizen

RESPONSIVENESS to citizen input participation.

(achieving a high degree of responsiveness

would be the mechanism to ensure that

citizen participation is more than simply a

symbolic gesture. 3. Formulate substantive programs and goals through
discussion with residents.

n

Formulate substantive programs and goals through
discussion with citizen groups.

4. Include citizen survey responses in formulating goals.

Source: Neighborhood Board Member Guidebook, June 2001

Inaddition, theneighborhood commissionidentified aset of goalsand
objectivesin The Executive Programand Budget, Fiscal Year 2005:

1. Toincreasetheeffectivenessof theneighborhoodboardsandthe
neighborhood commiss onofficethroughtrainingandworkshops.

2. Toimprovethebiennial nelghborhoodboard el ection processby
increas ngawarenessof community issuesand updatingtheel ection
process.

3. Tofacilitateneighborhoodboardaccesstothecity administration
andcity council.
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4. Tofacilitateinteractionbetweengovernment andthene ghborhood
boardsinresolvingcommunity concerns.

Theneighborhood commissionlistsasitsaccomplishmentsfor FY 2004-
05, thenumber of meetingsstaff attended, monthly setsof minutesand
agendasprocessed, and attendanceat board meetings. The
accomplishmentsalsogenera ly noteofficeactivities, trainingclasses
provided, and communi cationsprocessed, whichincludethenumber of
newsd ettersand surveys, videotaped board meetings, calendar of events,
and other board-related communications. Whilethecommissionaptly
reportsitsaccomplishmentsinquantitativeterms, theseaccomplishments
donotaigntothegoal sand objectivesstatedinitsexecutivebudget
program. Furthermore, they donot provideany analysisastowhether
thestated accomplishmentswerein-linewithgoal s, objectives, or
expectations. Asaresult, the“datadump” providedby the

nel ghborhood commissionfallsshort of any meaningful review,

eva uation, or reporting onthenei ghborhood system or itscomponents.

Theineffectivereview, eva uation, andreporting by theneighborhood
commissionwasconfirmed by nelghborhood board membersresponding
toour questionnaire. Questionnairestatementswerescoredusinga
four-point scalewithascoreof onerepresenting“ strongly disagree” and
ascoreof four representing“ strongly agree.” Thequestionnaire
statement, “ Theneighborhood commissionadequately reviews,
evaluates, and reportsontheeffectivenessof thenei ghborhood boards,”
received acompositescoreof 2.34, whichwasthethirdlowest score of
all questionnairestatements. Thescoreof 2.34indicatesthat board
membersgenerally disagreed withthisstatement. Oneboard member
commentedthat areview by thecommission had not been seen, while
another commented that therewasnoinformationor evidencethat this
activity had occurredduringthethreeyearsthisindividua servedona
neighborhoodboard.

Thecity charter statesthat theneighborhood commissionisresponsible
for reviewingandeval uatingtheeffectivenessof theneighborhood plan
and neighborhood boards, andreport findings. Wefoundthat the
commissiondoesnotformally review, evaluate, or reporton
neighborhood board effectiveness. Evenif thecommissionattemptedto
eval uateeffectiveness, wequestionhow it could beaccomplished
without any measurablegoal sand objectives. Lackingmeasurablegoals
and obj ectives, thenei ghborhood commissioncannot fulfill itsduty to
objectively review and eva uatenei ghborhood boards, make
recommendationsforimprovement, andensurethat theboardsare
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System lacks clear lines
of authority and
accountability

meeting thene ghborhood board system’ smissiontoincreaseand assure
effectivecitizenparticipationinthedecisionsof government.

Clear authority and accountability betweentheneighborhood
commission, neighborhood commiss onoffice, and neighborhoodboards
islacking. Thene ghborhood commissiondoesnot haveauthority tohire
or direct neighborhood commissionstaff, or compel actionby
neighborhoodboards. Althoughthene ghborhood systemis
adminigtratively attachedtothemanaging director’ soffice, themanaging
director’ sroleisunclear.

Neighbor hood commission doesnot haveauthority tohireor
direct neighbor hood commission officestaff

Thecity charter taskstheneighborhood commissionwithassisting
communitiesintheformationandoperationof their neighborhoodsand
neighborhood boards, uponrequest. Thecommissionalsoreviewsand
evaluatestheeffectivenessof thene ghborhood planand neighborhood
boards. Althoughthenine-member, volunteer commissionistaskedwith
thissubstantial responsibility, itlackstheauthority tomanageresources,
particularly theneighborhood commissionoffice, tomeet these
respongbilities.

Thene ghborhood commiss onofficeprovidesadministrativeand
technical support servicestotheneighborhood commission. The

nei ghborhood commission officereportsthat itsadministrative staff
coordinated and serviced regular and specia meetingsof the
neighborhood commissionanditscommittees. Staff also provided
supportincomplaint hearings. Thissupport, however, canvary because
thecommissiondoesnot havetheauthority todirect thecommission
officeanditsstaff.

OnJduly 17,1975, thecorporation counsel issued anopinionrelatedto
staff assi stancefor thenei ghborhood commission. Thecorporation
counsel advisedthat whilethecity charter specifically authorizescertain
commissionstohavestaff, theneighborhood commissi ondoesnot have
suchauthority. Thecharter al soauthorizesdepartment headsto appoint
staff, but doesnot authorizetheneighborhood commissionwiththesame
authority. Clearly, thecorporationcounsd affirmedthat thecity charter
doesnot permit theneighborhood commissionto haveastaff of itsown.
Hiringof neighborhood commissi onstaff restswiththemanaging
director.
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Thelack of staff support hasadversely affectedthecommission’ sability
toconduct itswork. Commissionerswespokewithexpressed
frustrationover thequality and quantity of staff support they received.
Onecommissioner told usthat staff support wasadequateduringthe
1980’ s, but that samelevel of support wasnot availableunder the
previousadministration. Another commiss oner commentedthat oneof
thereasonsthecommissionhad adifficulttimemeetingitsnei ghborhood
planreview requirementisbecauseitlacked staff toassistwiththe
process. Upuntil theyear 2000, therewasanei ghborhood commission
officestaff personwhohelpedwiththedraftingandrevising of the
neighborhood plan. Sincethat staff personretired, andtherewasno
other officestaff toassist, theneighborhood planrevisionwasdel egated
toavolunteer.

Accountability for theneighbor hood commission, neighbor hood
commission office, and neighbor hood boar dsisskewed

Thecity charter specifiesthat thenine-member neighborhood
commission beassembl ed from appoi ntmentsmadeby themayor and
thecouncil. However, thecharter and neighborhoodplanissilent asto
whomthecommissionisaccountable. Therulesof theneighborhood
commissionspecify thecommission’ sfunctions, power, andduties, butit,
too, issilent onwho should enforcetheseprovisionsor penaltiesfor non-
compliance.

Asprevioudly stated, theneighborhood commission officeprovides
administrativeandtechni cal ass stanceto boththeneighborhood
commissionand neighborhoodboards. However, neither the
commissionnor theboardshaveany jurisdictionover theexecutive
secretary or theofficestaff. Althoughthecorporationcounsel ruledin
1975that themanaging director had theauthority to hireneighborhood
commissionofficestaff, concernsover accountability remain. In
responsetotheissueof whether theexecutivesecretary of the

nei ghborhood commissionisdirectly accountabl etothemanaging
director or tothenei ghborhood commission, thecorporationcounsel
issued anopinionon September 24, 1985 confirmingthat only the
managing director, and not thenel ghborhood commission, hasthe
authority toappoint or removetheexecutivesecretary tothe
commission. Althoughtheappointingauthority waschangedtothe
mayor in 1995through Resol ution 95-261, themanaging director still
mai ntained management responsibilitiesfor itsattached agencies. The
opinionfurther explainedthat theposition of theexecutivesecretary was
created to provideneeded serviceto thecommissionand neighborhood
boards. Simply put, if thecommissionandboardsdid not exist, there
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would not beany necessity for theposition of anexecutivesecretary. In
essence, theexecutivesecretary andthecommissionstaff are
accountabletothecommissionwithrespecttoproviding satisfactory
serviceonly. Thecommission' sonly substantivepower istosubmit
recommendationstothemanagingdirector for review and appropriate
action. Theneighborhood commissionalsolacksany punitiveor
correctivepowersover theboards.

Neighborhoodboards, too, havelittlepower over theneighborhood
commissionofficestaff that issupposed to support theboardsintheir
operations. Asanexample, effectiveduly 1, 2005, theformer executive
secretary establishedapolicy that neighborhood ass stantswoul dlimit
thelir attendanceat each monthly board meetingtotwo hours.
Neighborhood board memberscompl ainedthat thisunilateral action,
whichwasnot discussed withtheboards, would haveadetrimental
impact on somenei ghborhood boards. Oneboard member reported
that many neighborhood chairstriedto schedulemeetingswiththe
executivesecretary regarding proposed rulechangesonly tobedenied
suchmeetings. Themember further allegedthat at onemeetingwiththe
executivesecretary and administrativestaff, themember wasinformed
that neither theexecutivesecretary nor thestaff areobligated or required
tohavepolicy decisionsreviewedor discussed withtheneighborhood
commissionor boardmembers.

Theneighborhood board systemiscomprised primarily of the

nel ghborhood commiss on, neighborhood commissionoffice, and
neighborhoodboards. Together, they seek tofulfill thecharter-
mandated missiontoincreaseand assureeffectivecitizenparticipationin
thedecisionsof government. Whileonemight reasonably expectthese
entitiestowork collaboratively, thel ack of documented connectionand
accountability betweenthem, andamongthem, resultsinadig ointed,
andsometimesadversaria, system.

Managingdirector hasnot taken an activerolein evaluating the
system

Thene ghborhood commiss on, neighborhood commissionoffice, and
neighborhood boardsareattachedtotheofficeof themanagingdirector.
Thecity charter statesthat themanaging director istheprincipal
management ai deof themayor andistasked with supervisingtheheads
of all executivedepartmentsand agenciesassignedtotheoffice,

eval uatingthemanagement and performanceof each executiveagency,
appointingthenecessary staff toassistinsuchevaluationand analyses,
andass stingtheexecutiveagenciesinimprovingtheir performanceand
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Staffing of the
commission officeis
problematic

making reportstothemayor onthefindingsand recommendationsof
suchevaluationandanalyses. Themanagingdirector’ sofficeisaso
requiredto prescribestandardsof administrativepracticefor al agencies
under themanagingdirector’ ssupervision.

Whenwerequestedtoreview copiesof any reportsor eval uations
conducted onthene ghborhood commission, neighborhood commission
office, or neighborhood boardsbetween July 1, 2002 and June 30,
2005, themanagingdirector’ sofficeinformedusthatit did not have
record of suchdocuments. Theneighborhood commissionoffice, too,
wasunawareof any suchevaluationor reportissued. Thelack of
documented accountability andlinesof authority withintheneighborhood
board system notwithstanding, inour view, themanagingdirector hasthe
authority, andisultimately responsible, for neighborhood board system
operations. Werecommendthat themanaging director takeamore
activeroleinaddressing problemswiththeneighborhood board system.

Under thecurrent neighborhood board system structure, themayor
appointstheexecutivesecretary andinfluenceshiring of neighborhood
commissionofficestaff. Thepatronage-based natureof thisstaffing
structureadversely affectsthenei ghborhood commissionoffice sability
toensurequalified staff and thecontinuity of trainedand qualified staff.

Mayor appointsexecutive secretary

Currently, thecity charter statesthat theneighborhood commission’s
executivesecretary shall beappointed by themayor and confirmed by
thecouncil. Althoughappointed by themayor, and supervised by the
managingdirector, theexecutivesecretary’ sdutiesaretoplan, organize,
direct, and coordinatethetechnical andadministrativeactivitiesof the
nine-member nei ghborhood commissionand provideadvice, counsd,
anddirectiontothecommissionmembersnecessary for theexerciseof
theirresponsibilities. Theexecutivesecretary a soplans, organi zes,
directs, and coordinatestheadministrativestaff and activitiesof the

nei ghborhood commission officeto support and promotethe
neighborhood board program. Thisdisconnect betweentheappointing
authority (mayor) andtheimportant roleandfunctionof theexecutive
secretary withrespect tothenei ghborhood commission, hasdrawn
criticiam.

Oneneighborhood commissioner reported that because of thepatronage
hiring of theexecutivesecretary, itishardtodetermineor evaluatewhat
theofficeshoul d bedoingto support thecommissionandthesystem.



Chapter2: The Neighborhood Board System Fails to Fully Meet Its Mission Due to Systemic Flaws and Operational

Shortcomings

Thecommissioner also stated that thecommissionispowerlessto
evaluateor review how theexecutivesecretary isdoingandfeelsasif the
mayor and managingdirector havetoo much control. A neighborhood
board member al so expressed disagreement withthemayoral
appointment of theexecutivesecretary.

Mayor influenceshiring of other commission officestaff

Neighborhood commission officestaff servesat thewill of themayor and
themayor, alone, determineswho getshired, fired, or retained. The
mayor also hastheauthority to determinestaff salaries. Because
neighborhood commission officestaff positionsareunder themayor via
themanagingdirector’ soffice, they areexemptfromcivil service.

Theneighborhood commissionoffice’ spatronage-based staffis
problematicfortworeasons. First, officestaff may changealongwitha
changeinadministration, eventhoughstaff i strained, highly-skilled, and
val ued by thene ghborhood commi ssion and neighborhood boards. One
neighborhood board member compl ai ned that whenthecurrent mayor
appointed theexecutivesecretary and neighborhood assi stants, there
wasacorporatel ossof over 15yearsof experienceintheneighborhood
commissionoffice. Theformer executivesecretary had been appointed
after along delay and many of theformer neighborhood assistantshad
beenletgoinfavor of mayoral appointments. Another board member
commentedthat every timeaboard getssettled withane ghborhood

assi stant, that personismoved el sewhere. Thereisno continuity forthe
board chairs. Wefoundthat 7 of the 14 current neighborhood
commissionofficestaff, or one-half of thestaff, includingtheexecutive
secretary, wereappointed by thecurrent administration.

Secondly, theexecutivesecretary isperceivedto havelittleauthority
over officestaff. Theexecutivesecretary isresponsiblefor planning,
organizing, coordinating, and eval uating theoperationsand activitiesof
theneighborhood commissionoffice. Althoughthesecretaryis

responsi blefor thesecompl ex and extensiveplanning activitiesfor both
thenei ghborhood commi ssionand neighborhood commission officestaff,
theexecutivesecretary doesnot havetheauthority to hirethestaff that
will carry out theoffice’ soverall responsibilities. Oneneighborhood
commissionmember commentedthat itisdifficulttodetermineor
evaluatewhat thenei ghborhood commission officeshouldbedoingto
support thenei ghborhood commi ssion because of thepatronagesituation
of theexecutivesecretary and officestaff. If theexecutivesecretary did
not hire, and only themayor candismissempl oyees, itwould bedifficult
for theexecutivesecretary toensurethat qualified staff wereappointed
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intostaff positionsandequally difficult toterminatean employeefor poor
job performancebecausetheexecutivesecretary would haveto consult
withthemayorfirst.

Recent attemptstoamend staffing problemsfailed

Asof January 2006, theHonolulu City Charter Commissionwas
considering 16 charter amendment proposalsrelatedtothe
neighborhood commission. Severa proposalsdirectly addressedthe
issuesrel atedtomayoral appointment of theexecutivesecretary and
staff. Onequarter, or 4 of the 16 proposals, would havethe
neighborhood commission, notthemayor, appoint theexecutive
secretary. Another four proposal swouldincreasetheneighborhood
commission’ soversight of theexecutivesecretary, whichwouldinclude
suchactivitiesasbudget review, annual performanceeval uation, and
reporting. Twoadditional proposalssoughttoclarify theroleof the
executivesecretary, emphas zing theexecutivesecretary’ sadministrative
powers, but removingthepositionasavotingmember onthe
neighborhood commission. Noneof theseproposal's, however, were
approved by thecharter commissionfor the2006 general el ectionballot.

Thecity charter generally providesthat staff positionsinthemayor’s
officeareexemptfromcivil service. Onthe2004 general electionballot,
thecharter commissionapproved acharter amendment proposal that
wouldconfer civil servicestatusonneighborhood commissionoffice
staff, other thantheexecutivesecretary. If approved, neighborhood
commissionofficestaff would nolonger besubject topatronage

appoi ntment and woul d besubject tocivil servicequalificationandjob
performancerequirements, and protections. Thecharter proposal,
however, wasdefeated by Honoluluvoterswith 104,650vaotingto
confer civil servicestatuson neighborhood commissionofficestaff and
142,394 votingagainstit. Inrecognitionof thecontinued problemof the
patronage-based system of staff appointments, the2005-2006 charter
commi ssion cons dered another amendment to makeneighborhood
commissionofficestaff civil service. Thisproposal, too, wasdef eated
andwill not besent tovotersfor ratificationin2006. Asanalternativeto
thesepiecemeal attemptstoaddressthestaffingissueswithinthe
neighborhood board system, themayor should consider separatingthe
nei ghborhood commi ssionand neighborhood commissionofficefromthe
managingdirector’ sofficeandadministratively attachingittoanother
executivebranchagency.
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Sunshine law training
requirements and
practices conflict

Honolulu’ scity ordinanceestablishessunshinelaw training requirements
andaformal training programfor membersof city boardsand
commissions, including neighborhood commiss onandneighborhood
board members. However, thecity’ scorporationcounsel opinion
affirmsthat nelghborhood commissionand board memberscannot be
compelledtoattendtraining. Inaddition, thecity hasyettoestablishits
ownformal sunshinelawtraining programasdirected by city charter. As
aresult, thecity’ sattempt to ensurethat membersof boardsand
commissionsareproperly trained onsunshinelaw requirements, and
subsequently comply withtheserequirements, havefallenshort. We
foundthat in 2005, approximately 29 percent of neighborhood board
membersfailedtoreceivesunshinelaw trainingasdirected by city
ordinance.

Thecity lacksitsown sunshinelawtrainingprogram

Section3-12.2, Revised Ordinancesof Honolulu (ROH), requiresthe
city administrationtoestablishasunshinelaw training programfor
membersof city boardsnolater than July 1, 2004. Theprogramwould
beunder thesupervisionand control of anadministrator designated by
themayor and conducted by theofficeof information practices. If the
officeof information practicescannot or will not conduct theprogram,
thesunshinelaw training should beconducted by theadministrator, city
officer, employeedesignated by theadministrator, or acontractor.

Wefoundthat theformer city administrationdidnotimplement aformal
sunshinelaw training program by July 1, 2004, asrequired by Section 3-
12.2(a), ROH. Infact, Resolution 04-331, introduced on November 8,
2004, claimedthat oneyear had €l apsed sincethesunshinelaw training
requirement had been created, that theadmini stration had notinformed
thecouncil of itsprogressindevel oping andimplementingtheprogram,
andthat programimplementationwasoverdueby four months. The
resol utionurgedtheadministrationtoimplement thetraining program
withoutfurther delay.

Cityordinancerequiressunshinelawtraining

Neighborhood commissionand board membersarerequiredto
participateinthesunshinelaw training programestablishedin Section 3-
12.2,ROH. Specifically, theordinancerequiresthat any board member
whotook officeprior to July 1, 2004 and who continued to serveasa
board member onJuly 1, 2004, shall participateinthesunshinelaw
training program nolater than December 31, 2004. If theboard
member took officeafter July 1, 2004, themember would needto
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partici pateinsunshinelaw trainingwithinthreemonthsfromthedateof
takingoffice. Commissionand board memberswho had participatedin
thesunshinelaw training programwithinthetwoimmediately preceding
calendar yearsdonot haveto participateinthetraining again. However,
sincetheformal sunshinelaw training programhasnot yet been
established by thecity administration, thistrai ningrequirementismoot.

Neighbor hood commission and boar d member scannot be
compelledtotakesunshinelawtraining

Based ontwo corporation counsel opinionsissuedin 2005, wefound
that evenif thecity administrationhad establisheditsformal sunshinelaw
training programasrequired, neighborhood commissionandboard
memberscannot becompelledtoattend. Accordingtocorporation
counsdl, city ordinanceonly requiresnei ghborhood board membersto
participateinsunshinelaw training and doesnot provideaspecific
penalty for non-compliance. Initsopinion, city ordinanceprovidesonly
for theremoval of board or commission membersappointed by the
mayor and approved by thecouncil for non-compliancewithsunshine
law training requirements, andtheseprovisionsdonot apply to
neighborhood board memberssincethey areel ected, rather than
appointed and confirmed. Inaddition, wefindthat sinceonly oneof nine
nei ghborhood commission membersisappoi nted by themayor and
confirmed by thecouncil, eight neighborhood commissionmembersare
alsoexempt frombeing removed fromtheir appoi ntmentsdueto non-
compliancewithsunshinelawtrainingrequirements.

Thecorporationcounsel further explainedthat absent any specific
penalty for non-compliancewiththesunshinelaw training requirement,
non-compliancewoul d besubject tothegeneral penalty for violation of
city ordinancesset forthin Section1-3.1, ROH. Thegeneral penalty
providesthat violatorsaresubject toafineof not morethan $1000for
each offenceor by imprisonment of not morethan oneyear, or both.
Thecorporation counsel noted that whilethedecisionto prosecutea
board member for non-compliancewiththesunshinelawtraining
requirement restswiththeprosecutingattorney, prosecution of
neighborhood board membersisunlikely, solongasboard membersare
attemptingingoodfaithtoobtaintherequiredtraining.

Structurally, thecity hasmadeagoodfaith effort toensurethat
neighborhood commissionand board membershavethenecessary
trainingtocomply withthestate’ ssunshinelaw regquirementsin Chapter
92, HRS. However, applicationshortcomings, implementation conflicts,
andinterpretationof thetrai ning requirementshaverenderedthecity’s



Chapter2: The Neighborhood Board System Fails to Fully Meet Its Mission Due to Systemic Flaws and Operational

Neighborhood
Board System Has
Operational
Shortcomings

Neighborhood
commission failed to
revise the neighborhood
planin atimely manner

Shortcomings

effortsineffective. Attheend of theday, thecity cannot assurethat all
neighborhood commissionand board membersreceliveadequate
sunshinelaw trai ningandthuscannot expect their full compliancewith
sunshinelaw requirements.

Inadditionto systemicproblems, thenei ghborhood board systemis
affected by operational deficienciesthat further hamper thesystem’s
ability tomeet itsstated mission. Poor management and oversight by the
neighborhood commissionledtosignificantdelaysinrevisingthe
neighborhood plan. Theneighborhood commission’ snon-compliance
witheval uationandreporting requirementsensuresthat i ssuesand
concernsarenotimmediately addressed. Poor handling of complaints
asoadversdly affectsthenei ghborhood commission’ sability to
effectively manageand addressoperational difficulties. Inadequate
training programs, poor fiscal management, andlax budgeting
proceduresarehampering thenei ghborhood commissionoffice sability
tocontributetoward missioncompliance. Attheboardlevel, wefound
that boardsareunableto attract enough candidatestofill board seats
andhaveoccasiond difficulty with absenteei smand meeting quorum
regquirements. L ack of order and decorumareproblemswith some
boards. Finally, wefoundthat theneighborhood commissiongenerally
compliedwithsunshinelaw requirements, whileneighborhoodboards
had | apsesinmeeting publicnoticerequirements.

Theneighborhood commissionisrequiredtoreview andeva uatethe
effectivenessof theneighborhood planevery fiveyears. Thecommission
beganitsreview processin 1999, but hasyet to devel op adraft
proposal. Thedelay of thedraftislargely attributed toavolunteer who
didnot produceacompl eted draft. Ultimately, theneighborhood
commissionfailedtoupdatetheneighborhood planinatimely manner
becauseof itslack of oversight and control over therevisionprocess.

Neighborhood commissionisrequiredtoreview and evaluatethe
neighborhood plan every fiveyears

Section1-12.2, Revised Neighborhood Plan, requiresthene ghborhood
commissiontoconduct acomprehensivereview of theneighborhood
planeveryfiveyears. Thecity charter specifiesthat theneighborhood
planmay beamended after publichearingsareheldinvariousareasof
thecity andamendmentsfiledwiththecity clerk. Itisimportanttonote
that theneighborhood commissionisnot requiredtoamendthe
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neighborhoodplanevery fiveyears—theonly requirementisthat the
commissioninitiateacomprehensivereview toeva uatetheeffectiveness
of theplanand amendtheplan after publichearingsareheldinvarious
partsof O ahu.

Althoughthene ghborhood commissionmadeanarrow amendment to
theneighborhood planin2001 that all owsfor uncontested el ectionsand
adjust boundariesfor two neighborhood boards, thecurrent

nei ghborhood plan editionwasdraftedin 1998. Based onthe1998
editiondate, acomprehensivereview andeva uationof theplanshould
haveresultedinanupdated edition by 2003. Asof thedateof this
report publication, theneighborhood commissionhad not yet adopteda
revised neighborhoodplan.

Thecommission began itsneighborhood plan review processin
1999

1IN 1999, thenei ghborhood commissiondirecteditsNeighborhood Plan
Committeeto conduct and completeacomprehensivereview and
revisionof theexisting Revised Neighborhood Plan 1986 (1998 edition).
Thecommittee’ splanwastoinitiateaseriesof workshopsand complete
severd neighborhood planrewrites. Followingthecommittee' s
acceptanceof thedraft revised plan, it would beheard by thefull
neighborhood commission, presentedtothepublicfor comment and
testimony, andfinally voted onat an open commissionmeeting.

Aninitia publicreview draftwasdistributedin August 2000. Thefirst
publicworkshoptoreview the Second Draft Revised Neighborhood
Plan 2002 washeld on August 24, 2002. Thepurposeof thismeeting
wasto obtaininput andinformationthat would beconsidered for thefinal
Revised Neighborhood Plan 2002. Foll owing theworkshop, the
neighborhood plan committeehel d aseriesof meetingsbetween October
2002 and February 2003.

OnMay 13, 2003, theneighborhood commissionapprovedatimeline
fortheThird Draft Revised Neighborhood Plan 2003. Theperson
assignedtodraft therevised plan notedthat therevisionswerea most
complete. Theremainder of theprocessincludedareview by
corporationcounsel, approval by theplancommittee, publicreview and
hearings, additional revis ons, final adoption by theneighborhood
commission, andsignatureof themayor. Theplandrafter estimatedthat
theprocesswoul d becompleted by theend of August 2003. Following
adoptionof thistimeline, theprocessbegantofall apart duetodelays,
confusion, and mismanagement. Thene ghborhood commissiondidnot
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holdanother publichearing ontherevised neighborhood plan, dated
September 13, 2005, until December 10, 2005.

Neighbor hood commission did not exer ciseproper authority over
problemsincurredduringtheplanrevision process

Theresponsi bility for draftingtherevised neighborhood planwas
assignedtoavol unteer becausethecommissionstaff did not have
experienceintheareaandthevol unteer, whowasanei ghborhood board
member and attorney, seemedreasonably qualified. Althoughthe
volunteer established agoal tocompletetheentirerevision processby
August 2003, thisgoal wasnot achieved. Over thecourseof over one
year, thevolunteer failedto producearevised neighborhoodplan. It
wasn’ tuntil October 12, 2004 that thenei ghborhood commission
reportedthat adraft planwassubmitted to corporation counsel for
review. Over thecourseof thenext ten months, theneighborhood
commissionreportedthat thereview remainedwiththecorporation
counsd.

However, confusiononthestatusof therevised neighborhood plan
ensued. OnAugust9, 2005, theneighborhood commissionchair
reportedthat a“ cleancopy” of therevised nelghborhood planwasbeing
preparedto submittothecorporationcounsel. Ataneighborhood
commissionmeeting held on October 11, 2005, thevolunteer drafter
reportedthat therevised neighborhood planfinal versionwas97to0 98
percent complete. Althoughthevolunteer drafter wouldnotcommittoa
completiondate, thedrafter estimated that it would becompletedwithin
twomonths. Whenthecommissionchairinquiredwhenthefinal draft
couldgotothecorporationcounsel, thevolunteer explainedthat an
annotated publicreview draft neededto becompl etedfirst. Wenote
that thevolunteer’ sestimated compl etion date of December 2005istwo
yearsandthreemonthsafter theinitial promiseto havethedraft
completedfor review by August 2003. Exhibit2.2. providesatimeline
of theneighborhood planrevision processfrom 1999tothepresent.
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Exhibit 2.2
Revision of the Neighborhood Plan (1998 Edition) Timeline

Period Description

1999 Neighborhood Plan Committee tasked with revising
and reviewing the neighborhood plan.

2000 Commission holds informational meetings around
Oahu and revision and review process in early 2000.

August 2002 — February 2003 Committee holds several plan workshops to discuss and further
develop the draft plan.

May 13, 2003 Commission approves timeline, including corporation counsel
review, committee approval, public hearings in August 2003,
and final vote in September to October 2003.

August 2003 — September 2004 Volunteer in charge of revision promises draft for corporation
counsel review on several occasions, but does not produce
draft.

October 12, 2004 Draft submitted to corporation counsel for review on October 10,
2004. Corporation counsel reports it needs one month to review
the draft.

January 2005 - June 2005 Commission reports that the plan is still being reviewed.

August 9, 2005 Volunteer preparing “clean copy” draft to facilitate corporation

counsel review.

October 11, 2005 Volunteer reports the final draft is 97-98 percent complete, but
does not commit to any firm deadline; estimates another two
months to completion.

January 11, 2006 Commission discusses three alternatives for action on the draft,
but takes no action. Commission chair requested that the staff
review and correct the draft plan based on plan committee
minutes.

Source: Office of the City Auditor

Theneighborhood commissionisresponsiblefor updatingthe
neighborhood plan. Thecurrent processtoreview andrevisethe
neighborhood planwasmet with severeprocessdel aysrelatedtothe
commission’ slack of oversight and mismanagement. Thecurrentreview
and planrevision processhasbeenon-goingsince1999. Whilethe
volunteer assignedtodraft theneighborhood planrevisionswasremissin
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Neighborhood
commission does not
adequately evaluate or
report on neighborhood
board effectiveness

meeting stated deadlines, theneighborhood commissionfailedtotake
correctiveactiontoensuretimely completionof important tasks. Asa
result, theneighborhood commissionfailedtoreview, eva uate, and
revisetheneighborhood planinatimely manner. Theplanningand
review processhastaken muchtoolongand may havebeen
compromised by thevolunteer who commandeeredtheprocess. Evenif
thecurrent draft wereto beadoptedinthenear future, itscontentsare
likely obsol etesincetheprocessbegan nearly sevenyearsago.

Wefoundnoevidencethat thenel ghborhood commissioneva uated or
reported ontheeffecti venessof nelghborhood boardsduring our review
period of July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2005, asrequired by city
charter. Thelastformal evaluationandreportissued by the
neighborhood commissionwasin 1979. | nstead of conductingformal
eva uationsof neighborhood boards, wefoundthat theneighborhood
commissiondeferredtoitscomplaint hearing processor passive
observationasitsevauationandoversight activities.

L ast formal evaluation occurredin 1979

Theonly availableformal review or report related tothenei ghborhood
board systemwasproduced by Pac West Community Associates, Inc.
inNovember 1979. Theneighborhood commission contracted Pac
WestonAugust 1, 1979toeval uatetheeffectivenessof the
neighborhood boardsand theneighborhood plan. Inadditiontofindings
and recommendations, thereport al so examinedtherol eof
neighborhood boards, nel ghborhood commission staff, and thefutureof
theneighborhoodboard system.

Someof thekey findingsof thePac West report were:

* Thehighly structured neighborhood plan may exceedthestated
intent of thecity charter andthedesireof thecharter
commissioners. Theintent of thecharter commissionwasthat
officia neighborhoodswoul d bedesignated andthat peoplein
thosenei ghborhoodscoul d organizethemsel vesinto® boards’, if
they wished, toensureeffectiveparticipationincity decisions.
Thereport al so noted that somecommunitiesmight not want to
beorganized, or might wishtorely onexistingorganizations.

¢ Throughtheneighborhood plan, thecharter commissionintended
for thenelghborhood commissionto havethepower todesignate

35



Chapter 2: The Neighborhood Board System Fails to Fully Meet Its Mission Due to Systemic Flaws and Operational
Shortcomings

nei ghborhood boundaries, andthepower to provideprocedures
by whicheachnelghborhoodwouldformand organizeitsalf.
However, acorporation counsel opinioninterpretedthat the
power of thenelghborhood commissionwouldinclude, “the
power to prescribethepowers, duties, and functionsof the
neighborhood boards'. Thereport arguedthat thecharter
commissiondidnotintendto havethenei ghborhood commission
standardizeeachboard by prescribingthepower, duties, and
functionsof theneighborhood boards.

* Neighborhood boundariesdrawndo not seemtoconformtothe
standardsoutlinedintheneighborhood plan.

ThePacWest report a so cited threeinstanceswherethecommission
and commissionofficecompletedinternal reviews, oneof whichwasa
review of theneighborhood plan’ seffectiveness. Thisevidencethat
reviewswereconductedinthepast suggest that reviewsof plan
effectivenesscanoccur aspart of normal operations, apart fromthe
formal neighborhood planrevisionandreview processthat occurs
infrequently.

Neighborhood board member responsesto our questionnaireal so
confirmedthat thenei ghborhood commissiondoesnot adequately
review, evaluate, or report ontheeffecti venessof theneighborhood plan.
Boardmembersrated thecommission’ sreview, evaluation,and
reporting activitieswiththesecond|owest score. Oneboard member
commented that thenei ghborhood commi ssionhad not reviewed or
reported on neighborhood board effectivenessduring thethreeyearsthat
thisindividual served ontheboard. Inaddition, neighborhood
commissionmembersacknowledgethat they donot comply withthe
charter mandatethat theneighborhood commissionshall review,
evaluate, and report ontheeffectivenessof neighborhood boards.

Neighborhood commission usesthe hearing processand passive
observation asitsevaluation authority

Wefoundthat thenei ghborhood commi ssionusesitshearing process, in
lieuof formal review and eval uation, asoneof itseval uationtools. The
commissionisauthorizedtoreview any aspect of theoperation of the
neighborhood boardsto determineboard effectivenessinaccordance
withthenei ghborhood plan, rulesof theneighborhood board, and any
applicablelaws. Whilethereisampl eevidencethat thenei ghborhood
commissionconducted complaint hearingsduringour review period, we
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commission office poorly
handles complaints

notethat usingreview power inthisway doesnot addressboard
effectivenessconcernsinatimely manner. Wefoundthat it takestoo
longfor theneighborhood commissiontotakecorrectiveactionon
complaintsandthat not every properly filedformal complaint reachesthe
neighborhood commissionfor review. Also, thismethod of evaluation
seemstoindicateareactive, rather than preventivestyleof dealingwith
board effectivenessissues. Under current practices, thenel ghborhood
commissionmay not addressaboard effectivenessissueunlessitis
brought totheboards’ attention.

Another ineffectivereview and eval uationtool used by theneighborhood
commissionisitsobservationat neighborhoodboard meetingsand
subsequent reporting at nel ghborhood commissionmeetings. Wenote
that thismethodol ogy reliesmoreonobservation, rather thana
comprehensivereview. Duringour review period, wefoundthat
neighborhood commissionersattended several neighborhoodboard
meetingsand reported their observationsto commissionersat
commissionmeetings. Althoughcommissionersreported potential
effectivenessproblemswith someneighborhood boards, only limited
actionwastaken. Inonly oneinstancedidthenei ghborhood commission
takeformal actionasaresult of commissioner observations.

Not only didtheneighborhood commissionignoreitsresponsbilitiesto
properly review, eval uate, and report on neighborhood board
effectiveness, it al so missedimportant opportunitiestoassist boardsin
makingany neededimprovementsandto provideproper accountability
andoversight. AlthoughthePacWest report suggested that
neighborhood board operationsshoul d not bestandardized and allowed
tooperateindependently, thecity charter neverthelessrequiresthe

nei ghborhood commissiontoexerciseproper review, evaluation, and
reporting. Thecurrentmethodsused by theneighborhood commission
fall short of meaningful, proactivereview andeval uation.

Between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005, weidentified 23 complaint
filesat thenei ghborhood commission. Twocomplaintfilescontained
complaints, but arenot recogni zed asofficial complaintsin Section 1-10,
Revised Neighborhood Plan, becausethey lacked theprescribedform
that would makethecomplaint official. Inaddition, wediscovered seven
other complaintsreferencedinneighborhood commissionmeeting
minutes, with no correspondingfilefoundat theneighborhood
commissionoffice. By our calculation, therewere28formally
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recogni zed complaintsduring our review periodand only 23complaint
files

Wereviewed nel ghborhood commiss onmeeting minutesduringthe
sameperiodandfoundthat theneighborhood commissionheld 25
hearingson complaintsandrel ated actionsduringour review period.
Thene ghborhood commissionheld3complaint hearingsin

FY 2002-03, 2 hearingsin FY 2003-04, and 20 hearingsin

FY 2004-05. Complaintsincluded:

* |nterruptionof anoral presentation
* Notenoughtimefor oral presentation (7 complaints)
* Boardchairdiscouragedcitizenparticipation

*  Order and decorum problemswithneighborhoodboard
members(14 complaints)

* Sunshinelawviolations(3complaints)
* |mproper endorsement of apolitical candidate(2complaints)

e |mproper useof candidatelistwith personal information

Theneighborhood commissiondidapoor jobinmanagingcomplaints.
Wefoundthat complaint fileswereincompleteor not updated, andthat
somecomplaintswerenot recelvedat all. Wea sofoundthat the
complaint processoftentook toolong. For thosecomplaintsthat the
nelghborhood commissionactually processed, wefound that many
decisionsdidnot comply with neighborhood planrequirementsor were
oddly reasoned. Finally, wefoundthat evenif thenei ghborhood
commissionfindsthatacomplaintisvalid, itlackstheauthority tocompel
correctiveaction.

Complaint fileswer eincompleteor not updated

Weidentified 23complaintfilesduring our review period, although 2 of
thefileslacked proper documentationthat formally recognizesthe
complaint. Nearly every filethat wereviewed wasnot updated or was
incompleteinsomeway. Thecomplaint processinthene ghborhood
planhasclear proceduresthat includeproducing key documents. We
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foundthat 20 of the23 complaint fileswereviewedweremissing key
documents. For exampl e, of thetwo complaintsthat involved appeal s,
onelacked acopy of thewritten letter totrigger an appeal. For cases
wheredecisionsor remedieswererendered, nonehadinformationabout
thedecisionor acopy of thepublishedwrittendecision. In2003 and
2004, therewereseven casesthat were pending without an apparent
processing action beyondreceivingthecomplaints. Inaddition, three
complainantsreportedreceivingaletter inlate2005 statingthat their
casewould bedropped or closed. Theseletterscould not befoundin
thefiles.

Althoughthene ghborhood commissionofficehad atracking sheetfor
key datesinthecomplaint process, itwasoftendifficult todetermine
whereagivencomplaint wasinthecomplaint processbecauseof missing
documents. Intermsof simplefilemaintenance, wefoundthat eight files
contai nedinformationunrelatedtotheindividua complaints. Themost
commonerror wasmisfiled correspondence.

Neighbor hood commission doesnot processcomplaintsinatimely
manner

Wefoundthat seven of thereviewed complaintsthat werefiledin2003
and 2004 werecompl etely dropped. Weconfirmedwithsix

complai nantsthat thenei ghborhood commi ssion officedid not contact
theminareasonabletimeframeafter thecomplaintwasfiled. For
exampl e, fiveof theseven complaintswerefiledin 2003; threeof the
complainantsindicatedthat they received | ettersfromthenei ghborhood
commissionofficeinlate2005, advisingthemthat their caseswouldbe
dropped. Theletterscitedavariety of reasonsfor dropping thecases.
Twocomplainantsindicated that they had absol utely no contact fromthe
nei ghborhood commissionofficeabout their pendingcomplaints.

Complaint processisnot managed in atimely manner

Thecomplaint processisatime-consuming process. They typical range
of processtimefromwhenacomplaintisfiledtothescheduled hearing
wassix toeight and one-half months. 1f thecomplaintisappealed, the
processingtimecan beanadditional twotothreemonths. Processing
timesfor pending or deferred decisionscan beevenlonger becausethe
nei ghborhood commissiondoesnot alwaysconcludedecis onmaking.
Theprocessingtimesfor pending or deferred decisionswasbetween 18
and 24 months, with otherson-going, subject tocommissionaction.
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Inoneinstance, acomplaint wasfiled against aneighborhood boardon
May 21, 2004. Theneighborhood commissionisrequiredtonotify the
nei ghborhood board chair about thecomplaint withinfiveca endar days
andtheneighborhood board chair isrequiredtorespondtothe
complaintwithin30calendar days. Wefoundthat theneighborhood
commissionnotifiedthenel ghborhoodboardwithinthefive-day period.
Wefoundthat theneighborhood board chair responded on June 18,
2004, whichcompliedwiththetimerequirements. Thecomplainant
received aresponsel etter dated June 18, 2004, advising that adeputy
corporation counsel wouldbecontactingtheindividual todeterminethe
issueand beresol ved by thenei ghborhood commission. However,
recordsindicatethat no action had beentakensince June 18, 2004.

Inanefforttoexaminehow thenei ghborhood commissiontracksits
complaints, wereviewed pending complaint reportsgenerated by the

nei ghborhood commission dated October 2004 and 2005. Wefound
irregularitiesinboth. Thependingcomplaint report from October 12,
2004 had 31 complaintslisted. However, wefoundthat thereport was
inaccuratesinceit listed 11 complaintsthat thecommissionhad already
took actionon; theother 20 appeared pending withnocommission
action. Thepending complaint report dated October 10, 2005listed 21
activecomplaints, 10of whichfell withintheperiod of our review. The
report wasinaccuratewith oneof theten complaintssincethe
commission had already taken action onthematter and should havebeen
closed.

Someneighbor hood commission decisionsdid not complywiththe
neighbor hood plan or wereoddly reasoned

Article10, Revised Neighborhood Plan, establishesprocedures
governingneighborhood commissionhearings. Weidentifiedfive
instanceswherethenei ghborhood commissionrendered adeci sionthat
wasinconsi stent withthenei ghborhood plan or wasoddly reasoned.
Exhibit 2.3 describestheneighborhood commission’ sdecisiononthese
fivecasesandtheirinconsi stencieswiththeneighborhood planor
reasonableness.
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Neighborhood Commission Complaint Decisions that Were Inconsistent with the
Neighborhood Plan or Oddly Reasoned, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

Case

Neighborhood Commission
Decision

Inconsistency with Neighborhood
Plan or Reasonableness

Matson v. NB #5

“The nature of complaints is not
appropriate for neighborhood
commission action and remedy as
there were not formal
acknowledgement of the complaints by
the board.”

The neighborhood plan does not require
neighborhood boards to acknowledge
complaints before the commission can
make a decision. In fact, according to
the neighborhood plan, the board’s lack
of response is treated as an admission
of the complaint. Under the
commission’s reasoning in this case, all
boards could not respond to complaints
and the complaint process would be
defeated.

M. Golojuch v. NB #34

Commission decides the case before
allowing the complainant to cross-
examine a witness.

Section 1-10.10, RNP, states that cross
examination of witnesses shall be
permitted.

C. Golojuch v. NB #34

Commission dismisses complaint on
the grounds that the substance of the
complaint was not proven to be
offensive to the general community.

The commission, in our opinion, oddly

reasoned that, “the commission does not

have the authority to determine the
validity of anyone’s testimony or
presentation and the facts they present.”

Wong v. NB #5

The complaint was initially dismissed
due to timeliness. The requirement is
that complaints be filed within 45
calendar days from the date of the
alleged violation. The commission
noted that 56 calendar days had
elapsed in this case. The commission
subsequently reconsidered its decision
because the complainant had a virus
on her computer that precluded her
from filing the complaint.

The fact that the complainant had a
computer virus should not have

prevented the complainant from filing the

complaint form in a timely manner. It
was noted, however, that the
complainant was disabled. It would
have been more reasonable to

accommodate the complainant’s request

and extension based on the disability,
and not the computer virus.

Furuto v. NB #8

Complaint was based on the open
meeting section of the sunshine law,
Chapter 92-3, Hawai‘i Revised
Statutes. The complaint was
dismissed because there was no
violation of the neighborhood plan.

The commission further reasoned that
they cannot determine a violation of the
sunshine law.

Section 4-7.2(c), Revised Neighborhood
Plan, mandates that all neighborhood
boards comply with the sunshine law.

Even though the commission may not be
duly authorized to render a sunshine law

violation, in light of the plan requirement,
it could have referred the complaint or
the complainant to the Office of
Information Practices for a proper
determination.

Source: Office of the City Auditor, based on information from the Neighborhood Commission Office
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Neighborhood
commission office’s
training programis
inadequate

Intheseinstances, thenei ghborhood commissiondid not useprudent or
soundjudgment, whichunderminespublicconfidenceinthehearing
process.

Neighbor hood commission lacksauthority tocompel corrective
action

Accordingtotheneighborhood plan, Section1-10.11, if thecommission
findsinfavor of thecomplainant, thecommissionshall determinethe
appropriateremedy. Incaseswherethecommissionrendersdecisions
infavor of thecomplainant, wefoundthat thecommissioncandovery
littleto correct theviolationor offending party. Instead, thecommission
implementsmorewide-ranging remediessuchassystem-wideor
individual boardtraining, rather thanatail ored or correctiveaction.

Al so, neighborhood commissionersreportedthat complainantsare
frustrated withtheprocessbecauseof theexpectationthat the
commissionwill beabletotakespecific, correctiveaction.
Commissioners, too, acknowledgethat thereislittlethey candointerms
of ordering correctionor enforcing decisions. Inmost cases, they can
only makerecommendations. Asaresult, thepublicisdisenchantedwith
theseeminglyineffectivecomplaint process.

Whilethenei ghborhood commissionofficeprovidestraining
opportunitiesfor neighborhood commissioners, board members, and
staff, itlacksaformal, comprehensivetraining program. Inaddition, the
nei ghborhood commi ssion officedoesnot maintainaccuratetraining
recordsthat would ensurecompliancewithany training requirements.
Asaresult, theneighborhood board system cannot assurecompliance
withtrainingrequirementsor ensurethat commissioners, board members,
or staff havethenecessary trainingtoeffectively carry-out their duties.

Neighbor hood commission officelacksaformal trainingprogram

Aspartof our fieldwork, werequested toreview training materialsand
recordsfrom July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005. Neighborhood
commissionofficestaff ssemedunfamiliar withany centralizedl ocationof
training recordsand acknowledgedthat therewasnoformal training
programdevel oped or documented. Staff notedthat betweenJduly 1,
2002 and June 30, 2005, thene ghborhood commissionoffice
sponsored 12 training sessionscoveringavariety of topics. For threeof
thesessions, staff wasunabletoidentify thespecificdatethetrainingwas
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held, and only providedthemonthandyear. Exhibit 2.4 providesalist
of training sessionsheld, training topi cs, and sessiondates.

Exhibit 2.4
Neighborhood Commission Office Training Sessions
FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

Training Session Topic

Session Date

Plan Workshop
Parliamentary Procedures
Orientation Session

Duties and Responsibilities of

Commission and a Commissioner

Budget and CIP Process
Parliamentary Procedures

August 3, 2002
January 25, 2003
May 22, 2003
February 11, 2003

March 24, 2003
July ?, 2003

August 25, 2003

August ?, 2004

5
6
7 Legal Issues
8 How to Make Your Meeting Work
9

Office of Information Practices May 14, 2005
10  Parliamentary Procedures May 14, 2005
11 Office of Information Practices June 28, 2005
12 Orientation June ?, 2005

Source: Neighborhood Commission Office

Neighbor hood commission officedoesnot maintain accur ate
trainingrecords

Althoughthenel ghborhood commissionoffersperiodictraining sessions,
wefoundthat thereareno accuratetraining recordsfor theentireperiod
of our review. Neighborhood commission officestaff wasunableto
provideanaccuratelist of neighborhood commissionmembers, board
members, or staff that attended the 12 training sessionshel d between
July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005, withtheexception of sunshinelaw
training sessionshel din 2005 and nel ghborhood commi ssionofficestaff
training, alsoin2005. It appearsthat thenei ghborhood commission
officestartedto keep better recordsof training sessionsattended by
neighborhood commissionmembers, board members, and staff in2005
under thenew administration.

Asnotedearlierinthisreport, city ordinancerequiresthat any board
member whotakesofficeprior toJuly 1, 2004 and who continuesto
serveasaboard member onJuly 1, 2004 shall participateinthesunshine
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Budgeting procedures for
neighborhood boards are
ineffective

law training programnolater than December 31, 2004. Any board
member taking officeafter July 1, 2004 shall participateinthesunshine
law trai ning programwithinthreemonthsfromthedateof taking office.
Theordinanceal so providesthat aboard memberisnot requiredto
participateinthesunshinelaw training programif theindividual
participatedinsunshinelaw training programwithinthetwoimmediately
preceding calendar years. A new slateof nelghborhood board members
wereel ected and certifiedinMay 2005. Accordingtosunshinelaw
attendancerecordsfor 2005 provided by thene ghborhood commission
office, 114 neighborhood board members, or 29 percent, had not
participatedinoneof threesunshinelaw training sessionsheldwithin
threemonthsof theel ection. Whilesomeof theseindividual smay have
takensunshinelaw trainingwithintheprevioustwo calendar years, the
nel ghborhood commission cannot determinecompliancesincethereare
no sunshinelaw trainingrecordsprior to 2005. Asaresult, the

nel ghborhood commissioncannot ensurecompliancewithtraining
requirementsspecified by city ordinance.

Neighborhood board membersal so questioned theeffectivenessof the
city’ straining. Oneof our questionnairestatementssent to neighborhood
board memberswas, Training sessions offered by the city provide
board members with adequate information to ensure board
compliance with parliamentary procedures, sunshine law
requirements, and Robert’ sRulesof Order. The composite score of
2.92indicatesthat neighborhood board membersdlightly disagreed with
that statement.

InFY 2002-03, the 32 neighborhood boardswereall ocated atotal of
$129,623. Inboth FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05, the neighborhood
boardsreceived $109,894 annually. Thesebudgeted fundsareallocated
tocover eachboard’ spublicity, operating, and refreshment expensesfor
thefiscal year. Exhibit 2.5 presentsindividual neighborhoodboard
budgetsandallocationsfor FY 2004-05:
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Exhibit 2.5
Neighborhood Board Budget Allocations — FY2004-05

NHB Publicity Operating Refreshment

No. Name Expense Expense Expense Total
1 Hawaii Kai $1,993 $1,520 $120 $3,633
2 Kuliouou $1,211 $1,520 $120 $2,851
3 Waialae $936 $1,520 $120 $2,576
4 Kaimuki $1,371 $1,520 $120 $3,011
5 Diamond Head $1,705 $1,520 $120 $3,345
6 Palolo $1,002 $1,520 $120 $2,642
7 Manoa $1,471 $1,520 $120 $3,111
8 McCully $2,539 $1,520 $120 $4,179
9 Waikiki $2,941 $1,520 $120 $4,581
10  Makiki $2,894 $1,520 $120 $4,534
11  Ala Moana $1,770 $1,520 $120 $3,410
12 Nuuanu $1,298 $1,520 $120 $2,938
13  Downtown $1,440 $1,520 $120 $3,080
14 Liliha $1,359 $1,520 $120 $2,999
15  Kalihi/Palama $1,926 $1,520 $120 $3,566
16  Kalihi Valley $1,000 $1,520 $120 $2,640
18  Aliamanu $2,227 $1,520 $120 $3,867
20 Aiea $2,540 $1,520 $120 $4,180
21 Pearl City $2,116 $1,520 $120 $3,756
22 Waipahu $3,203 $1,520 $120 $4,843
23  Ewa Beach $2,150 $1,520 $120 $3,790
24  Waianae $2,174 $1,520 $120 $3,814
25 Mililani $2,115 $1,520 $120 $3,755
26  Wahiawa $2,110 $1,520 $120 $3,750
27  North Shore $1,451 $1,520 $120 $3,091
28  Koolauloa $1,081 $1,520 $120 $2,721
29  Kahaluu $993 $1,520 $120 $2,633
30 Kaneohe $2,367 $1,520 $120 $4,007
31 Kailua $2,556 $1,520 $120 $4,196
32  Waimanalo $1,000 $1,520 $120 $2,640
34  Makakilo $1,498 $1,520 $120 $3,138
35  Miliillani Mauka $977 $1,520 $120 $2,617
TOTAL $57,414 $48,640 $3,840 $109,894

Source: Neighborhood Commission Office

Theneighborhood commissionofficeformul atesnei ghborhood board
budgets. Wefoundthat thesebudgetsaredevel oped without board
input and often based on outdated criteria. Wea sofoundthat the
amountsexpended by each board varies, with someexpending few
fundswhileothersgoover-budget.
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Neighbor hood commission officedevel opsneighbor hood board
budgetswithout justification, criteria, or boardinput

For FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04, and FY 2004-05, each neighborhood
board had afl at-rateannual budget all ocation of $1520for operating
expenses, and $120 per year for refreshment expenses. Thepublicity
budgetsvaried duringthesametimeperiod. Whenweaskeda

nei ghborhood commission officeadministrator toexplainhow these
budgetswereformul ated, theadministrator wasunsureastohow the
budgetsweredevel oped and further advised usthat therearenowritten
guidelinesor justifications, except for thepublicity account, whichis
based onthenumber of househol dswithinaneighborhood board district,
multiplied by 22 cents. In2002, all publicity budgetswerereduced by
25 percent.

Weareunabletocomment onthecriteriausedto establishtheoperating
andrefreshment accountssincewewereunabletoreview any
documents. However, wefoundthat thenei ghborhood commission
officeusesoutdated criteriaindevel oping neighborhood board publicity
budgets. Currently, theneighborhood commissionofficemultipliesthe
number of househol dswithinanei ghborhood board district multiplied by
22 cents. Thiscriterionisproblematicfor tworeasons. First, the22
cent-ratefor first classpostagewasimplementedin 1985. Sincethen,
thepostageratehasincreased eight times, toincludethecurrent rate of
39cents. Secondly, mailinginformationtohousehol dsisnot theprimary
neighborhood board publicity activity. InFY 2002-03 only sevenof the
32 neighborhood boardsmailed newsl ettersto households. InFY 2003-
04 and FY 2004-05, only fiveneighborhood boardsmailed newd etters
toneighborhood households. Themorecommon publicity expenditureis
videotapi ng neighborhood board meetingsfor broadcast. Exhibit2.6
showsthedistributionof publicity expendituresby activity between

FY 2002-03 and FY 2004-05.
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Exhibit 2.6
Publicity Account Expenditures by Activity
FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

Number of neighborhood boards
(that expended publicity funds, by type of activity)

FY2002-03 FY2003-04 FY2004-05
Newsletters (mailed) 7 5 5
Newspaper ad 4 4 1
Videotape broadcast 12 12 11
Publicity account dollars spent
(by type of activity)

FY2002-03 FY2003-04 FY2004-05
Newsletters (mailed) $16,127 $10,851 $6,591
Newspaper ad $10,187 $5,712 $2,309
Videotape broadcast $20,932 $16,387 $16,228

Source: Office of the City Auditor Calculations Based on Neighborhood Commission Office Data

Inadditiontothelack of criteriaand useof outdated criteriafor

formul ating nel ghborhood board budgets, wefoundthat the

nei ghborhood commi ssionofficedoesnot consult with neighborhood
boardsregardingtheir budgets. Neighborhood boardsdo not propose
budgetsor provideany input. Theneighborhood commissionofficehas
thesol ediscretioninestablishing neighborhood board budgets. Asa
result of theneighborhood commissionoffice s* one-size-fits-al” budget

approach, thereisdisparity intheamount of fundsspent by

neighborhoodboards.

Someboar dsexpend few funds, whileother sgo over -budget

Asaresult of poor budget planning, wefoundthat thefundsexpended
by neighborhood boardsaredisparate. InFY 2002-03, neighborhood
boards spent 72 percent of their budgeted funds. In FY 2003-04 and
FY 2004-05, neighborhood boards spent 58 percent and 56 percent of
thelir total budgeted funds, respectively. A closer examinationof
expendedfundsby individua neighborhoodboards, however, shows
significant disparity intheproportion of thebudget spent. For example,
inFY 2002-03, wefoundthat four neighborhood boardswent over-
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budgetintheir publicity accountswhileninenel ghborhood boardsdidnot
spendany publicity fundsat all. InFY 2003-04, 4 neighborhoodboards
spentall of itsrefreshment funds, while 16 neighborhood boardsspent
noneof their all ocated refreshnment funds. InFY 2004-05, wefound that
2 neighborhoodsexceededtheir operating budgets, while 12 boards
spentlessthanhalf of their all ocations.

Inour view, thenel ghborhood commission officebudget requests
presented tothecouncil eachyear isnot anaccuratereflection of actual
neighborhood board needs. Current budgetsareformul ated without any
justificationor accountability, or withoutdated criteria. Withalittlemore
thanhalf of thebudgeted fundsspent by neighborhood boardsinthelast
twofiscal years, webelievethenei ghborhood commissionwouldbe
better served by workingwith each neighborhood boardtoidentify
budget needs, formul ating an appropriatebudget, and ensuring that
boardsspendtheir fundswithintheseparameters.

L ack of publicity fund expenditur esby someboar dsisaconcern

Whilegoingover-budgetisproblematic, wefindthat under-spendingin
certainareasisalsoaconcern. Wefoundthat in FY 2002-03, nine
neighborhood boardsdidnot spendany of itspublicity funds. Thirteen
nei ghborhood boardsspent zerodollarsin FY 2003-04 and another 13
boardsfailedtoexpendpublicity dollarsin FY 2004-05. Becausethe
mission of theneighborhood board systemistoincreaseand assure
effectiveparticipationinthedecis onsof governmentandthe

nei ghborhood commission established obj ectivestoestablish contact
withnelghborhoodsand stimulateinterestinboard programsand
operations, wequestionthelack of publicity fund expendituresby many
neighborhoodboards.

Weasked anei ghborhood commissionadministrator if thel ack of
publicity fund expenditureswasprobl ematicandtheadministrator
acknowledgedthat it wasaproblem. Last year, theneighborhood
commissionofficeofferedtodraft newsd ettersfor boardsasaway to
stimulatepublicity activity. However, theneighborhood commission
administrator wasunsureasto how many boardstook themuponthe
offer. Theadministrator further explainedthat boardsarenot requiredto
conduct publicity activities, but questionshow theseboardsaremeeting
theirmissionif they arenot doingany publicity. Theadministrator
cautionedthat thenei ghborhood commission officedoesnot track or
record donationsor in-kind contributions. Itispossiblethat boardsare
usingtheseresourcesfor publicity activities.
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Neighborhood
commission officedoes
not properly manage
neighborhood board
expenditures

Wewereunabletodetermineif individual boardswereconducting
publicity activitiesusingdonated or in-kind contributions. If the

nei ghborhood commissionhadfulfilleditsobligationtoreviewand

eval uatenei ghborhood boards, perhapstheissueof publicity activities
and expenditurescould beaddressed. |f boardswerenot expending
fundsor conductingany publicity, thenthecommissioncouldintervene.
If other boardsarereceiving donationsor in-kind contributions, these
shouldbetracked and used to eval uatefuturefundingallocations.
Finally,if boardsarereceivinglargecash donations, theseneedtobe
approved by thecity council.

Thene ghborhood commissionofficehad severa problemsmanaging
fundsallocated to neighborhood boards. Wefoundthat the

nel ghborhood commi ssion officemadeseveral accountingerrorswhich
included expendingfundsfromincorrect accounts, deducting expenses
morethan once, and not having proper documentationfor $4700in
expenditures. Theneighborhood commissionofficea soallowedboards
togoover-budget withlittleaccountability, andtransferred fundsto
boardsthat went over-budget. Weal sofoundthat theofficehasa
history of petty cashfund mis-management.

Neighbor hood commission officemadenumer ousaccounting
erors

Eachboardisappropriated fundsinthreeseparatecategories. A

board’ sOperating Expensecoversbasi cfixed costssuchastheprinting
anddi stribution of monthly agendaand minutes, copyingservices,
correspondence, rental of meeting sites, and other authorized
expenditures. ThePublicity fundisacentralized account whichprovides
fundingtoassi staboardtocommunicatewithitscommunity through
newspaper media, videotaping of board meetings, or massmailings.
TheRefreshment fundisfor refreshmentsserved at board meetingsor
miscellaneousitemssuchasle or pictureframes. Budgetingrulesalso
identify unauthorized usesof fundsand nei ghborhood board expenditures
areapproved by thenei ghborhood commission’ sexecutivesecretary.

Wetested asampl eof 43 neighborhood board expendituresbetween
July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005. The samplewascomprised of a
combinationof 15randomly sel ected and 28judgmentally selected
expendituresasnoted onthemonthly budget statementsissuedtoeach
neighborhood board. Wefoundthat of the43 expenditures, therewas
no documentation (recei pt, purchaseorder, or other authorization) for 12
expenditurestotaling $4,752.73 and onedonation of $1,000. In
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addition, wefoundthat six expenditureswerepaidout of incorrect
accountsandthreeother expenditures werepaidafter-the-fact, which
violatedthecity’ sprocurement provisions. Inoneinstance, an
expenditurewasdeducted twice—eachfromadifferentaccountin
differentmonths.

Whilethedollar amountsexpended by neighborhood boardsare
relatively small, thenel ghborhood commissionofficestill hasanobligation
toproperly managepublicfunds. Inour sample, theexecutivesecretary
showedlittleregardinauthorizing expenditures. Wefound evidencethat
nei ghborhood boardsmay not begetting accuratebudget information
andallocations, whichmay adversely impact their operations.

Nelghbor hood commission officeallowsboar dstogoover -budget

Our review of neighborhood board spending between FY 2002-03 and
FY 2004-05 reveal ed numerousinstanceswhereboardswent over-
budget. Exhibits2.7, 2.8, and 2.9 show how often boardswent over-
budget withtheir operating, publicity, or refreshment accounts:
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Exhibit 2.7

Neighborhood Board Operating Fund Expenditures in Excess of Budget
FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

FY2002-03
Under
(Over)  Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
1 Hawaii Kai $1,520.00 $1,815.53 ($295.53) 119%
5 Diamond Head $1,520.00 $1,640.38 ($120.38) 108%
10 Makiki $1,520.00 $1,535.58 ($15.58) 101%
21 Pearl City $1,520.00 $1,963.68 ($443.68) 129%
24 Waianae $1,520.00 $1,892.42 ($372.42) 125%
29 Kahaluu $1,520.00 $2,032.84 ($512.84) 134%
($1,760.43)
FY2003-04
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
2 Kuliouou $1,520.00 $1,556.95 ($36.95) 102%
5 Diamond Head $1,520.00 $1,616.54 ($96.54) 106%
21 Pearl City $1,520.00 $1,638.59 ($118.59) 108%
24 Waianae $1,520.00 $1,954.99 ($434.99) 129%
29 Kahaluu $1,520.00 $1,611.70 ($91.70) 106%
($778.77)
FY2004-05
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
9 Waikiki $1,520.00 $1,607.15 ($87.15) 106%
29 Kahaluu $1,520.00 $1,565.17 ($45.17) 103%
($132.32)

Source: Office of the City Auditor Calculations Based on Neighborhood Commission Office Data
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Exhibit 2.8
Neighborhood Board Publicity Fund Overages

52

FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

FY2002-03
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
1 1 Hawaii Kai $2,646.00 $3,291.64 ($645.64) 124%
2 22 Waipahu $4,295.00 $4,893.48 ($598.48) 114%
3 24 Waianae $3,116.00 $3,549.96 ($433.96) 114%
4 25 Mililani $2,856.00 $3,653.43 ($797.43) 128%
($2,475.51)
FY2003-04
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
1 1 Hawaii Kai $1,993.00 $2,333.31 ($340.31) 117%
2 10 Makiki $2,894.00 $3,195.29 ($301.29) 110%
3 13 Downtown $1,440.00 $1,502.71 ($62.71) 104%
4 18 Aliamanu $2,227.00 $2,247.53 ($20.53) 101%
5 22 Waipahu $3,203.00 $3,262.32 ($59.32) 102%
6 23 Ewa Beach $2,150.00 $2,350.00 ($80.00) 109%
7 24 Waianae $2,174.00 $2,433.32 ($139.32) 112%
8 30 Kaneohe $2,367.00 $2,560.81 ($193.81) 108%
($1,197.29)
FY2004-05
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
1 5 Diamond Head $1,705.00 $1,859.38 ($154.38) 109%
2 7 Manoa $1,471.00 $1,625.00 ($154.00) 110%
3 13 Downtown $1,440.00 $1,551.95 ($111.95) 108%
4 16 Kalihi Valley $1,000.00 $1,400.00 ($400.00) 140%
5 18 Aliamanu $2,227.00 $2,383.73 ($156.73) 107%
6 20 Aiea $2,540.00 $2,734.39 ($194.39) 108%
7 22 Waipahu $3,203.00 $3,262.32 ($59.32) 102%
8 23 Ewa Beach $2,150.00 $2,250.00 ($100.00) 105%
($1,330.77)

Source: Office of the City Auditor Calculations Based on Neighborhood Commission Office Data
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Exhibit 2.9
Neighborhood Board Refreshment Fund Overages
FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

FY2002-03
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
1 5 Diamond Head $120.00 $129.15 ($9.15) 108%
2 21 Pearl City $120.00 $120.62 ($0.62) 101%
3 25 Mililani $120.00 $151.02 ($31.02) 126%
4 34 Makakilo $120.00 $156.22 ($36.22) 130%
5 35 Mililani Mauka $120.00 $179.53 ($59.53) 150%
($136.54)
FY2003-04
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
NONE
FY2004-05
Under
(Over) Percent of
NB # Name Budgeted Used Budget Budget
1 35 Mililani Mauka $120.00 $132.20 ($12.20) 110%
($12.20)

Source: Office of the City Auditor Calculations Based on Neighborhood Commission Office Data

Wefoundevidencethat theneighborhood board officeprevioudy
warned boardsif specificfundswererunninglow. Inatleasttwo
instances, wefoundthat thenei ghborhood commissionofficeadviseda
boardthat it woul d not authorizeany further reimbursement or
expenditureduetoaccount depl etion. Theseadvisoriesfromthe

nei ghborhood commi ssion officetoneighborhood boardsappearin

FY 2002-03, but seemto have stopped sincethen.

Accordingtoanofficia withtheneighborhood commissionoffice,
boardsareallowedtogoover-budget, but must get executivesecretary
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authorization. Theofficia explanedthat boardssometimesdonot have
enoughfundsintheir publicity account sothey movemoney fromone
accounttoanother. Theproblemusually arisesat theend of thefiscal
year. Wefound at | east eight instancesbetween July 1, 2002 and June
30, 2005 wherenei ghborhood boardswereauthorized totransfer funds
fromoneaccounttoanother. Wealsofoundthat thereisnowritten
procedurefor spending morefundsthan budgeted or acap onhow
much aboard may go over itsallocated budget. Inpractice, aboard
chair canmerely phoneor e-mail arequest totheexecutivesecretary
andexecutivesecretary will render anauthorization.

Neighborhood commissionofficestaff further explained that budget
overagesarepaidfromexcessfundsfromother boards. For example,
approximately 25 percent of all publicity fundsgounspent. Fundsare
not formally transferredfrom oneboardto another andthereisnoformal
ledger or account for eachboard. Rather, theneighborhood commission
officelooksat itslump-sumamount allocated to al | neighborhood boards
for operating, publicity, andrefreshment expenses. Basedonavailability
of fundsand thenei ghborhood commission office’ sforecast of unspent
funds, aboard’ srequestislikely tobegranted. Duetothelack of
documented policiesand procedures, wewereunableto determineif
any request togo over-budget during our review periodwasdenied.

Thene ghborhood commissionoffice sbudget allocationto
neighborhood boardsismorelikespendingguidelinesthanactual
budgets. Thelack of written policiesand proceduresfor goingover-
budget or any consequencesfor over-spending leavesnei ghborhood
boardswithlittleincentivetoexercisefiscal responsibility. Asnoted
earlierinthisreport, thelack of budget justificationand useof outdate
criterialeadstolargebudget surpluseseachyear. Withthesesurpluses
“builtin,” theboardsand commissionshavelittleincentivetoexercise
fiscal constraint. Thelack of accountability intheuseof publicdollars,
however small, shouldbecorrected.

Neighbor hood commission officeexperienced petty cash
management problems

In December 2002, thethen executivesecretary sentamemorandumto
thedepartment of budget andfiscal servicesadvisingthedepartment that
apetty cashdiscrepancy had beendiscovered. Accordingtothe
executivesecretary, thenei ghborhood commiss onofficewasal l otted
$600in petty cash. Uponaudit, theexecutivesecretary discoveredthat
only $357.46 could be accounted for, adiscrepancy of $242.54. The
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Some boards are unable
to attract enough
candidates tofill seats

executivesecretary acknowledged that thediscrepancy occurred dueto
acombination of confusi onandbad money-handling practices.

Accordingtotheexecutivesecretary, thepetty cash custodian, whowas
aneighborhood commissionofficestaff member, had runout of petty
cash beforeareimbursement could beprocessed. Asaresult, the
custodian used personal fundsto cover officereimbursements. When
thecustodian auditedtheaccount, thecustodian determinedthat the
correct balanceshould be $300. Upon countingthemoney and
reconcilingtherecei ptsonhand, thecustodian cal culated abalancein
excessof $300. Becausethe custodian had lost track of how much
personal fundshad been putintotheaccount, thecustodiantook the
excessof the$300intheaccount asreimbursement. Asaremedy, the
executivesecretary ordered thecustodianto pay back $242.54
mistakenly removedfromthepetty cashfund. Wecommendthe
executivesecretary for havingasystemin placeto detect discrepancies
inthepetty cashfundandfor requiring repayment of lost funds.
However, wetakeexceptiontotheexecutivesecretary’ sdecisionto
retainthisstaff personontheaccount. Wefoundthat althoughthe
custodianwasrepl acedwithanother staff person, theindividua was
retained asan alternateontheaccount. Wewoul d expect that this
personwouldberemovedfromall petty cashduties. Thisquestionable
decision, however, isindicativeof theformer administration’ sexecutive
secretary’ slax management of commissionresources.

Community interestin servingasaneighborhood board memberis
inadequateto support theneighborhood board system. The2005
neighborhood board el ectionfail ed toattract enough candidatestofill all
444 neighborhood board seats. Only threeneighborhood boards
consistently filled neighborhood board seatsbetween FY 2002-03 and
FY 2004-05withfiveother boardsmaintai ning vacanciesinevery month
duringthat period. Weal sofound that neighborhood board chairsand
nei ghborhood ass stantsfailedtoproperly noticeboard vacancieson
meetingagendas.

Not enough candidatesrun duringneighbor hood boar d elections

InFY 2003-05, theneighborhood commission officereportedinits
annua departmental accomplishmentsthat duringthe2005neighborhood
board el ections, 543 candidatesfiled applicationstorunfor the444
board seatson 32 boards. Althoughitwould appear that therewere
enough candidatestofill all board seats, acloser examinationof the
2003 and 2005 el ectionsreveal shortfallsinbothyears. Thereasonfor
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thisdiscrepancy i sthat most neighborhood board districtsaredivided
among sub-districtsand candidatesmust resideinthesubdistrict for
whichheor sheisrunning. Someboardshaveasingleat-largedistrict,
whileothersincludeupto 14 sub-districts.

Duringthe2003 el ection, theneighborhood commission officereported
524 candidatesrunningfor 444 availableseats. However, therewere53
vacanciesat theconclusion of theelection, or 11.9 percent of thetotal
seatsavailable. Only 15of 32 boards, or 47 percent, filledall of its

avail ableseatsduringthe2003 €l ection. Threeboardsfilledlessthan
one-third of itsseats.

The2005 el ectiondid not faremuchbetter. 1n 2005, theneighborhood
commissionreportedthat therewere538 candidatesrunningfor 444
availableseats. Thisisanadjustedfigurefromthe543 candidates
reported by theneighborhood commissionofficeinitsFY 2004-05
departmental accomplishments. Althoughthereweredightly more
candidatesrunningin2005thanin 2003, therewere56 vacant seatsat
theend of the2005 el ection, or 12.6 percent of thetotal seatsavailable.
Wefoundthat only 13boards, or 41 percent, filledall of itsavailable
seatsduringtheel ection, compared with 15 boardsin 2003.

Anexampleof how thedistributionof candidatescan affect whether a
board canfill itsseatsisNeighborhood BoardNo. 2, Kuliouou-K a ani-
Iki. Thisboardhas17 avail ableseats, distributed among el ght sub-
districts. Inboth 2003 and 2005 thisboard attracted more candidates
thanavailableseatswith 18 runningin2003 and 19 runningin 2005.
However, duetothedistribution of candidatesamong sub-districts, this
board experienced shortfall sof two vacant seatsin both 2003 and 2005.

Thelack of candidatestofill neighborhood board seatscompromisesthe
nei ghborhood board system’ sability toassembleagroup of civic-
mindedindividual sfromacross-sectionof thecommunity tofulfill the
system’ smission. Althoughtheneighborhood planauthorizesexisting
board memberstofill vacanciesthrough appointments, thel ack of viable
candidatesduring schedul ed el ectionsreducesthecommunity’ spower to
el ect candidatesof their choosing. Asaresult, many neighborhood
boardsarecomprised of membersnot duly el ected by thecommunity,
whichisincons stentwiththecharter’ sintenttoassureeffectivecitizen
participationinthedecisionsof government.
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Someboar dsexperienced chronicboar d vacancies

Weexaminedtheissueof board vacanciesby determiningthecumulative
number of vacancieseach board had every month. Figuresreportedin
our analysesarenot discreet board vacancies. For example, some
boardscould haveavacancy fromaparticular sub-district for ten
consecutivemonths. For analysispurposes, wecal cul ated thisvacancy
tentimesbecauseit wasvacant for tenmonthsduringthefiscal year.
Sincevacanciesaffect quorumat monthly board meetings, theimpact of
thevacancy should berecognized onamonthly basis. Based onour
review of monthly neighborhood board meeting minutes, agendas, and
attendance sheets, wefound that from July 1, 2002 to June 30, 2005,
the 32 activenei ghborhood boardsmai ntained 876 monthly vacancies.
Seven nel ghborhood boardshad morethan 50 monthly vacanciesover
thethree-year period and two boardshad over 100 monthly

nei ghborhood board vacanciesduringthesametimeperiod. A total of
12 neighborhood boardshad at | east onevacancy ineach of thethree
fiscal years.

Neighborhood Board No. 15 experiencedthemost vacancies. In

FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05, the board had 62 and 61 monthly board
vacancies, respectively. Neighborhood Board No. 21 hadthelargest
monthly vacancy rateof any neighborhood board. InFebruary and
March 2004, fiveof 13 board seats sat vacant, or avacancy rate of 38
percent.

Highvacancy ratesor long-termvacanciesareproblematicfor two
reasons. First, becausene ghborhoodboardsrequireaquorumto
conduct itsbusiness, and any vacancy will adversely impact theboard’ s
ability tomeet quorumrequirements. Secondly, residentsof sub-districts
withaboard vacancy arenot duly represented ontheboard andtheir
concerns, issues, and problemsmay not beaddressed. Neighborhood
boardsand theneighborhood commission needto ensurethat board
seatsarecons stently filled.

Boar d meeting agendasand minutesdo not alwaysr eflect
vacancies

Asnoted previoudy, filling neighborhood board vacanciesareimportant
tothefunction of neighborhoodboards. Thepublicisadvisedabout
thesevacanci esthrough noti cesin neighborhood board meeting agendas
andany actiontakenisreflectedinmeeting minutes. Wefoundat | east
teninstanceswherene ghborhood board meeting agendasand minutes
didnot reflect boardvacancies.
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Inoneexample, weidentified aboardthat had four vacanciesina
particular sub-district. Theboard’ smeeting agendasand minutesonly
reflectedthreevacanciesfor aperiod of fivemonths. Another board
neglected to noticeavacancy inoneof itssub-districtsfor at least two
consecutivemonths.

Neighborhoodassi stantsarerespons blefor drafting neighborhood
board meeting agendasand minutes. Neighborhoodboard chairsreview
agendasand minutesprior tofilingwiththecity clerk’ soffice. This
check-and-balanceto ensureaccuracy and compl etenessof board
meeting agendasand minutesseemstohavefailed. If community
membersarenot awareof board vacancies, how canthene ghborhood
boardsexpecttofill them? Ne ghborhood commissionofficestaff and
neighborhood board chairsneed to ensurethat board vacanciesare
properly noticedtothepublic.

Board vacanciesarenot filled in atimely manner

Accordingtotheneighborhood plan, al neighborhood boardvacancies
arerequiredtobefilledwithin 60 calendar days. For vacanciesthat
occur onaboard during thetenureof office, theremainingboard
membersshall appoint asuccessor tofill thevacancy. Appointmentsto
fill vacanciesaredonewithamajority of membersat regularly scheduled
neighborhoodboardmeetings.

Wefoundthat neighborhood boardsseldom comply withthis
requirement. For example, InFY 2002-03 and FY 2004-05,
Neighborhood BoardNo. 4 had avacancy insub-district 1 for theentire
year. Neighborhood Board No. 15 had betweenthreeand four
vacanciesinsub-district 2for theentirethree-year period of our review.

Whiletheneighborhood planrequiresa60-day appointment period, it
hasno penaltiesfor non-compliance. Wefound oneinstancewherea
neighborhood board chair had awillful disregardfor theneighborhood
planrequirement. A member of Neighborhood BoardNo. 8inquired
withtheboard chair about theboard’ sfailuretofill vacancieswithin 60
daysasrequired by theneighborhood plan. Thechair responded by
recommending that theboard member fileacomplaintwiththe
neighborhood commissionoffice. Currently, the60-day requirementto
fill vacanciesisunenforceablebecauseif therearenovolunteerswillingto
serve, thenei ghborhood board cannot makean appointment. The

nei ghborhood commi ssion shouldamendtheneighborhood planto
removethisrequirement or add penaltiesfor non-compliance.
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Some neighborhood
boards suffer from high
absentee rates

Some boards are unable
to meet quorum
requirements

Wereviewed annual neighborhood board member attendanceratesat
board meetingsand found that someboardsexperiencehigh
absenteeism. Theaveragecumulative, monthly attendanceratiofor all
neighborhood boardsis 75 percent, 77 percent, and 75 percent for

FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04, and FY 2004-05, respectively.
Neighborhood Board No. 34 had thehighest averagemonthly
attendanceratesof 88 percent, 95 percent, and 90 percent for FY 2002-
03, FY 2003-04, and FY 2004-05, respectively. Neighborhood Board
No. 15 had the poorest attendance rates of 58 percent, 48 percent, and
50 percentinthesametimeperiods. Noneof the 32 neighborhood
boardshad 100 percent attendancefor theyear.

While100 percent attendanceisnot areasonabl eexpectation, board
member attendanceat monthly meetingsisimportant. Becausequorum
requirementsdictatethat neighborhood boardshaveat | east 50 percent
of itsmembership, plusone, in attendanceto conduct board business,
board membersmust committotheir responsibilities.

Section4-7.5, Revised Neighborhood Plan, establishesquorum
requirementsfor conducting board business. A quorumisdefinedasa
majority of theentiremembership (at|east one-half, plusone). This
quorumrequirement wascriticized by several neighborhood board
members. Commentsprovided by neighborhood board members
include,“ Quorumregquirementistoorestrictive, unhe pful,” “ Empty
board seatsareautomaticnovotes. |If aguorumispresent, themajority
voteof memberspresent shouldrule,” and, “ It takestoo many votesto
bindtheboard—amajority of all members, not amajority of those
present.” Wefoundthat obtai ning quorumwasachronicproblemfor
only afew neighborhood boards, but 13 boardsfailed to meet quorum
requirementsat | east onceduringour review period. Althoughquorum
wasn' t awidespread problem, long-termvacanciesand chronic
absenteei smcould adversely impact boards' abilitiestomeet quorum
requirements.

Werequestedtoreview neighborhood commissionofficerecordsto
determinethenumber of timesnel ghborhood boardsdid not meet
guorumrequirements. A neighborhood commiss onofficeadministrator
advised usthat the officedid not keep such recordsand directed usto
review neighborhood board meeting minutesand attendancel ogs. We
weresurprisedthat theofficedid not formally track quorumcompliance
data, giventheimpact onboard operationsand decisionmaking.
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Some board members
exhibitalack of decorum,
but boards generally
follow parliamentary
procedure

Inour review, wefoundthat intheperiod of FY 2002-03to FY 2004-
05, therewereat | east 44 instanceswhereanei ghborhood board did not
meet quorum requirements. Quorum problemsappearedtobe
problematicfor only afew boards. Threeneighborhood boardshad at
least oneinstancewhereit did not meet quorum requirementsineach of
thethreefiscal years. However, 18 neighborhood boardsmet quorum
requirementsinall threefiscal years.

Neighborhood BoardNo. 15 hadthemost difficulty meetingquorum
requirements. Thisboardfailedto meet quorumrequirementsthree
timesin FY 2002-03 and six timesin both FY 2003-04 and FY 2004-05.
Asaresult, thisboard wasunabl eto conduct board businessat 15 of 32
meetingsduringthethree-year period, or 46 percent of thetime.

Theneighborhood plan specifiesrulesfor order, decorum, and
parliamentary procedures. Rulesincluderequiring speakerstobe
recogni zed beforespeaking, confiningremarkstothediscussionat hand,
andavoiding personalitiesand abusivelanguage. Theplanstatesthatthe
presiding officerisresponsiblefor maintainingorder. Parliamentary
practi cesincludemaking proper motions, establishingprioritiesof
business, adj ournment, and questionsof order. Wefoundthat i ssuesof
order and decorum continueto beaproblem for someboards, but
parliamentary proceduresaregeneraly followed.

Complaintsof order and decorum areonfilewiththe
neighbor hood commission

FromFY 2002-03to FY 2004-05, wefound 15formal complaintsfiled
withthene ghborhood commissionregarding order and decorumissues.
Oneparticular incidentin January 2004 involvingamember of
Neighborhood Board No. 34 generated seven complaintsalleging order
anddecorumviolations. Specifically, complainantsallegedthat aboard
member wasaggressivetowardanother board member, displayed non-
verbal gesturesthat werearrogant, i ntimidating, disparaging, and
condescending, andverbally attacked community members.

Wealsoreviewed arandom sampl e of 41 setsof neighborhood board
minutesfor meetingsheld between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005. We
foundnoevidenceof order or decorumviolationsintheseinstances. We
alsoreviewedthreerandomly sel ected videotaped neighborhood board
meetingsonfilewiththeneighborhood commissionoffice, whichtook
placeduringthesametimeperiod. Includedinthissamplewas
Neighborhood Board No. 34’ smeeting on January 28, 2004, which, as
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noted previoudy, generated sevenformal complaints. Wewitnessedfive
incidentswhereorder and decorumwereviolated. Wedidnot witness
any violationsinvideotaped meetingsof Neighborhood BoardNo. 1in
April 2004 or Neighborhood Board No. 27 in October 2003.

Neighbor hood boar dsgener ally followed par liamentary
procedur es

Wereviewed arandom sampleof 41 setsof neighborhood board
minutesfor meetingsheld between July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005.
Weidentifiedthreeinstanceswherene ghborhood boardsviol ated
parliamentary procedures. Twoincidentsinvolvedimproper board
motionsand votingandoneincidentinvolvedfailureby theboardto
approveboard minutes. Otherwise, boardsgenerally compliedwith
parliamentary procedures.

Our review of asampl eof threevideotaped neighborhood board
meetingsrevealed noviolationsof parliamentary procedures. Rather, we
witnessed several instanceswhereboardstook effectivestepstoensure
proper parliamentary procedureswerefollowed or compliedwith
parliamentary proceduresdespitecomplicated board actions. Prior to
thestart of their respectivemeetings, twoboard chairsexplainedgenera
meeting rulesand parliamentary proceduresfor thebenefit of board
membersand the public. Oneboard appeared to have memberswho
wereparticularly knowledgeabl eabout parliamentary procedures. This
boardwaded through compli cated motionsand madedecisionswithout
interruptionor needtorefer toan outsidesource.

Whileissuesof order and decorumat nel ghborhood board meetings
havebeenrai sed, webelievemany of theincidentsareisolatedto
particular individual sor boards. Toensurethat board memberscontinue
tocomply with proper order, decorum, and eti quette, theneighborhood
commissi onofficeshould continueto provideproper trainingonthese
issues. Likewise, therelatively few instancesof parliamentary procedure
violationsisanindicationthat proper trainingwill continuetoensurethat
boardsoperatewithintheboundariesset forthinthene ghborhood plan.
However, evenoneinstanceof poor order and decorumor non-
compliancewith parliamentary procedurecoul d deter acommunity
personfrom participatingintheprocessand underminethesystem’s
ability tomeetitsmission.
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Neighborhood
commission members
generally complied with
sunshine law
requirements, but
improvements can be
made

Neighborhood boards
had some lapses in
sunshinelaw compliance

Chapter 92, Hawai‘ i Revised Statutes, declaresthe State’ sintent that the
formationand conduct of publicpolicy shall beconducted asopenly as
possible. Thefirst chapter of thisstatelaw isknownasthe” Sunshine
Law.” Theneighborhood commissionandtheindividual boardsare
subjecttothelaw’ srequirements. Weexamined neighborhood
commissionmeeting minutesbetween July 1, 2002 and June 30, 2005
todeterminecompliancewithsix sunshinelaw requirements. meeting
scope, open meeti ngs, executivemeetings, notice, minutes, and permitted
interactions.

Wefoundthat theneighborhood commissiongeneral ly compliedwiththe
meeting scoperequirementsof thesunshinelaw. Theonly possible
non-compliancewastheinclusion of thestateicetask forceagendaitem,
which appearsto beout of thescopeof jurisdictionfor thecommission.
Theneighborhood commissiongenera ly compliedwithopenmeeting
requirementsof thesunshinelaw. Theneighborhood commissionalso
generally compliedwiththeexecutivemeetingrequirements. Theonly
guestionableincident wastheapparent failuretoproperly noticean

anti cipated complaintitemthat wasdeferred fromtheprevioustwo
meetings. Thesunshinelaw’ spublicnoticerequirement wasgenerally
met by theneighborhood commission. A potentia weaknessisthat the
commi ssiondoesnot manageweb-based noticerequests. The

nel ghborhood commissiongeneraly compliedwiththesunshinelaw’s
minutesrequirement for general meetings. However, wecould not
identify meetingminutesfor fivemeetingsin2004. Another shortcoming
withtheminutesisthat only 2 of 26 minutesincluded members’ record
of votes. Finally, wecould not determinewhether neighborhood
commissionmemberscompliedwiththeper mittedinteractions
requirementsasthoseactionsarenot recorded in meeting minutes.

Weal soreviewed neighborhood board meeting minutesand agendasto
determinecompliancewithsunshinelaw provisions. Wefoundthat
board meeting agendasmet thesunshinelaw publicnoticerequirements,
but board meeting minutessometimeslacked accurateinformationas
required. Weal sofound that thenel ghborhood commission cannot
assurepublicnoticecompliancerequirementsfor board minutes.

Boar d meetingagendasmet sunshinelaw publicnotice
requirements

Accordingtotheneighborhood plan, all neighborhood board meeting
agendasshall befiledat thecity clerk’ sofficenotlessthanseven
calendar daysprior tothescheduled regular meeting. Thisrequirementis
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stricter thanthesunshinel aw requirement that publicnoticesbefiled
withinsix calendar days. Wereviewedarandomsampleof 41

nei ghborhood board meeting agendasto determineif they metthe
sunshinelaw requirement for posting publicnoticeswithinsix calendar
days. Wefoundthat thenei ghborhood commissionofficefully complied
withthesunshinelaw requirement for posting neighborhoodboard
meetingagendas.

Boar d meeting minutesand agendasoccasionally lacked accur ate
informationrequired by thesunshinelaw

The State’ ssunshinelaw requiresboardsto keepwritten minutesof all
meetings. Althoughneither afull transcript nor arecording of themeeting
isrequired, theminutesshould giveatruereflectionof thematters
discussed andtheviewsof theparticipants. Specifically, theminutes
shouldinclude:

1. Thedate,time, and placeof themeeting;
2. Themembersof theboard recorded aseither present or absent;

3. Thesubstanceof all mattersproposed, discussed, or decided; anda
record, by individual member, of any votetaken; and

4. Any otherinformationthat any member of theboard requeststobe
includedor reflectedintheminutes.

Thesunshinelaw al so specifiesthat boardsissuewritten publicnoticeof
any regular, special, reschedul ed, or executiveboard meeting. The
noticeshall includeanagendawhichlistsall of theitemstobeconsidered
at themeeting, andincludethedate, time, and place.

Asamatter of clarification, theofficeof information practicesopined that
althoughtheprimary purposefor keeping minutesistoreflect what the
boarddidandtosufficiently describe, invery general terms, thepositions
expressed by personswho arenot board members, itisinsufficient for
theminutestoreflect only thetestifier’ snamesandassociations. The
officefurther stated that itisinsufficient for theminutestosummarizethe
oral testimony without refl ecting thenamesof thetestifiersassociated
withaparticular position. Asacommunity-based organization, we
believethatitisimportant that themeeting minutesreflect thenamesof
individualsandtheviewsthey express.
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Inadditiontorenderinganopiniononnel ghborhood board meeting
minutes content, theofficeof information practicesal soopinedthatin
light of thestatute’ spurposeto openupthegovernmental processto
publicscrutiny and participation, theofficeinterpretsthestatuteto
requirethat themeeting agendabesufficiently detailedtoallow members
of thecommunity to understandwhat theboardintendsto consider so
that they canreasonabl edeci dewhether to participateinthemeeting.
Accordingly, agendaitemssuchas® RuleRevisions’ or “ Resol ution—
drainage,” without any further detail about thespecificrulestobe
reviewed or thespecificresolution, areinsufficient.

Todeterminecompliancewithsunshinelaw publicnoticeprovisions,we
reviewedastatistically valid, random sampleof 41 neighborhood board
meeting minutes, 41 neighborhood board meeting agendas, andvieweda
random sampl eof threevideotaped nel ghborhood board meetings
between FY 2002-03 and FY 2004-05. Wefound two potential
sunshinelaw violationsinour sampl ereview of board meeting minutes,
four potential viol ationsinour samplereview of board meeting agendas,
andninepotential violationsinour review of videotaped nelghborhood
board meetings.

Neighbor hood commission officecannot assurecompliancewith
publicnoticerequirementsfor boar d meetingminutes

Thesunshinelaw requiresthat neighborhood boardskeepwritten
minutesof all regularly scheduled meetingsand makethemavailableto
thepublicwithin 30 calendar daysafter themeeting. Weexamineda
statistically valid, random sampl eof 41 neighborhood board meeting
minutestodetermineif they wereavail ablefor publicreviewwithin30
calendar daysfromthedateof theboard meeting. Wecouldnot
determinethene ghborhood commissionoffice’ scompliancewiththe
sunshinelaw provis onbecausetheofficedoesnotformally logor time-
stampthemeetingminutesasthey becomeavailable.

Accordingtoaneighborhood commissionofficeadministrator, sincethe
board minutesof aparticular montharemailedtogether withtheagenda
for thepreceding month, theminutesaredeemed available. For

exampl e, themeeting minutesfor an A pril 2004 board meetingwill be
appendedtotheagendaof theMay 2004 meetingwhenmailedto
designatedrecipients. However, thisbecomesproblematicwhenthereis
arecessbetween meetingsand theminutesdo not get mailed until two
monthslater. Todate, theofficehasnot received any formal complaints
abouttheavailability of board meeting minutes.
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Conclusion

Anadditional problemwiththeneighborhood commission’ scurrent

mai ntenanceof board meeting minutesisthat theminutesposted onthe
commission’ swebsiteand madeavailabletothepublicarenot the
corrected minutesasadopted by theboard. Accordingtoa

nei ghborhood commissionofficeadministrator, theminutesthat are
availabletothepublicand posted oneach board swebsitearethe
minutesdrafted by thenei ghborhood assi stant and approved by the
board chair. Thepublished minutesarenot updatedif corrections,
additions, or deletionsaremadeby theboard at regul arly scheduled
meetings, arenot reprintedtorefl ect any changesmadeby theboard,
andtheneighborhood commissionofficefilesdonot containthevarious
draftsof theminutesasthey areamended and approved. Asitcurrently
stands, membersof thepublicwoul d havetoresearch neighborhood
board meeting minutesof subsequent meetingsto seeif changeswere
madetoaprior month’ sminutes.

Thene ghborhood commissionofficeadministrator wespokewith
acknowl edgedthat theposting of uncorrected minuteswasproblematic.
Theofficeissuggestingto neighborhood assi stantsto append corrections
madetotheoriginal meetingminutesasreflectedin subsequent meeting
minutes. Whiletheentireminuteswould not bere-drafted, thefilewould
containall draftsand pertinentinformationasrequired by thesunshine
law.

Inour view, many of thesesunshinelaw compliancelapsesappear tobe
carelesserrors, | apsesinaccuratenote-taking by theneighborhood
assistant, and lax officeprocedures. Whilewedo not seeany evidence
tosuggestwillful violationof thepublicnoticerequirements,

nei ghborhood ass stantsshoul d ensurethat nel ghborhood board meeting
agendasand minutescomply with sunshinelaw requirementsandthe
officeof informationpractices’ guidelines. Theneighborhood
commissionofficeshould continuetodevel opneighborhood ass stants
skillsby offeringquality training at appropriateintervals. Theoffice
shouldalsoimplement asystemto ensurethat nel ghborhood board
meeting minutesareavail ablewithin 30 calendar daysand maintainfiles
that refl ect all amendmentsmadeto board meeting minutes.

Under itscurrent structureand practi ces, theneighborhood board
systemisnot fully achievingitsmission. Thelack of measurablegoals
and obj ectivespreventsthenei ghborhood commissionfromdetermining
whether thesystemisoperating efficiently and meetingitsoverall mission.
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Thesystemalsolacksclear linesof authority andaccountability. The
patronage-based staffing of thenel ghborhood commissionofficedoes
not assurecontinuity or appoi ntment of qualified staff. Conflictsinthe
sunshinelaw trainingrequirementsfail stoensurethat neighborhood
commissionersandboard membersarefulfillingtheir publicdisclosure
duties. Thene ghborhood plan needstobestrengthenedtoprovide
better guidancetotheboardsand commissions, and provide
consequencesfor non-compliance. Also, themayor andcouncil should
congder providingthene ghborhood commissionandcommissionoffice
withmoreoperational autonomy toensurecompliancewithitscharter-
mandatedmission.

Operationally, thenel ghborhood board systemishampered by non-
complianceor inadequatepracticesand oversight by thenei ghborhood
commission, nel ghborhood commi ssionoffice, and neighborhood
boards. Thenelghborhoodcommissionfailedtoreview andrevisethe
neighborhood planinatimely manner and doesnot actively evaluateand
report ontheeffectivenessof neighborhoodboards. Instead, it takesa
reactiveapproachinexercisingitsreview powersby relyingon
complaintsfiledagainst neighborhood boards. Additionaly,the
commission’ scomplaint hearing processisinefficient.

Thene ghborhood commissionoffice, under thedirectionof the
executivesecretary, alsofallsshortinseveral operational areas. The
officelacksaformal training programand doesnot enforceor effectively
apply pre-employment requirements. Theoffice’ smethodol ogy for
establishing neighborhoodboard budgetsand approving expendituresis
lax.

Neighborhood boards, too, experienceoperational deficiencies. Some
neighborhood boardsareunabletofield candidatestofill all seatsand
suffer fromyear-round vacancies. Boardsoccasionally areunableto
meet quorumrequirementsthat prevent themfromconducting board
business. Board agendasdo not awaysreflect board vacancies,
preventing potential candidatesfromfillingthoseseats. Boardsdonot
awayseffectively utilizetheir budgetsand publicizeboard meetings.
Someboard memberslack decorum, but most othersgenerally follow
parliamentary procedures. |mprovementsincomplyingwithsunshinelaw
publicnoticeand meeting agendaand minutes’ content requirements
couldbeimproved.
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Recommendations

Shortcomings

1

Themayor should:

a

Establishacity-widesunshinelawtrainingprogramasrequired
by city ordinance.

Consider separatingthenei ghborhood commissionand
neighborhood commissionofficefromthemanagingdirector’s
officeandadmini stratively attachingittoanother executive
branchagency.

Work withthecity council tointroduceacharter amendment
proposal that would collectively attachthenei ghborhood
commission, nelghborhood commi ssionoffice, and neighborhood
boardstoanother executiveagency, anddesignatethe
neighborhood commissionastheappointingauthority for the
executivesecretary.

If thenei ghborhood commissionand neighborhood commission
officeremainsunder themanagingdirector’ soffice, themanaging
director should:

a

Annually review andeval uatethenei ghborhood board system’ s
operations.

Implement operational changesasappropriate, whichdonot
conflictwiththeneighborhoodplan.

Clarify neighborhood commissionofficestaff rolesinsupporting
thene ghborhood commissionand neighborhoodboards.

Thene ghborhood commissionshould:

a

Amendtheneighborhood plantoincludemeasurablegoal sand
objectives.

Ensurethat neighborhood planreview requirementsaremet.

Implement aformal review and reporting processof
neighborhoodboardsannualy.

Complywiththeneighborhood plan’ scomplaint process
provisons.
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Shortcomings

e. Amendtheneighborhood plantoprovidepenaltiesor
consequencesfor violationsof neighborhood planrequirements,
whereappropriateandenforceable.

f.  Coordinatewiththeneighborhood commissionofficetoestablish
aplanthat encouragesmorepeopletoruninneighborhood
boardelections.

g. Improveinterna review processtoensurethat all documentsand
activitiesmeet sunshinelaw publicnoticeand content disclosure
requirements.

4. Theexecutivesecretary should:

a. Egablishaformal trainingprogramto:

I.  Ensurethat neighborhood board commissionersandboard
membersmeet all legal requirements, toincludekeepingan
accuratetraininglog.

ii. Ensureneighborhoodcommissionofficestaff receiveinitia
skillstrainingandrecurrent trainingonsuchtopicsasnote
taking, drafting minutes, neighborhood plan, parliamentary
procedures, Robert’ sRulesof Order, and other pertinent
skill aress.

b. Establishcontrolsover neighborhoodboardsnot utilizingtheir
budgetseffectively thatinclude:

I.  Penaltiesor consequencesfor boardsthat go over-budget.

ii. Requiringjustificationsfromboardsthat donotexpend
publicity funds.

lii. -Adjustingfutureboardbudgetsto better match board needs.

c. Document boardbudget formationandallocation, justify funds,
andreport methodol ogy tothecity council.

d. Ensurethat board expensesarepaidfromtheproper accounts.

e. Work moreclosaly withneighborhood boardsinestablishing
budgets.



Chapter2: The Neighborhood Board System Fails to Fully Meet Its Mission Due to Systemic Flaws and Operational

f.

Shortcomings

Coordinatewiththeneighborhood commissiontoestablisha
planthat encouragesmorepeopletoruninneighborhood board
elections,

Coordinatewiththeneighborhood boardsto ensurethat board
vacanciesareproperly noticed on meeting agendasandaction
taken at board meetings.

Improveinternal review processtoensurethat all documentsand
activitiesmeet sunshinelaw publicnoticeand content disclosure
requirements.

5. Neghborhoodboardchairsshould:

a. Coordinatewiththeneighborhood commissionofficetoensure

that board vacanciesareproperly noticed on meeting agendas
andactiontaken at board meetings.

Ensurethat board membersreceivesunshinelawtrainingand
maintainacertificationfile.

Ensurethat board membersfollow all neighborhoodplan
requirementsincludingorder anddecorum, parliamentary
procedures, and sunshinelaw requirements.

Ensurethat board meeting minutesand agendasmeet sunshine
law publicnoti ceand content di sclosurerequirements.
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APPENDIXA
Neighborhood Board Member Survey

OFFICE OF THE CITY AUDITOR

CiTY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
1000 ULUOHIA STREEY, SUITE 120, KAPOLES, HAWAN 96707 / PHONE: {808} 692-5134 / FAX: (808} 692-5135

LESLIE I TANAKA, CPA
CHTY AUDITOR

March 13, 2006

Dear Neighborhood Board Member:

The Office of the City Auditor is currently conducting an audit of the neighborhood board system. This
audit is being conducted pursuant to Resolution 04-387, which was adopted by the Honolulu City
Council in September 2005. The resolution directs my office to conduct a performance audit of the
neighborhood board system and to make recommendations for improvement.

As part of my office’s review, [ am requesting your assistance in completing the enclosed survey. [
would appreciate you returning the completed survey in the enclosed, self-addressed stamped envelope
by Wednesday, March 29, 2006. To ensure anonymity, this survey contains no identifying marks or
codes. My only request is that you indicate on the survey the neighborhood board on which you serve.
Please be sure to complete both sides of the survey.

[ thank you, in advance, for your assistance with this request. Your input is important to this audit and |
hope you will take the time to complete and return the survey. If you have any questions regarding this
survey, please call Troy Shimasaki, Auditor-in-Charge. at 692-5134 or e-mail to
tshimasaki‘@honolulu.gov.

Sincerely,
(/v{.’lcx-v«. \J? I L
i

Leslie I Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor
City and County of Honolulu

Enclosure



Appendix A
|

Audit of the Neighborhood Board System
Neighborhood Board Member Survey
March 2006
| am a member of Neighborhood Board No.

Please darken the circle that best describes your perception toward the statement made.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

Neighborhood Plan

1 The Revised Neighborhood Plan of the City & County of O O O O
Honolulu 1986 (1998 Edition) provides neighborhood
boards with an adequate foundation to fulfill its mission.

Neighborhood Commission

2 The neighborhood commission adequately reviews, O O O O
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood plan.

3 The neighborhood commission adequately reviews, O O O O
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood boards.

4 The neighborhood commission adequately assists inthe O O O O
formation and operation of neighborhoods and
neighborhood boards.

5 The neighborhood commission has a positive working O O O O
relationship with my neighborhood board.

Neighborhood Commission Office

6 Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and o o o o
submitted by neighborhood commission office staff in a
timely manner.

7 Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and O O O O
submitted by neighborhood commission staff with an
acceptable number of grammatical and other errors.

8 Neighborhood Assistants are adequately trained to O O O O
perform their assigned duties.

9 Neighborhood commission staff provide adequate O O O O
service to neighborhood boards.

10 The neighborhood commission office has a positive O O O O
working relationship with my neighborhood board.

Office of the City Auditor 1 More on other side ?
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Audit of the Neighborhood Board System
Neighborhood Board Member Survey

March 2006

Neighborhood Boards
My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in
accordance with established parliamentary procedures.

My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in
accordance with “Sunshine Law” requirements.

Training sessions offered by the city provide board
members with adequate information to ensure board
compliance with parliamentary procedures, Sunshine
Law requirements, and Robert’s Rules of Order.

My neighborhood board’s meeting facilities are
adequate.

My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay for
meeting facilities.

Broadcasting videotaped board meetings is the most
effective way to communicate with the community.

My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay for
videotaped board meetings.

Community interest and participation in the
neighborhood board system has increased over the past
three fiscal years.

Mission

The neighborhood board system is meeting its mission
to, “increase and assure effective citizen participation in
the decisions of government.”

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Adgree Aagree
O ©) @) ®)
©) ©) O O
O ©) O ®)
@) ©) @) ©)
@) ©) ©) ©)

O ©) @) ®)
@) ©) ©) ©)
@) ©) ©) ©)
@) ©) @) ©)

Briefly, please share any other comments you may have about the neighborhood board system.

Comments:

Thank you for your participation. Please return this survey in the accompanying self-addressed
stamped envelope by Wednesday, March 29, 2006. Surveys postmarked after March 29, 2006
will not be included in our review.
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APPENDIXB
Neighborhood Board Member Survey - Composite Scores

Audit of the Neighborhood Board System
Neighborhood Board Member Survey
Composite Scores

Survey data was compiled using the following scale in determining a composite score:

1 = Strongly Disagree 2 = Disagree
3 = Agree 4 = Strongly Agree

No. of blank or
Composite No. of valid invalid
Score responses responses

Neighborhood Plan
1 The Revised Neighborhood Plan of the City & County of
Honolulu 1986 (1998 Edition) provides neighborhood
boards with an adequate foundation to fulfill its mission. 2.67 178 12

Neighborhood Commission
2 The neighborhood commission adequately reviews,
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood plan. 2.32 173 17

3 The neighborhood commission adequately reviews,
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood boards. 2.34 174 16

4 The neighborhood commission adequately assists in
the formation and operation of neighborhoods and
neighborhood boards. 267 180 10

5 The neighborhood commission has a positive working
relationship with my neighborhood board.

2.73 175 15

Neighborhood Commission Office
6 Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and
submitted by neighborhood commission office staff in a

timely manner. 3.21 184 6

7 Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and
submitted by neighborhood commission staff with an
acceptable number of grammatical and other errors. 3.14 184 6

8 Neighborhood Assistants are adequately trained to
perform their assigned duties. 3.17 185 5

9 Neighborhood commission staff provide adequate
service to neighborhood boards. 3.08 182 8
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

The neighborhood commission office has a positive
working relationship with my neighborhood board.

Neighborhood Boards
My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in
accordance with established parliamentary procedures.

My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in
accordance with “Sunshine Law” requirements.

Training sessions offered by the city provide board
members with adequate information to ensure board
compliance with parliamentary procedures, Sunshine
Law requirements, and Robert’s Rules of Order.

My neighborhood board’s meeting facilities are
adequate.

My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay
for meeting facilities.

Broadcasting videotaped board meetings is the most
effective way to communicate with the community.

My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay
for videotaped board meetings.

Community interest and participation in the
neighborhood board system has increased over the
past three fiscal years.

Mission

The neighborhood board system is meeting its mission
to, “increase and assure effective citizen participation in
the decisions of government.”

No. of blank or

Composite  No. of valid invalid
Score responses responses
3.04 176 14
3.17 187 3
3.32 186 4
2.92 180 10
2.94 189 1
2.76 177 13
2.82 178 12
2.27 172 18
2.62 175 15
2.74 182 8
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Survey responses ranked from lowest composite score to highest composite score:

Rank Question
No.

1 17
2 2

3 3

4 18
5 1

6 4

7 5

8 19
9 15
10 16
11 13
12 14
13 10
14 9

Question

My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay for
videotaped board meetings.

The neighborhood commission adequately reviews,
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood plan.

The neighborhood commission adequately reviews,
evaluates, and reports on the effectiveness of the
neighborhood boards.

Community interest and participation in the neighborhood
board system has increased over the past three fiscal
years.

The Revised Neighborhood Plan of the City & County of
Honolulu 1986 (1998 Edition) provides neighborhood
boards with an adequate foundation to fulfill its mission.

The neighborhood commission adequately assists in the
formation and operation of neighborhoods and
neighborhood boards.

The neighborhood commission has a positive working
relationship with my neighborhood board.

The neighborhood board system is meeting its mission
to, “increase and assure effective citizen participation in
the decisions of government.”

My neighborhood board has adequate funding to pay for
meeting facilities.

Broadcasting videotaped board meetings is the most
effective way to communicate with the community.

Training sessions offered by the city provide board
members with adequate information to ensure board
compliance with parliamentary procedures, Sunshine
Law requirements, and Robert’s Rules of Order.

My neighborhood board’s meeting facilities are
adequate.

The neighborhood commission office has a positive
working relationship with my neighborhood board.

Neighborhood commission staff provide adequate
service to neighborhood boards.

Composite
Score

2.27

2.32

2.34

2.62

2.67

2.67

2.73

2.74

2.76

2.82

2.92

2.94

3.04

3.08
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Rank Question

15

16

17

18

19

11

12

No.

Question

Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and
submitted by neighborhood commission staff with an
acceptable number of grammatical and other errors.

Neighborhood Assistants are adequately trained to
perform their assigned duties.

My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in
accordance with established parliamentary procedures.

Board meeting agendas and minutes are drafted and
submitted by neighborhood commission office staff in a
timely manner.

My neighborhood board conducts its meetings in
accordance with “Sunshine Law” requirements.

Composite
Score

3.14

3.17

3.17

3.21

3.32
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Neighborhood Board Member Survey Comments

Audit of the Neighborhood Board System
Neighborhood Board Member Survey Comments

The following are board member survey comments. In some instances, comments
were paraphrased or corrected for spelling and grammar. In other instances, comments
were not included if they were illegible or were not substantively different from other
survey statements.

Compliance with neighborhood board system mission

e The board system fails at “effective citizen participation in the decisions of government.” Until the board has
direct influence over the budget, the board system will fail at “effective citizen participation in the decisions
of government.”

Does the neighborhood board system—mission—have a plan for effective citizen participation?
| feel the system needs major repair and an overhaul.

Sunshine Law (too restrictive)
e Sunshine law requirement prevents much meaningful discussion.

e The neighborhood boards should be exempt like the city council to be able to speak or voice opinions at
hearings.

e | don't think Sunshine Laws should apply to neighborhood board because (1) we are advisory and decision
makers and (2) it limits our individual participation in community issues.

e The “sunshine law” is being used to inhibit, reduce and in some cases block community and citizen
participation in government.

e The sunshine law provisions limiting board member participation in community meetings (more than 2, less
than quorum) directly conflicts with ability of interested board members to be knowledgeable about
community concerns before making recommendations to agencies.

e The sunshine law has destroyed the committee system of our board because of meeting notification
requirements. Application of sunshine law to non-executive (advisory) boards really doesn’t make much
sense.

e The rules are very complicated and there is an awful lot of bureaucracy considering the purely advisory role
of the boards.

Sunshine laws prevent effective governance.
Don't agree with the way the “Sunshine Law” is administered
Sunshine law should not apply to neighborhood boards who are advisory and not policy makers.

| am concerned about sunshine law requirements making it difficult for boards to function outside of monthly
meetings. Seems like all the prep work needs to done individually rather than teams or subcommittees.

e Sunshine law interpretation is unworkable—board members need to be allowed to participate in community
meetings and activities. Somehow, by being on a neighborhood board our rights are limited by this
interpretation. It needs to be changed.

o | believe our chair interprets the sunshine rules too strictly.

Sunshine Law (board violations)

e | receive too many comments via e-mail from other board members relating to discussion and comments on
agenda items, prior to formal discussions at the meeting.

e There are many meetings that have been conducted in violation of sunshine laws.
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Training

Parliamentary procedures and Robert’s Rules of Order were not part of the training | received from the city’s
board training in 2005.

| have attended training session in the past. | thought they were good sessions. There needs to be more at
various times to attempt to accommodate the board members.

All board members need training in parliamentary procedures.

New members should receive more specific training regarding laws, procedures, and participation.
Lack of board training.

No training or orientation (except Sunshine Law).

Need more training on sunshine law and Robert’s Rules of Order.

Voting and Quorum Requirements

Quorum requirement is too restrictive, unhelpful.

Voting rules make it possible, even probable, that a small minority of the board can control the agenda.
Empty board seats are automatic no votes. If a quorum is present, the majority vote of members present
should rule.

One of the boards’ biggest problems is the voting system; it takes too many votes to bind the board—a
majority of all members, not a majority of those present.

Due to a simple majority of the board, we pay to hold meetings at a high school, rather than a venue that is
available for free. We cannot videotape and air on Olelo due to this decision by the simple majority of this
board.

Videotape meetings (pro)

Broadcasting videotaped meetings of each/every neighborhood meeting in the City & County of Honolulu
would/can increase and assure effective citizen participation.

I would really like to see our meetings broadcasted. | feel that it will help get the word out to our community
that there is a voice, a way to get involved and be a part of the system.

Videotape meetings (con)

Although | agree that broadcasting videotaped board meetings is the most effective way to communicate
with the community, | believe most participants do not care to have complaints aired on TV because of
possible retaliations from persons viewing these broadcasts.

There is normally only one camera. Should a dispute or complaint be filed what happens in person does not
always show up the same way on the videotape. Another issue is the people who use video to grandstand.
They bring in their people with signs and have them stand behind speakers.

The TV coverage is detrimental to desired quality of board members—too many are pursuing political
agendas and TV star-struck.

Video person must have more skills. There must be an audience microphone as well as two board
microphones.

Broadcasting video taping should be stopped. Wasted funds. Concerned residents should physically attend
meetings to personally voice concerns.

Video taping on Olelo cost too much. Free volunteers have been turned down. All video taping should be
under the direction of the neighborhood board commission, not the board chair.

The TV public has limited interest in watching neighborhood boards or any other board meetings when
competing with “American Idol” and other TV commercially produced programs. The neighborhood
commission gets better value for taxpayers with newsletters.
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Publicity

The community needs to be made aware of the TV broadcast.

Neighborhood boards need more visibility (promotion at the city and county level). A lot of people don't
know how useful a neighborhood board can be.
Public needs to be informed more about board meetings and agenda.

Citizen participation

Community participation directly corresponds to agendas that give the community a voice.

The neighborhood boards are the lowest branch of government that citizens of a community can easily
reach and address their concerns.

We have an increase of community interest in our district due to a Department of Health Master Plan
project.

Citizen participation is regularly and effectively blocked in decisions of government—especially the city.
Community interest — just awful...maybe three community members per meeting.

| see no effort by the commission office and boards to promote citizen participation in board proceedings.
No one comes to the meetings.

You can lead a horse to water but you can't make him drink. Getting the public to meetings is not easy.

You should compare with the lack of resident involvement that existed before the neighborhood board
system was implemented. We were not really participating then because there was no adequate forum.

Board decorum and compliance with neighborhood plan

There is too much bickering amongst board members at meetings not related to agenda items.

Board argues over petty maters or matters/issues that aren't addressable by it.

Too much grandstanding and preening for Olelo (TV broadcasts).

Rogue members of my neighborhood board have disrupted our meetings, violated the Sunshine Law,
threatened/intimidated and filed false charges against board members who have disagreed with them. This
board should be investigated by the Prosecuting Attorney’s Department.

The chair of a neighborhood board campaigned for his election (he was defeated) to the Hawaii State
Legislature (2004), by assaulting the incumbent legsilator’s record. The neighborhood board is no place for
this and the chair should have stopped.

Manoa neighborhood board has NO secretary. Therefore, the board is in non-compliance with the
neighborhood board. Further, the business conducted by the board is done without the required officers.
Hence of no use.

The neighborhood plan has no meat to it. One board member was found to be crude and vulgar with
evidence by the Commission. We went through a long grueling process for nothing; there was no
consequence for him because the plan does not call for one.

At a recent meeting, members and people in the audience have called others names and made personal
statements. The neighborhood plan allows them to give their “community participation”. This is horrible.
One board member does not allow time for the board to do its business on time. He disrupts every meeting
with his personal agenda.

There are constant disruptions by board members speaking out of turn, causing delays in meetings.
Training is requested for all members of any board.

It's unfair to the community when one board member's only agenda is to disrupt the business of the board.
Our community members stop attending because of this member’s behavior.

| am concerned with the conduct of board members. At times, they can be rude and speak out of turn.
What can be done to address this behavior?

Parliamentary procedures not followed.
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Conflicts of interest

Developers, landowners, and big business seem to control the votes on our board over the interests of our
citizens.

Special interest groups should not be allowed to monopolize the meetings and promote their beliefs as
something the entire district believes. The board should project the needs and desires of the people in their
area, not a particular member's own special agenda.

| would like to see that anyone sitting on a neighborhood board should not be employed or a volunteer for
any elected official. These described folks utilize neighborhood board meetings as a platform for their boss.
The previous board chair politicized our board to the detriment of the neighborhood board system and the
community. He would often use the meetings to further his political agenda.

Board effectiveness (con)

Board needs to make ourselves more relevant and create an agenda that matters to the community.

| am interested in the perception of, and the reality of, the “influence” of the boards on the various matters
we attend to.

St. Louis, Kapahulu, Diamond Head board is a divided board when it comes to agreeing to proper
procedure for correcting minutes due to the chair and other members disagreeing.

Most neighborhood board districts have not met its mission due to its membership that continues to violate
Section 11-101 of the City Charter. We are elected as board members by the will of the public so if we are
not providing for community issues, then don’t run for your board.

There is no mechanism for the board to communicate with city and county policy makers—no way to
influence the budget.

At present, we cannot get a quorum at any of the meetings. The elected members are not coming out to the
meeting so we cannot elect our officers or conduct business or vote on issues. | feel members not coming
out are trying to make our board falil.

The year | have been on the board, the concerns of most board members and those attending meetings
have been about bed and breakfasts. More serious matters are overlooked such as homelessness,
schools, development, affordable housing, traffic, etc.

Filling vacant positions is very important, to have complete attendance of the board members, so that every
neighborhood meeting of the board members will have a quorum.

There is a general misconception that the board can do things. We can only advise. There is a general
board misconception that its members can do things as evidenced by testimonies given by developers as
required. Approval of projects only requires presentation to the board...not approval by the board.

The board has no clout and serves more as a political sounding board for politicians to sell themselves and
their views.

Citizen complaints are seldom responded to.

Board effectiveness (pro)

The neighborhood system can provide an opportunity for community to have a forum for discussion on
community issues.

Good “grassroots” community input for interested persons to improve life.

Keeping informed on city and state goings on.

In spite of limited participation of residents per se, residents in general feel neighborhood boards are a
definite vehicle for the public to voice their opinions and wants.

Despite participation issues, the board remains an effective and direct communication forum with the Mayor
and councilmember offices. Some state lawmakers make sincere effort to help, while others use it as face
time.
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Best system ever established for community citizens to voice their concerns. Never let anything tear this
system away from the community.

Neighborhood boards provide a very helpful forum for discussion of issues among political and
governmental representatives and the public.

Power of the neighborhood boards

Power goes where power is. If we want more grassroots involvement in government at the local level, one
way to do this successfully is by giving more power to the “elected” neighborhood boards.

Board needs more power to address citizens’ problems and complaints.

If the neighborhood boards are ever to be taken seriously they need some “teeth”. Agencies must be
required to respond with explanations and the board must have input into projects and priorities on our
community/neighborhoods that will at least be considered in the planning process.

The neighborhood boards should have legal clout rather than being advisory.

Since boards are only advisory in nature, we have limited influence over many events which affect our
community.

Neighborhood boards are considered by the city council and city administration as another interest group.
The boards should be considered as part of the city council with some of the council’'s powers.

Lack of city/state responsiveness to board issues

For 6 months | have tried to get the city’s DOT to remark crosswalk with white paint and to place crosswalk
signs at said locations. One man has been killed at one of the crosswalks | requested. Still no signs.

The city and county of Honolulu “bureaucrats” should pay more attention to (and more closely abide by) the
recommendations and suggestions (and voting results) of the various issues that come before our board.
Our area, in general, is more often than not, given only “lip service” by the bureaucratic townies.

Lots of information from city agencies is unreliable (e.g. parks and recreation).

The neighborhood board system works only if the other parts of government take the neighborhood board
seriously. Many times county departments don't recognize the decisions of the boards or leaves the board
out of the decision process.

While the state and city representatives are usually present and responsive, the agencies working for them
aren't quite so responsive. More often than not, their answer is “no.” For example, we have repeatedly
asked for a list of projects for our area by priority and it has not been forthcoming. It seems that some
agencies are not willing to consider recommendations of the board and consider it just a novelty.

It's discouraging to wait on action requested by the neighborhood board. Sometimes the answers back from
the city are non-answers.

Power of the Chair

The agenda gets the meeting content and appeal to the community. My board interprets that the power
(sole and final) of the “chair” is to get the agenda. The agenda needs to be determined by as many board
members who wish to participate.

Too much control by chair on agenda items. All this board does the past three years is give the builder our
blessings on all the construction going on in Waikiki, causing us to become another NYC.

Our board minutes very often favor the view of the chair rather than the correct record.

The minutes are adjusted by the chair and corrections are almost never allowed. If corrections are allowed,
they are not reflected on the website. Even if a board member states that he wants something included in
the minutes, the NA/chair do not do it. This is illegal.

Neighborhood Commission

Materials sent to commissioners are not received on a timely basis.
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Need more community outreach and education at the commission level to the public.

Need professionals on commission, not home for political hacks.

I have not seen a review by the commission of this board.

Regarding commission reviewing and reporting on neighborhood board effectiveness...no information or
evidence of this activity (I have served three years)

The commissioners do not interact in any way with the boards. We had two visits in the last three years.
The commissioner did not want to be recognized and reported later only that he attended our meeting.
When asked how it went, the commissioner said, “It is my policy to only report | attended and not an opinion
of what happened.” What kind of training do Commissioners get?

| felt the Commission should have been obligated to find us another meeting place when we lost use of the
library at the end of 2005—but they did nothing (that | know of).

No interaction with the neighborhood commission.

My board really doesn't have any relationship with the commission—that is neither good nor bad—probably
because we are too far and don't have any problems.

Complaints to the commission were dismissed without resolution and some complaints were never heard.

Neighborhood Commission Office

The Honolulu Neighborhood Commission Office and Neighborhood Assistants should request Hawaii
Neighborhood Boards (32) to organize their city and county neighborhood board agenda reports with NB
member reports by the NB member upon his/her proposed request in consideration of public interest.

The Neighborhood Commission Office needs a new name to distinguish itself from the Neighborhood
Commission.

| believe with a new Executive Secretary (Joan Manke) that things will get better.

Try again to grant commission office staff civil service status through charter amendment election.

Avoid counter-productive cost-cutting (economy) and promote team work and camaraderie in the office. |
hope the new executive secretary is the catalyst for this revolution and restoration.

In the past there were times when the minutes were done at the last minute—just in time to be sent out to
meet the deadline. More recently, the minutes have been timely.

The interim commission executive secretary is changing our neighborhood assistant after the previous
executive secretary promised this would not happen. This has hurt our support posture. Our old assistant
has been with NB #22 for years and provided superior error-free service.

We have had limited contact with the commission office.

Neighborhood commission office does not provide proper updating of website or paper archives.

People in local communities are not being made aware of how their concerns on various issues need to be
taken to the neighborhood boards. This is the responsibility of the Neighborhood Commission staff. They
get paid, we don't.

NCO par service.

Moving to Kapolei Hale was a bad move. The staff needs to be in Honolulu Hale to have access to all
departments and city council persons.

When the current mayor made appointments of the Executive Secretary and neighborhood assistants, there
was a corporate loss of over 15 years of experience in the neighborhood commission office. The former
executive secretary had been appointed after a long delay and many of the former neighborhood assistants
had been let go in favor of mayoral appointments.

NCO support is in a wait and see stage due to a new executive secretary. Prior unilateral, uninformed
management decisions caused confusion and disruption.

Executive secretary should not be appointed by the mayor—and must have some neighborhood board
background.



Appendix C

Neighborhood Assistants

Staff is sometimes assigned to non-neighborhood board duties, taking away needed support.

Our assistant is in Kapolei; we are downtown. Staff is supposed to be assigned based on where boards
are. All his (neighborhood assistants) boards are from downtown to Koko Head, why is he in Kapolei? Very
inefficient.

Our last NA was extremely knowledgeable and knew her assigned duties. In the past, we have had both
well-trained and not so well trained NASs.

It's a hit and miss with NAs. Some are qualified and some try hard, but miss the point. It seems that every
time we get settled with one, that person is moved elsewhere. No continuity for the board chairs. Also,
what kind of training do they receive, if any? Also we do not know what the role of the NA is to the board.

Timeliness of agendas good, but minutes are not.
I commend our current NA for her hard work, always on time, dedication, and positive attitude.
Our neighborhood assistant is a definite asset to our board. With him around, things run smoothly.

Our neighborhood assistant is doing a fantastic job for us, going the extra mile to assure our board is
functioning well.

NA's should, but don’t, have professional clerical skills. NA’s should be directed to take minutes at special
and committee meetings.

NAs need training.

Neighborhood Assistants are not using tape recorders, are not taking minutes that reflect the meeting, and
draft minutes that need corrections. Other boards laugh at our minutes.

NA's need writing skills training.

Neighborhood assistants’ work schedules can be adjusted to better serve boards without using overtime.
Two hour meetings are not realistic if boards are to encourage citizen participation.

The neighborhood assistants should be enabled to follow-up with issues raised by board members.

Meeting facilities

Cannot have at least water at my table as the Ala Wai building does not allow it so the hardwood floors are
not damaged.

We need the facility to be cleaned-up, retrofitted, and refurbished. We need tables and chairs.

We need free or cheap (affordable) meeting places that are conveniently located in our neighborhood (with
free parking) so we can stay as long as needed to effectively receive citizen comments.

Parking is very bad at our meeting site. Nearby park activities make a lot of noise and disrupt board
meeting.

Our meeting room is too small as our neighborhood board meetings have been getting larger in attendance
each year. On several occasions, community members had to wait outside of the building.

Length of meetings

Our meetings sometimes last 2 % hours.
This board runs meetings too late.

If we cut off debate/citizen input for the sake of saving time and leaving the facility on time, we defeat some
of the purposes of the meeting.

Agendas too long and meetings are too long.
The meetings are too long due to reports that could be shorter and should be handed out.

Funding

Not certain about adequate funding for video of meetings for neighborhood community.
Need to have more money for communication to the public.
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Appendix C

Other

Due to location at a library, a librarian has to be paid to allow access to handicapped restroom—this cuts
into our budget.

More funding needed for floral leis for community recognition.

Because our board has to pay for our meeting room, there is no money for broadcasting left in our budget.
Budget constraints force boards to choose between meeting rooms or videotaping.

Need more money for videotaping—costs have increased.

I think all neighborhood boards should receive enough funds to be televised.

Funding for videotaping of neighborhood board meetings have been inadequate and poorly handled for the
last 2-3 years.

Neighborhood boards should mirror city council: 9 members only.

Should have term limits.

Web site is negligent in providing pictures of current boards. Pictures on site are from previously elected
board. Also, minutes of meetings of the commission are not found for December '05, and January and
February '06.

Some members stay too long on the board.

There needs to be emphasis on the obligation of each sub-district member to put forward (1) project and (1)
problem, from that subdistrict.

I wish to receive my Treasurer's Report via email or mail before the monthly meeting without asking every
month.

Funding that was going to so-called “vision teams” should be going to individual neighborhood boards to do
positive things in the community.

I would like to see board meetings held on weekends and day time for better citizen participation.
Regarding videotaped board meetings, the time on the channel of the meeting (Ch. 49) are not listed in the
TV Guide that | receive on Sunday (newspaper). If we got a little more money, the channel could be
changed.

Need policies and procedures for the impeachment of a board member and/or community member.
Present plan has too many ambiguities and must be clarified to layman’s terminology.

It is my expectation that the neighborhood board be my voice within the government. | expect honesty,
integrity and truth. | do not want to hear nonsense talk...because the government is hiding a lie. | expect
the board members to speak in truth.

Study the constitution more. Neighborhood boards are complaining too much to OIP—wasted state money
and everyone’s time.

City and County of Honolulu (Honolulu Hale) should add more Oahu-at-Large seats or vacancies for all
Oahu and Honolulu neighborhood boards.



Comments on
Agency Response

Response of Affected Agency

Wetransmitted adraft of thisreport totheneighborhood commission’s
executivesecretary for review. A copy of thetransmittal letteris
included asAttachment 1. Weinformedtheexecutivesecretary thata
written responseto our draft wasdueon Monday, July 24, 2006. On
July 20, 2006, theexecutivesecretary requested an extensionto submit
itsresponse. Thecity auditor grantedtheexecutivesecretary an
extensionto August 7, 2006 to submit aresponse. Theexecutive
secretary submitted awrittenresponsetothedraft report on August 7,
2006, whichisincluded asAttachment 2.

Inawrittenresponse, theexecutivesecretary expressed general
agreement with our auditfindings, noted severa stepstheofficehas
already taken, or will betaking, to addresssomeof theissuesraised,
andviewedtheaudit asapositivebaselinefromwhichthene ghborhood
commission canmeasureprogressand gaugesuccess. Wecommend
theexecutivesecretary andtheneighborhood commissionfor the
initiativesthey havea ready takentoaddressproblemswithinthe
neighborhood board systemandfor their willingnessto consider our
audit recommendationsinmakingfuturechanges. Inaddition, the
executivesecretary provided clarifyingcommentson certainissuesraised
inour audit and di sagreement with oneof our audit recommendations,
someof whichwediscussbel ow.

First, theexecutivesecretary statesthat therevised neighborhood planis
madeup of ruleswhich havetheforceand effect of law and, therefore,
would not bean appropriatetool inwhichto measuregoal sand

obj ectives. Whilewedisagreewiththeexecutivesecretary’ scontention
that therevised neighborhood plan hastheforceand effect of law, we
leaveittotheexecutivesecretary’ sdiscretionastowheremeasurable
goal sand obj ectivesshoul d beestablished. Weemphasizethat merely
establishinggoal sand obj ectivesdoesnot gofar enough. Theexecutive
secretary and thenei ghborhood commi ssionmust actively assessand
evaluatetheir effortsbased onthosegoal sand objectivesinorder to
better measuretheir achievement.

Second, theexecutivesecretary strongly disagreedwithour

recommendationto movethenei ghborhood commiss onofficeout of the
managingdirector’ soffice. Inexplainingthisdisagreement, theexecutive
secretary first commented that thecharter mandatesthat appointed staff
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fall withinthemanaging director’ soffice. Weacknowledgethat acharter
amendmentwouldbeinorder. Infact, werecommended that themayor
work withthecouncil tointroduceacharter amendment that would
attachthene ghborhood commissionanditsstaff toanother city agency.
Theexecutivesecretary al socommented that theissueof converting

nei ghborhood commissionstaff tocivil servicepositionswasdecided by
voterstwicebeforeand denied. Weacknowledgetheseprior efforts,
but would suggest that aspresented totheel ectorate, theissuewas
simply tomakethepositionscivil servicerather thanafundamental
changeinthenei ghborhood board system’ soperations. Webelievethat
acharter amendment that proposesafundamental changeinthe
governanceand operationsof theneighborhood board system, as
opposedtosimply conferringcivil servicestatusonemployees, may be
moreappropriate.

Third, theexecutivesecretary disagreed with our audit recommendation
toattach neighborhood boardsto another city agency instead of
continuingtokeepthemdirectly under theneighborhood commission.
Theintent of our recommendationwasnot to split theneighborhood
commission, nelghborhood commi ssionoffice, and neighborhood
boards, and attachthem, individually, toanother city agency or agencies.
Rather, weproposedtoattachall threeentities, collectively, toanother
agency for administrativepurposesonly. By administratively attaching
theneighborhood board systemto another agency andgivingthe
nelghborhood commissionactual oversight powers, thecommissionmay
beempoweredtomoreeffectively overseetheoperationsaswell as
assumetheaccountability that goeswiththat oversight. Weamendedthe
reporttoclarify thisintent.

L astly, wemadeother non-substantiveamendmentsfor purposesof
clarityandstyle.



ATTACHMENT 1

OFFICE OF THE CITY AUDITOR

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
1300 ULUGHIA STREET, SUITE 120, KAPOLEI, HAWAI 96707 / PHONE: {808) 692-5134 / FAX: {808) 692-5135

LESLIE | TANAKA, CPA
CiITY AUDITOR

July 10, 2006
COPY

Ms. Joan Manke, Executive Secretary
Neighborhood Commission

530 South King Street, Room 400
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Dear Ms. Manke:

Enclosed for your review are two copies (numbers 12 and 13) of our confidential draft audit report,
Audit of the Neighborhood Board System. 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 12:00 noon on Monday, July 24, 2006.

For your information, the mayor, managing director and each councilmember 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 tinal report
will be made by my office after the report is published in its final form.

Sincerely,

‘ o
P o \Qf“" PLrR Jre e

Leslie I, Tanaka, CPA
City Auditor

Enclosures
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NEIGHBORHOOD COMMISSION OFFICE
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

530 SOUTH KING STREET, ROOM 400 ~ HONOLULU, HAWAI 86813
PHONE: (808) 527-5748 * FAX: (808) 527-8760 * INTERNET: wysw honoluly oy

JOAN MANKE
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

MUFI HANNEMANN
MAYOR

August 7, 2006

06 MG -7 AT 45

Mr. Leslie |. Tanaka, CPA

City Auditor C & C OF HOMOD
1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 120 CITY AuUBIY
Kapolei, Hawaii 96707

Dear Mr. Tanaka:

Thank you for copies of your confidential draft audit report of the Neighborhood Board System received
on July 10, 2008 and for providing an extension to respond by August 7, 2006. | appreciate the
opportunity to provide comments relative to your findings and recommendations.

| note that your audit focused on operations and activities of the neighborhood commission,
neighborhood commission office, and neighborhood boards from July 1, 2002 through June 30, 20035,
which represents six months of the Hannemann administration. Your summary of findings points to the
disjointed structure of the neighborhood board system and its operational deficiencies. Many systemic
issues were identified, including the need for a Neighborhood Plan that would support the foundation of
the board system and provide guidance in the operations of the neighborhood commission office and
neighborhood boards. It is also noted that some of the recommendations are not within our authority to
change, but would require action by the Honolulu City Councit or the voters of the City and County of
Honolulu.

Having joined the Neighborhood Commission Office six months ago as the Executive Secretary, | have
already begun to take steps to address some of the issues raised in your findings and to open dialogue
with board members and commissioners to bring about needed changes.

Many issues relate directly to the Revised Neighborhood Plan (RNP) and the inability of the
Commission and our office fo act on issues. In June 2006, the Commission formed a permitted
interaction group 1o meet to conduct a line-by-line review of the draft RNP. These Saturday meetings
began on July 1, 2008. It should be noted that in 2002 there was a review of the RNP and proposed
amendments were made by a working group at that time. Some of these individuals continue to
participate in the review process today, and their previous work deserves full consideration. Under the
leadership of Chair Grant Tanimoto, newly appointed in May 2006, the Commission has adopted an
ambitious timeline for public hearings by the end of this calendar year. in my view, the RNP will serve
as the most critical tool in our efforts to deal with flaws and shortcomings of the neighborhood board
system.



Mr. Tanaka
Page 2
August 7, 2006

itis important to recognize, however, that the RNP is made up of rules which have the force and effect
of law and would not be the appropriate tool in which to measure goals and objectives. | believe that a
separate document wouid be more appropriate and would allow for flexibility as goals and measures
change over time.

We have already begun discussion with the commission to address budgetary issues. In the past,
while neighborhood boards have been aliowed to transfer funds between operating, publicity or
refreshment accounts, it should be noted that boards rarely expended more than their total
appropriated funds. At its meeting held on June 26, 2006, the commission reactivated its budget
committee and many of the issues identified in your report will be reviewed.

With reference to the recommendation to move the neighborhood commission office out from the
Managing Director's Office, we strongly disagree. The charter mandates that appointed staff fall within
the office of the Mayor or Managing Director. And, it should be noted that the recommendation to
change staff positions to civil service positions was put to the voters of the City and County of Honolulu
twice before and was denied. | believe that the voters have made their opposition very clear in this
matter.

In addition to general concerns about moving the neighborhood commission office by charter
amendment, we disagree specifically with the audit’'s recommendation to attach neighborhood boards
to another city agency instead of continuing to keep them directly under the neighborhood commission.
Neighborhood boards are unique entities within the city that serve in an advisory capacity to the city
and also serve as a forum for the public, independent of the city. Neighborhood boards are also
uniquely different from other city boards and commissions because neighborhood board members are
elected. Neighborhood boards were created to serve their respective constituencies. Attaching the
neighborhood boards directly to a city agency may arguably make the neighborhood boards more like
general city entities, may jeopardize their independence and would be contrary to the purpose of their
creation to serve their neighborhoods.

Formal training programs for commissioners, board members and neighborhood commission staff are a
high priority. Discussions have already begun with the commission to reactivate its standing committee
1o focus on training programs.

As mentioned on page 30 of your report, “the city {under Mayor Hannemann’s administration) has
made a good faith effort to ensure that the neighborhood commission and board members have
necessary training to comply with the state's sunshine law requirements...”. With the absence of any
specific penalty for non-compliance, it is difficult for the city to ensure that all members are trained. The
city, however, will continue its efforts to train the neighborhood commissioners and board members in
the sunshine law.

The managing director’s office, after monitoring the neighborhood commission office, has made
operational changes. The evaluation process will be ongoing to measure its performance.

Lastly, | am pleased to note that the composite scores for the board member survey specifically relating
to the neighborhood commission office are within the “agree to strongly agree” range. | have tasked my
staff with a higher level of standards, with greater expectations, and with chailenges that will utilize their
strengths and overcome complacency and status quo.
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Mr. Tanaka
Page 3
August 7, 2006

I welcome the results of your audit and view it as a positive baseline from which we can measure our
progress and from which we can only succeed. | look forward o working together with the mayor, the
managing director, the neighborhood commission and the neighborhcod board chairs {o “increase and
assure effective citizen participation in the decisions of government.”

Sincerely,

Executive Secretary

cC: Wayne M. Hashiro, P.E.. Managing Director
Grant Tanimoto, Chair, Neighborhood Commission



	Table of Contents
	Chapter 1:  Introduction
	Background
	Revised Charter of Honolulu established the neighborhood board system in 1972
	Exhibit 1.1:  Organization Chart - Neighborhood Board System
	Exhibit 1.2:  Neighborhood Board Status and History, 2006
	Exhibit 1.3:  Neighborhood Commission Organization Chart - FY2004-05, Number of Full-time Equivalent Positions

	Budget and expenditure information
	Exhibit 1.4:  Neighborhood Commission Position Counts and Budget, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05


	Neighborhood Plan is the Foundation of the Neighborhood Board System
	Neighborhood commission develops and amends the neighborhood plan
	City charter specifies elements of the neighborhood plan
	Other key provisions of the neighborhood plan

	Neighborhood Commission and Board Members are Subject to Various Operating Requirements
	State sunshine law
	Parliamentary procedures and Robert's Rules of Order
	Order and decorum
	Quorum requirements

	Board Member Questionnaire Results
	Exhibit 1.5:  Neigborhood Board Member Questionnaire Results, Statements With the Lowest Composite Scores
	Exhibit 1.6:  Neighborhood Board Member Questionnaire Results, Statements With the Highest Composite Scores

	Audit Objectives
	Scope and Methodology

	Chapter 2:  The Neighborhood Board System Fails to Fully Meet Its Mission Due to Systemic Flaws and Operational Shortcomings
	Summary of Findings
	The Neighborhood Board System's Disjointed Structure Inhibits Its Ability to Meet Its Mission
	Neighborhood plan lacks measurable goals and objectives to ensure mission compliance
	Exhibit 2.1:  Neighborhood Board - Citizen Participation/Key Result Areas

	System lacks clear lines of authority and accountability
	Staffing of the commission office is problematic
	Sunshine law training requirements and practices conflict

	Neighborhood Board System Has Operational Shortcomings
	Neighborhood commission failed to revise the neighborhood plan in a timely manner
	Exhibit 2.2:  Revision of the Neighborhood Plan (1998 Edition) Timeline

	Neighborhood commission does not adequately evaluate or report on neighborhood board effectiveness
	Neighborhood commission office poorly handles complaints
	Exhibit 2.3:  Neighborhood Commission Complaint Decisions that Were Inconsistent with the Neighborhood Plan or Oddly Reasoned, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

	Neighborhood commission office's training program is inadequate
	Exhibit 2.4:  Neighborhood Commission Office Training Sessions, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

	Budgeting procedures for neighborhood boards are ineffective
	Exhibit 2.5:  Neighborhood Board Budget Allocations - FY2004-05
	Exhibit 2.6:  Publicity Account Expenditures by Activity, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

	Neighborhood commission office does not properly manage neighborhood board expenditures
	Exhibit 2.7:  Neighborhood Board Operating Fund Expenditures in Excess of Budget, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05
	Exhibit 2.8:  Neighborhood Board Publicity Fund Overages, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05
	Exhibit 2.9:  Neighborhood Board Refreshment Fund Overages, FY2002-03 to FY2004-05

	Some boards are unable to attract enough candidates to fill seats
	Some neighborhood boards suffer from high absentee rates
	Some boards are unable to meet quorum requirements
	Some board members exhibit a lack of decorum, but boards generally follow parliamentary procedure
	Neighborhood commission members generally complied with sunshine law requirements, but improvements can be made
	Neighborhood boards had some lapses in sunshine law compliance

	Conclusion
	Recommendations

	Appendix A:  Neighborhood Board Member Survey
	Appendix B:  Neighborhood Board Member Survey - Composite Scores
	Appendix C:  Neighborhood Board Member Survey Comments
	Response of Affected Agency
	Attachment 1
	Attachment 2


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for improved printing quality. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


