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I.

INTRODUCTION

The Cost of Government Commission (“COGC” or “Commission”) was created as a result
of the General Election of 1976. In its final report dated February 19, 1976, the Charter
Commission stated, “The Cost of Government Commission would provide a cyclical review
of cost and efficiency of both the legislative and executive branches of County
Government. The [Charter] Commission believes that this Commission [COGC], if
adopted, will be one of the first of its kind in local government.” Report of the Maui County
Charter Commission, p. 5 (1976). See Exhibit B.
Thirty-six years later, the COGC is still functioning to “promote economy, efficiency, and
improved service in the transaction of the public business in the legislative and executive
branches of the county.” Charter, County of Maui, Sections 3-9, 3-9.3 (2013). See Exhibit
B. Significant changes will be occurring to the COGC in the coming year as the
Commission will continue to fulfill its mandate within the Office of the County Auditor. The
creation of the Office of the County Auditor through Charter amendment at the 2012
General Election signals a significant change in County governance. The Commission
intends to collaborate with the County Council and the Mayor to effect a smooth transition
and support the successful establishment of this office.
The Commission commends the Mayor and the County Council for their collaborative effort
to craft a responsible Fiscal Year 2013 Budget. The budget contained increases in
property taxes, water fees, and bus fares. Fee and tax increases often reflect a rise in
operating costs, public demand for the expansion of services, and needed investment in
infrastructure improvements. Nonetheless, within the context of a slowly recovering
economy, the Commission reminds the County Council and the Mayor that responsible,
policy driven governance and best management practices are necessary to create
systemic efficiencies. The Council and the Mayor should be working toward finding and
implementing these efficiencies wherever possible.
The Commission met with Mayor Alan Arakawa, Budget Director Sandy Baz, former
Council Chair Danny Mateo, former Budget Chair Joseph Pontanilla, and all members of
the County Council to review the Commission’s 2011–2012 Annual Report and discuss
potential areas of study for the Commission’s 2012–2013 term. The Commission also did
extensive research — inviting members from various departments to present on possible
areas of study on government expenditure and/or performance that would result in findings
and recommendations. Finally, suggestions for possible areas of study were solicited from
members of the Commission. As a result of this process, the Commission decided to
establish two subcommittees to study and make recommendations on: (1) Building
Permitting Processes and (2) County Services.
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The Commission encourages the Mayor and the County Council to consider the findings
and recommendations contained in this report as they deliberate recommendations for the
Fiscal Year 2014 budget and future budgets. The Commission is made up of volunteers
from various walks of life. The cumulative wisdom and experience of its members are
impressive. Limited time and resources, however, precludes the Commission from probing
these issues in the manner of a department or paid consultant of the County.
Nonetheless, the Commission believes it has gained sufficient insight in the areas of study
presented here to make well-considered findings and recommendations. As outlined in the
Overview of the COGC 2011–2012 Annual Report, the Mayor and the Council have taken
the Commission’s reports seriously and have acted on many of the recommendations over
the last four years. The Commission is confident that this report holds important insights
for further study and action by the Mayor and the County Council.
In addition to the areas of study specifically outlined in this report, the Commission wants
to highlight issues that came before it during the current term and others outlined in past
reports which deserve reiteration. Although the Commission was not able to study some
of these areas in sufficient detail, the Commission believed they were of considerable
importance to merit further consideration by the Mayor and/or the County Council. The
implementation of the Charter amendment on the Office of the County Auditor requires
separate treatment because of its importance to County governance.
II.

ITEMS FROM PAST ANNUAL REPORTS
A.

County Space Requirements and Management
The Commission refers the Council and the Mayor to the recommendations
contained in its 2011–2012 Annual Report. This is an issue which needs
immediate attention. The amount of lease space and its cost to the County has
grown significantly since 2002. The Administration has taken steps to centralize
lease information and to shore up the leasing process with the hiring of a Real
Property Lease Manager. The Administration has also taken steps for the
demolition of the Old Wailuku Post Office, although further development of the
property must still be determined. The Commission commends the
Administration for its efforts in this direction, but also advises the Administration
to leverage the County’s expansive presence in the leasing market to attain the
most economical lease rents possible.
The Commission repeats its call for the Council and Administration to develop a
strategic plan for County space that maximizes the creation of assets and
minimizes the need to lease space. The Commission recognizes that County
space management issues are tied to the future of Wailuku Town (e.g., parking,
the creation of living and retail space) as the County seat. The Commission
suggests that the Council take up this issue in its present term.
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B.

Universal Trash Pickup
The Commission refers the Council and the Mayor to the recommendations
contained in its 2011–2012 Annual Report. The Commission recognizes the
Administration’s continued efforts to use the County’s “opala” as an energy
resource, as evidenced by the Waste-To-Energy Request for Proposals issued
in November 2012. The Commission supports the general thrust of the goals
set by the Solid Waste Resource Advisory Committee in its Integrated Solid
Waste Management Plan (2009). The Commission maintains that a Universal
Trash Pickup system will provide an important element in the economical and
efficient handling of the County’s solid waste within the context of a
comprehensive solid waste disposal process (i.e., waste-to-energy options.)

C.

Maui Redevelopment Agency
The Commission refers the Council and the Mayor to the recommendation
contained in its 2010–2011 Annual Report. In light of recent events, the
Commission believes that the functions and tasks of the Maui Redevelopment
Agency (“MRA”) need to be revisited. The Maui Redevelopment Agency is an
underutilized and underfunded resource. The Commission’s recommendation in
the 2010-2011 Annual Report was to begin a dialogue that would investigate the
potential of the MRA, founded under the Urban Renewal Law (HRS Chapter 53),
to not only benefit Wailuku but Maui’s other small towns.

III.

ITEMS THAT CAME BEFORE THE COMMISSION DURING THE CURRENT TERM
A.

Management Information Systems
At the Commission’s May meeting, Jacob Verkerke, Chief Technology Officer,
presented the Administration’s plans to improve departmental productivity and
provide efficient and cost-effective delivery of services through the integration of
information technology/information management and enterprise solutions. This
effort will mirror the state government’s push to implement its Business and
Information Technology/Information Resource Management Transformation
Plan. The first steps in this process are: (a) a thorough review of the current
workflow processes within and services provided by each department and (b) an
inventory of the current technology being used.
The Commission was poised to take this subject on for its 2012–2013 Annual
Report, but decided instead to monitor the efforts of the Administration. The
Commission has asked the Administration to report on the initial findings of a
limited review of the County’s current capabilities when it is completed. The
Commission understands that the study is limited because of a reduction in the
original budget request.
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The Commission recognizes that a major roadblock in the successful
transformation of the County’s information technology/information management
system is funding the effort sufficiently to realize future savings through efficient
work processes and service delivery. The Commission believes a piecemeal
approach will be more costly, delaying needed hardware/software improvements
and employee training.
The Commission suggests the Council reflect on the importance of investing in
needed improvements to the information technology/information management
systems of the County.
B.

Deferral Agreements for Subdivision Improvements
The Commission exhorts the Council and the Administration to resolve this
issue. The Commission understands that the Department of Public Works, with
advice from the Corporation Counsel and Council Planning Committee Chair
Don Couch, has deemed that no further legislation is required to resolve these
agreements. As the Commission understands this reasoning, these obligations
will be handled on a case-by-case basis with property owners being notified of
their obligations once improvements are set in motion. The Commission
understands that this is a complicated issue and there has been some dispute
about the actual number of agreements and the amounts owed the County on
improvements completed for these small subdivisions (3 lots or less) under an
ordinance (MCC 18.20.280) suspended in execution after being in effect for 33
years (1974–2007). This issue surfaced at a Council meeting in November
2010. The COGC recommends the Council and the Administration continue to
investigate ways to quickly and fairly dispose of this issue to the benefit of both
the homeowners and the taxpayers.

IV.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY AUDITOR
On November 6, 2012 the voters of Maui County approved an amendment to the
County Charter that created the Office of the County Auditor. The people in
exercising their collective will overwhelmingly voted for a professional office that
would pursue economy, efficiency, and improved service in both the legislative and
executive branches of government — absent of political coercion and influence.
The COGC refers the Council and the Mayor to the Charter Commission’s Revised
Final Report (June 25, 2012) as expressing the intent of the Charter Commission in
establishing the Office of County Auditor. See Exhibit C. The report emphasizes the
independence of the Auditor and the Cost of Government Commission as a body that
would add to the system of checks and balances to ensure that independence.
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In December 2012, the Chair and Vice Chair of the Commission met with
Councilmember Baisa, incoming Chair of the County Council, to discuss the
implementation of the Charter provisions on the Office of the County Auditor. The
Chair also testified on the implementation of this Charter provision before the Council
Budget and Finance Committee at its January 29, 2013 meeting. The Chair then
forwarded two communications to the Committee, dated February 1 and February 27,
2013 respectively, outlining what the Chair and the Commission viewed as necessary
to ensure the open, transparent hiring of the Auditor and what steps were needed to
begin a fruitful collaboration between the Auditor and the Commission as designated
within the Charter. See Exhibits D and E. These observations included: (1) the
Council should directly reference the collaboration of the Auditor with the Cost of
Government Commission in the Description of Duties and Responsibilities; and
(2) the Council review the Charter language and revise its requirement that the
Auditor carry an internal auditor or CPA certification. The Commission views this
position in broader terms — i.e., as a management consultant who will ensure that
the effective auditing of County operations takes place, but will also investigate larger
processes that affect the economy, efficiency, and quality of service in County
government.
The Commission acknowledges the Council’s desire to hire the Auditor by the end of
March 2013 and begin an orderly transition process. We commend the Council for its
diligence and efficiency in the use of a Temporary Investigative Committee (TIC) to
vet candidates as suggested by the Commission. It is obvious that some decisions
will have been made by the time this report is approved and published. Nonetheless,
we encourage the Council to review its guidelines (i.e., Duties and Responsibilities
and Qualifications), processes, and procedures to remedy some of the concerns of
the Commission mentioned above.
For its part, the Commission will begin to establish its prerogatives and customs in
collaboration with the County Auditor to: (1) provide advice on areas of investigation;
(2) evaluate the performance of the Office; and (3) as stated in the Charter
Commission’s Final Report, ensure the independence of the Auditor.
The Commission advises that the implementation and development of this Charter
provision continue to be open and transparent while respecting the Charter’s intent.
The Commission also believes that a collaborative culture between the Auditor and
the Cost of Government Commission will be essential to the smooth operation of the
office. How the Council handles the hiring, staffing, and support of an independent
and politically indifferent Auditor will go a long way to realizing the potential of this
position and establishing public trust in the office and its personnel.
The Commission offers it assistance to the Council in establishing this Office.
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V.

SUBCOMMITTEE EXECUTIVE SUMMARIES
A.

Building Permits

The Building Permits Subcommittee was organized to make findings and propose
recommendations on improving the process of applying for and processing building
permits. Members of the Subcommittee interviewed key stakeholders (e.g., Keith
Regan, Director of the Department of Management; David Goode, Director of the
Department of Public Works), reviewed two reports that outlined recommendations
for improving the building permitting process, and investigated the effectiveness of
the County’s existing enterprise solutions, with a mind to establishing an effective
workflow and decision making process through the use of improved technology.
The Subcommittee offers the following specific recommendations based on its
review.
Perception Versus Reality in the Permitting Process
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County should adopt internal
policies and procedures to ensure that building permit applications are
reviewed within the 30-day timeline as required by law.

2.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County notify applicants that the
30-day time period begins to run when the application is deemed complete,
which may or may not be when the application is first submitted.

3.

The Subcommittee recommends that in cases where a building permit
application is rejected and someone other than the homeowner (i.e.,
architect, engineer, or other professional) submitted the application, ALL
parties should be notified of the rejection in writing. If not currently
provided for, the building permit application form should include a section
identifying the homeowner’s name and contact information for notification
purposes.

4.

The Subcommittee recommends that in cases where the application is
substandard, especially when prepared by a professional, an additional
processing fee should be assessed.
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Public Confusion About Projects That Require a Permit
The Subcommittee recommends that in addition to the online resources
already offered, the County create an “easy-to-understand” online tutorial
and printed resource (e.g., pamphlet, brochure) to educate the public about
when and why permits are required and help the homeowner navigate the
building permit process.
Failure to Recognize the Complexity of Different Types of Permits
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County develop a procedure to
distinguish “small/minor” projects from “large/major” ones, but cautions
against taking a solely legislative approach, which will be lengthy and time
consuming.

2.

The Subcommittee recommends that the Administration and the County
continue to evaluate long-term, permanent solutions to the challenges
associated with parsing out building permit applications according to how
large or complex they are.

3.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County consider an online
building permit review process.

Lack of Unified Standards
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that department employees limit their
scope of review to the components of the building permit application they
are required to review. The practice of a department reviewing information
outside its purview can result in conflicting opinions and unneeded delays
while departments try to resolve the discrepancy.

2.

The Subcommittee also recommends that the County develop guidelines,
checklists, and policy memoranda to provide a more efficient and
integrated approach to the building permit process specific to each
department.

Technology Issues and Capabilities
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County contact the City and
County of Honolulu to learn more about its software system, keeping in
mind that is not within the purview of this Subcommittee to recommend any
specific permitting and land management software.
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2.

3.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County take advantage of the
opportunity to replace its software system with one that is robust enough in
its capabilities to do specific tasks associated with the permitting process,
including the following:
a.

An interdepartmental collaborative “to do list” that identifies and sends
permits only to relevant departments and only allows departments to
accept or reject (with comments) sections that fall under their purview.

b.

Automated electronic notifications and alerts that will be sent to both
the property owner and the professional consultant (e.g., architect
and/or contractor) who submitted the application on the property
owner’s behalf.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County continue providing current
technologies (e.g., iPads/tablets or other devices) to relevant department
personnel to increase efficiency in the permit inspection process.

Permit Process Improvement Team

B.

1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the PPIT continue to meet regularly
to accomplish its goal of improving the building permit process.

2.

The Subcommittee also recommends that the PPIT consider including
front-line employees (e.g., support staff who provide direct customer
service to applicants) in its discussions.

3.

The Subcommittee recommends that the PPIT expand its community
outreach beyond that provided by the building permit open houses.

County Services

The County Services Subcommittee was organized to make findings and propose
recommendations on County Services. The Subcommittee’s primary focus was to
make recommendations on services that should: (1) be totally subsidized by the
County; (2) be partially subsidized by the County and supported by user fees; and
(3) be totally supported by user fees. The Subcommittee also investigated the
process of how user fees are determined, structured, and reviewed.
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The Subcommittee offers the following specific recommendations based on its
review:
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County develop some type of
line-item accounting method so that all County departments can undertake
a more thorough review of the services it provides and the costs associated
with them.

2.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County contract with a municipal
consulting company or request that the County Auditor perform a
comprehensive analysis of services provided by the County of Maui. Using
the “Menu of Services” document as a starting point, the analysis should
include the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

service offered by division and/or smaller units per department;
type of service provided;
authority for the service provided (e.g., federal law, state statute,
County Code, County Charter, administrative regulation);
fee(s) charged for the service;
cost to provide each service (e.g., labor, equipment, supplies);
percentage of service expenses that are not self-supporting and an
analysis of whether the fee structures for services that are not selfsupporting can and should be modified; and
evaluation of whether a minimal fee for all services provided would
have any effect on County fund reliance.

3.

The Subcommittee recommends that based on the analysis of services
provided by the consultant or Auditor, each department should determine
whether the fee structure for services that are not self-supporting can and
should be modified. For service fees that can be adjusted, the departments
should include these service fee proposals in the Fiscal Year 2015 Budget.

4.

The Subcommittee recommends that as it proceeds with Fiscal Year 2014
budget deliberations, the County Council should revisit recommendations
previously presented by the Budget Office to evaluate whether there are
any fees for services that can be adjusted immediately so as to become
self-sufficient and, if so, make adjustments accordingly.

5.

The Subcommittee recommends that each County department create selfsufficiency goals, whereby departments are funded to a certain (variable)
percentage by user or service fees.

March 2013
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COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
BUILDING PERMITS SUBCOMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT

I.

INTRODUCTION

The application and issuance of building permits is an integral part of the growth and
development of the County of Maui (“County”). The building permit process protects
consumers. It ensures that work done for and by property owners does not compromise
the health or safety of the people involved, which includes the owners and the public at
large. That said, the permitting process spans several departments — each having
their own rules and requirements — and can be daunting and complicated to the
average citizen. This complex process has been compounded by decades of poor
County management and review practices, resulting in a negative public perception of
the County as a whole. The cumulative outcome of this situation has been a disjointed,
slow, and confusing regulatory structure with a significant amount of construction work
done without permits, thus making the process ineffective.
One long-standing complaint leveled against the County is the delay in issuing building
permits. These delays affect both large and small construction projects. Complaints
regarding the delays have existed for some time, as has the public’s perception of the
County’s ineffectiveness in addressing the problem. Each Administration has attempted
to tackle this problem with mixed results.
There is no question that unnecessary delays in issuing building permits can have a
substantial negative economic impact. These impacts directly affect construction
wages, suppliers, and the cost of capital. In other words, “time is money.”
Perhaps the most significant measure of economic activity is the number and value of
building permits issued each year. The following table illustrates this quite clearly.
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NUMBER AND VALUE OF BUILDING PERMITS FOR MAUI COUNTY
2005 – 2012
Year
2005*
2006*
2007*
2008*
2009*
2010*
2011*
2012**

Number of
Permits Issued
2,348
2,404
2,196
1,607
1,130
1,016
1,076
1,578

$ Value
$831,416,000
$979,412,000
$727,772,000
$443,840,000
$224,437,000
$194,607,000
$243,683,000
$386,037,091

*Source:

Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism,
2011 State of Hawaii Data Book: A Statistical Abstract (August 2012),
Table 21.01, p. 920, located at http://hawaii.gov/dbedt/info/economic/
databook/db2011/section21.pdf.

**Source:

Sharron Norrod, KIVA Resource Technician, Development Services
Administration, Department of Public Works, County of Maui

As shown in the table above, the number of building permits issued peaked in 2006,
with a value of nearly $1 billion. This was the height of economic activity, not only in
Maui County but on the mainland as well. As could be expected, the number of
complaints about the delays in getting building permits also intensified during this
period.
According to a manager at Nordic PCL Construction Services, Inc., a relatively large
mainland contractor that also does work in Hawaii, some municipalities on the mainland
issue routine building permits well within a 30-day time frame. See Exhibit A, p. 2. This
gives rise to the question of why, then, does it take so much longer — oftentimes
years — to issue building permits in Maui County? Two studies, cited below under the
Methodology section, have attempted to define the problem and provide solutions.
See Exhibits B and C.
The County Administration and Planning Department have begun to implement some
changes to the County’s building permit processing system. Nevertheless, the issues
that need to be addressed are deep-seated and continue to be relevant, so the Cost of
Government Commission formed the Building Permits Subcommittee (“Subcommittee”)
to review the building permit process further. Some of the issues the Subcommittee
considered in its investigation include:
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Budgetary — Lack of adequate funding;



Personnel — Lack of qualified staff, inadequate training, and/or unfilled
positions;



Process — Duplication of work, inefficient traditional work habits, and/or poor
use of technology;



Public Perception — Inadequate understanding of the permitting process and
the extent to which processing delays are caused by the applicant; and



Structural — Legal constraints; limitations due to union contracts and/or
inadequate job descriptions.

The Subcommittee believes that the process of issuing building permits has improved
over the years and the current Administration has taken proactive steps to address the
problem as well. Nonetheless, there is much more that can be done.
II.

METHODOLOGY

During its investigation, the Subcommittee reviewed the following documents, which are
included as exhibits at the end of this report.
A.

Memorandum on Building Permit Issues, prepared by Ronald A.
Kawahara (May 2010, revised January 2013);

B.

Report of the Mayor’s Permitting and Processing Task Force (February
2009);

C.

A Review and Assessment of the Department of Planning, County of
Maui, prepared by Zucker Systems (March 2006);

D.

Ordinance No. 3928 (relating to the Building Code), Section 105.3.1,
Action on Application (effective March 19, 2012), codified at Maui County
Code Section 16.26B.105.3.1; and

E.

Memorandum from Scott K. Hanano, Deputy Corporation Counsel, to
Garrett Evans, Chair, Building Permits Subcommittee, regarding expedited
permitting process and use of electronic signatures (March 11, 2013).
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The Subcommittee also conducted interviews and communicated via e-mail or
telephone with the following individuals or groups. Notes from these conversations are
included as exhibits to this report.
A.

County of Maui Permit Process Improvement Team (PPIT), represented
by Keith Regan, Managing Director; David Ching, Deputy Managing
Director; Jacob Verkerke, Chief Technology Officer, IT Services Division;
and Sharon Norrod, KIVA Resource Technician, Development Services
Administration, Department of Public Works;

B.

Arnold Abe, Civil Engineer V, Wastewater Reclamation Division,
Department of Environmental Management, County of Maui;

C.

Herbert Chang, Engineering Program Manager, Department of Water
Supply, County of Maui;

D.

Scott English, Lieutenant, Fire Prevention Bureau, Department of Fire and
Public Safety, County of Maui;

E.

David Goode, Director of Public Works, County of Maui;

F.

Michele McLean, Deputy Director of Planning, County of Maui;

G.

Mark Ow, Director, Department of Information Technology, County of
Hawaii;

H.

Keith Regan, Managing Director, County of Maui; and

I.

Ken Schmidt, GIS Administrator, City and County of Honolulu

In addition, on December 4, 2012, Subcommittee member Tina Gomes attended a
“Building Permit Open House” hosted by the Office of the Mayor, with representatives
from the following departments: Environmental Management; Fire and Public Safety;
Planning; Public Works; and Water.
III.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
A.

Perception vs. Reality
The general public has limited knowledge and experience with the
construction and building permit process. With that in mind, the public’s
perception of the process is anecdotal at best. Most laypeople also do not
understand that the building permit process “is driven by the myriad of
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federal, state and local laws that have been created over the years to
protect life and enhance safety. The necessary legal requirements placed
upon the permitting process add to the confusion laypeople encounter when
applying for permits.” See Exhibit F, p. 2.
As indicated in the Maui County Building Permit Table cited in the
Introduction above, 2006 was the year in which economic activity in Maui
County hit a peak. Not coincidentally, unemployment was at an historic low.
Because of higher compensation in the private sector, there were a number
of unfilled positions in various County departments which led to delays in
issuing building permits.
Aware of these delays, applicants for building permits often submitted
incomplete applications in order to reserve a place in the “queue.” The
result was that the time it took to issue a building permit was exacerbated
because of the incomplete applications.
Oftentimes, the delay in issuing building permits is not the fault of the
County, but rather the fault of the applicant and, in particular, the
professional consultant (e.g., architect, engineer, or contractor) hired to
guide the homeowner through the building permit process.
These
professionals, who are hired specifically because of their knowledge and
ability to weave through the complex building permit system, sometimes
knowingly submit incomplete or inaccurate applications, which then leads to
delays and wasted County worker time spent correcting the applications or
processing and logging the rejection. See Exhibit G, p. 4. According to
Managing Director Regan, “professionals . . . are fully aware of the
complexities that exist within the system. They are also fully aware of the
laws that must be met in order to process their respective permits. We have
found that certain professionals have used the permitting system to their
advantage[,] blaming the County for their lack of quality work.” See
Exhibit F, p. 2.
Furthermore, in many cases where a building permit application has been
submitted by a professional and subsequently rejected by the County, the
owner is not told of the rejection. Instead, the professional simply claims a
processing delay and/or County error, which only magnifies the public’s
already poor perception of the County building permit process.
These delays (whether perceived or real) in the building permit application
process are significant problems. In 2012, the County Council amended
Maui County Code Section 16.26B.105.3.1 of the Building Code to provide a
specific time period for the County to review a building permit application.
Specifically, the section provides:

Cost of Government Commission
Building Permits Subcommittee Final Report
Page 6

The departments shall provide their concurrence or provide
substantive written comments on the construction
documents no later than 30 calendar days from the date the
building official sends the required documents to the
departments (15 calendar days for second submittal and 5
calendar days for subsequent submittals). . . . If reviewing
departments do not provide comments within the required
time period, the building official shall consider the
department as having no comment on the construction
documents.
See Exhibit D, pp. 4–5. Since the law went into effect in March 2012, the
County’s effort to expedite the building permit process has met with mixed
results, as some departments still have difficulty meeting the 30-day review
requirement. See Exhibit F, p. 4.
Recommendation:

B.

1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County should adopt internal
policies and procedures to ensure that building permit applications are
reviewed within the 30-day timeline as required by law.

2.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County notify applicants that
the 30-day time period begins to run when the application is deemed
complete, which may or may not be when the application is first
submitted.

3.

The Subcommittee also recommends that in cases where a building
permit application is rejected and someone other than the homeowner
(i.e., architect, engineer, or other professional) submitted the
application, ALL parties should be notified of the rejection in writing. If
not currently provided for, the building permit application form should
include a section identifying the homeowner’s name and contact
information for notification purposes.

4.

The Subcommittee recommends that in cases where the application is
substandard, especially when prepared by a professional, an additional
processing fee should be assessed.

Public Confusion About Projects That Require a Permit
The County provides a basic roadmap of the building permit process on its
website. See http://www.co.maui.hi.us/index.aspx?nid=1208. In addition,
the County is developing “how to” videos that will also be posted on its
website. See Exhibit F, p. 3. Even with these resources, the building permit
process can be complicated, especially for a homeowner with a relatively
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“minor project.” Some homeowners may not have access to a computer or
be sophisticated enough to navigate the County’s website. Rather than deal
with the frustration, these homeowners oftentimes choose to move forward
without a permit, thereby creating a possible safety hazard for themselves
and unforeseen setbacks for any subsequent buyer who must then request
a variance for unpermitted work from the County Board of Variances and
Appeals.
Recommendation:
The Subcommittee recommends that in addition to the online resources
already offered, the County create an “easy-to-understand” online tutorial
and printed resource (e.g., pamphlet, brochure) to educate the public about
when and why permits are required and help the homeowner navigate the
building permit process.
C.

Failure to Recognize the Complexity of Different Types of Permits
Reviewing large subdivision and commercial applications requires a great
deal of time and expertise and may involve public scrutiny and testimony.
On the other hand, routine residential and commercial projects involving
small dollar amounts are generally less demanding to review, and should be
dealt with expeditiously.
From the County’s perspective, however, there is no difference between
residential and commercial projects, nor are projects referred to or identified
as “small” or “large.” See Exhibit F, p. 2; Exhibit H, p. 2. Although some
projects (e.g., with a value above $2 million) might be flagged for review, the
procedure to apply for and obtain a building permit is the same regardless of
the type or scope of the project. See Exhibit F, p. 2.
According to the Department of the Corporation Counsel, the process to
differentiate between a “small/simple” and “large/complex” project may
entail legislative amendments to the Maui County Code, as well as
subsequent changes to the reviewing departments’ administrative rules and
regulations. See Exhibit E, p. 2.
Recommendation:
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County develop a procedure
to distinguish “small/minor” projects from “large/major” ones, but
cautions against taking a solely legislative approach, which will be
lengthy and time consuming. Rather, the Subcommittee asserts that
the Administration, to the extent permitted by law, use a less formal
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approach to re-defining “small/minor” projects — whether by size,
scope, complexity, dollar amount, or some other factor or combination
of factors — in an effort to streamline the building permit process in the
short term.

D.

2.

The Subcommittee recommends that the Administration and the
County continue to evaluate long-term, permanent solutions to the
challenges associated with parsing out building permit applications
according to how large or complex they are. A long-term solution
might include a legislative fix or changes to administrative rules and
regulations, but should not preclude other less onerous options if at all
possible.

3.

The Subcommittee also recommends that the County consider an
online building permit review process. The Uniformed Electronic
Transaction Act, codified in Hawaii Revised Statute Chapter 489E,
allows the County to conduct business using electronic means. See
Exhibit E, p. 3. According to Managing Director Regan, the County is
currently developing an online permitting process for a few types of
permits (e.g., solar hot water heaters). See Exhibit F, p. 3. The
County is also currently assessing its software and hardware systems
to determine whether it can expand its online permitting review and
processing capabilities. The Subcommittee urges the County to
continue to move forward with its assessment and expand its online
review process.

Lack of Unified Standards
There is clearly a lack of a unified permit review standard both within and
between reviewing departments, which includes employees using their
personal discretion to interpret permit requirements outside of their
department expertise. See Exhibit B, pp. 7, 12. There is also very little
collaboration between departments.
Recommendation:
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that department employees limit their
scope of review to the components of the building permit application
they are required to review. The practice of a department reviewing
information outside its purview can result in conflicting opinions and
unneeded delays while departments try to resolve the discrepancy.

2.

The Subcommittee also recommends that the County develop
guidelines, checklists, and policy memoranda to provide a more
efficient and integrated approach to the building permit process
specific to each department.
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E.

Technology Issues and Capabilities
The County’s software permitting and land management system is called
KIVA. During the 17 years in which KIVA has been in use, increased
technological advances that cannot be applied or added on to the KIVA
system has made it somewhat obsolete and outdated. The County has
hired a consulting firm to review the current state of its information
technology capabilities, including KIVA, and to provide recommendations
that will help the County determine what system will replace KIVA over the
next one to two years. Managing Director Regan opined that although KIVA
is at the end of its lifecycle, it is still being supported until the County can
find a replacement. See Exhibit F, p. 1. Chief Technology Officer Jacob
Verkerke added that “there is no sense of panic” at this time. See Exhibit L.
Even before the County learned that support for the current KIVA software
was about to end, the County faced two problems: (1) underutilization of
the software’s capabilities; and (2) lack of personnel training so employees
could use the software effectively. In addition, KIVA has been described as
“challenging,” “not user-friendly,” and “not intuitive,” especially for the
occasional user. See Exhibit H, p. 2; Exhibit P, p. 2. Daily users who are
adept at KIVA, however, think that it does the job needed and, at a
minimum, lets users and the public understand where they are in the
building process. See Exhibit I, p. 1.
The Subcommittee interviewed representatives from the County of Hawaii
and the City and County of Honolulu to gather information about their
software systems. The Hawaii County representative indicated that they
were not satisfied with their software system, whereas the City and County
representative seemed very pleased. See Exhibits M and N.
The County recently issued two iPads to inspectors with the Department of
Public Works. Inspectors can now input data into and take pictures with the
device, which has “reduced the amount of time needed to process
inspections.” Managing Director Regan indicated that the Administration
has authorized Public Works to move forward with purchasing additional
iPads for its inspectors. See Exhibit F, p. 4.
Recommendation:
1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County contact the City and
County of Honolulu to learn more about its software system, keeping in
mind that is not within the purview of this Subcommittee to recommend
any specific permitting and land management software.
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2.

3.

F.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County take advantage of the
opportunity to replace its software system with one that is robust
enough in its capabilities to do specific tasks associated with the
permitting process, including the following:
a.

An interdepartmental collaborative “to do list” that identifies and
sends permits only to relevant departments and only allows
departments to accept or reject (with comments) sections that fall
under their purview.

b.

Automated electronic notifications and alerts that will be sent to
both the property owner and the professional consultant (e.g.,
architect and/or contractor) who submitted the application on the
property owner’s behalf.

The Subcommittee recommends that the County continue providing
current technologies (e.g., iPads/tablets or other devices) to relevant
department personnel to increase efficiency in the permit inspection
process.

Permit Process Improvement Team (PPIT)
In 2011, the Office of the Mayor established a Permit Process Improvement
Team (PPIT) comprised of individuals from the Mayor’s Office and
departments that participate in the building permit review process,
specifically, the departments of Planning, Water, Fire and Public Safety,
Environmental Management, and Public Works. The goal of the PPIT is to
improve the building permit process, which has become increasingly
complex as the projects submitted to the County have grown in size and
scope. See Exhibit F, p. 3.
In the two years since its inception, the PPIT has reviewed and
decommissioned some of the policies and procedures used by various
departments. See Exhibit F, p. 4. In addition, the PPIT has “mapped out
the permitting process to better understand the flow of a permit through the
process and how changes to the flow might have a beneficial impact.” See
Exhibit F, p. 4. Finally, the PPIT reviewed a 2009 Report of the Mayor’s
Permitting and Processing Task Force and made “specific changes” as
recommended in the report. See Exhibit F, p. 4.
In 2012, the PPIT held two “Permitting Open Houses,” in which the public
was invited to meet with and ask questions of representatives from the
relevant departments. If the applicant’s question(s) could not be answered
at that time, the applicant was encouraged to set a follow-up appointment
with the appropriate department. Twenty-four people attended the open
house in July, and 22 people attended in December. Individual departments
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that participated reported having as many as 15 attendees and as few as
one (1) approach them with specific questions. Feedback and comments
were also solicited via a questionnaire and the comments were positive.
Participants appreciated the opportunity to meet with County staff and have
their questions answered on the spot. See Exhibit F, p. 5. In addition, the
Subcommittee member who observed the December open house noted that
attendees appreciated the presence of all the departments associated with
the building permit process, as well as that of Managing Director Regan and
Deputy Managing Director David Ching. See Exhibit P, p. 2.
Recommendation:

IV.

1.

The Subcommittee recommends that the PPIT continue to meet
regularly to accomplish its goal of improving the building permit
process.
The PPIT has proven valuable in bringing relevant
departments together to identify and resolve some of the systemic
problems associated with the building permit process.

2.

The Subcommittee also recommends that the PPIT consider including
front-line employees (e.g., support staff who provide direct customer
service to applicants) in its discussions. These employees would
provide a different perspective to the process. In addition, it is
generally understood that when an employee’s input is sought, the
employee feels included in the process and makes an effort to produce
positive service and results.

3.

The Subcommittee recommends that the PPIT expand its community
outreach beyond that provided by the building permit open houses.
These valuable events are clearly beneficial, but only available to a
limited few who are able to attend them during business hours.

CONCLUSION
The County of Maui has instituted some changes over the past several years to
improve the building permit review process. The most significant improvement
has come about since the creation of the Permit Process Improvement Team in
2011. The Subcommittee encourages the Administration to continue its work in
refining the building permit review process.
We request that both the
Administration and the Council cooperate in creating and supporting the
ordinances, rules, processes, and infrastructure needed to solve this
longstanding challenge to the well-being and economic growth of the County.
The Subcommittee understands that the task at hand is substantial, but hopes
that these efforts will eventually secure public confidence and benefit Maui Nui
for years to come.
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COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
COUNTY SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE
FINAL REPORT
I.

INTRODUCTION

The County Charter directs the Cost of Government Commission (“COGC”) to ensure
that the County of Maui’s (“County”) legislative and executive branches “promote
economy, efficiency and improved service in the transaction of public business.”
Charter, County of Maui, Sections 3-9, 3-9.3 (2013). In order to examine the third of the
declared policies cited above — specifically, “improved service in the transaction of
public business” — the COGC formed the County Services Subcommittee
(“Subcommittee”), which was tasked with the following: (1) identifying all services
provided by the County to the public; (2) analyzing the cost of providing those services;
(3) scrutinizing the fees collected from the public for such services; and (4) determining
whether any services could become self-sufficient.
As one would expect, the magnitude and breadth of services the County provides to the
public is impressive. Services range from reviewing building permits, to providing for
abandoned vehicle removal in remote areas, to issuing dog licenses, to providing health
and wellness classes for seniors. Considering the range of services provided and how
important those services are to the smooth operation of County government, it would
seem incumbent on the service provider (i.e., the County) to know what services it is
providing, how much it costs to provide such services, and how much it charges (or
could reasonably charge) for those services.
During the course of its investigation, the Subcommittee learned that neither the County
as a whole nor any single individual department has any type of all-inclusive list
identifying the services provided, the cost to provide such services, and fees charged
for providing these services. In response, the Department of Management provided the
Subcommittee with a “Menu of [County] Services.” Although incomplete, the Menu did
provide the Subcommittee with a starting point to its investigation.
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It was not the Subcommittee’s intent to determine whether a fee charged for a particular
service was justified. At the same time, the Subcommittee believes that fees should be
charged where only certain segments of the population benefit. In such cases, the fees
charged should, at a minimum, be commensurate with the cost of providing the service.
The biggest challenge the Subcommittee faced during its information-gathering process
was the lack of information itself. As a result, the Subcommittee strongly recommends
that the County perform a comprehensive analysis of services offered to the public,
including the type of service, legal authority for the service provided, fee charged, cost
to provide the service, and a determination as to whether the service is self-supporting
or could be.
II.

METHODOLOGY

During its investigation, Subcommittee members interviewed the following individuals:
1. Keith Regan, Managing Director, and David Ching, Deputy Managing Director
(Exhibit A);
2. Sandy Baz, Budget Director (Exhibit B); and
3. Jeffrey Dack, Current Planning Division Supervisor, Department of Planning
(Exhibit C).
Subcommittee members also reviewed the following documents:
1. A document created by the Department of Management entitled, “Menu of
Services,” which identifies fees allocated for services within each department
(Exhibit D);
2. A 2009 study by the Matrix Consulting Group examining the current schedule
of planning fees related to the estimated total costs of providing the wide
variety of planning services offered by the Planning Department (Exhibit E);
3. Fiscal Year 2013 Operating Budget, located at http://co.maui.hi.us/Document
Center/Index/3652;
4. County of Maui Fiscal Year 2013 Budget Proposal Synopsis, located at
http://co.maui.hi.us/documents/50/51/3629/3632/3639/Combined%20FY2013
%20Budget%20Proposal%20Synopsis.PDF — lists budget allocations and
funding sources; and
5. County of Maui Fiscal Year 2013 Budget, Appendix B, Revenues – Fees,
Rates, Assessments and Taxes, located at http://co.maui.hi.us/documents
/50/51/3629/3631/3633/006_FY13_Appendix%20B_Rates%20And%20Fees_
201206272100373247.pdf.
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III.

FINDINGS

The Subcommittee looked at three types of County services: fully funded, partially
funded, and user-fee funded. Fully-funded services refer to services that are funded
100% through the normal County budget process, while partially-funded services are
subsidized by non-County sources. User-fee funded service costs are borne by the
person or entity that receives the particular service, although not necessarily at 100% of
the cost of the service provided.
The majority of services are supported by appropriations from the General Fund. Other
services are supported by a combination of General Fund and Grant Fund dollars. Real
Property Tax, Transient Accommodation Tax, and Public Service Company Taxes
contribute to the General Fund, which is the largest revenue source. Special Revenue
Funds, such as Highway, Wastewater, Liquor Control, Bikeway, and Solid Waste, are
restricted funds. Lastly, Enterprise Funds are supported by fees charged for the
services provided.
The Subcommittee conducted a cursory online review of each County department’s
operating budget, and noted a category within each department classified as “Services.”
Each classification identified an accumulated total allocated for “Services,” but failed to
provide specific details of the costs associated with each service. In simpler terms,
there was a lack of detail for line-item expenses.
The Subcommittee broached this subject with Managing Director Keith Regan and
Deputy Managing Director David Ching, and were told the County uses the “program
budget” method for its budget development process. The program budget method
delineates expenditures for services by programs as a “whole” without detailing each
individual expense. During the course of the Subcommittee’s conversation with
Mr. Regan and Mr. Ching, they indicated that providing a breakdown of costs by service
for each department would require a manual review and analysis from each department
and would be an extensive undertaking. See Exhibit A.
The Subcommittee subsequently asked Mr. Regan and Mr. Ching whether the
Department of Management (“Management”) could provide some type of breakdown of
County services by department. In response, Management provided a document
entitled “Menu of Services” (“Menu”), which identified 464 services provided by 14
departments. See Exhibit D. Management did not provide a breakdown for the Office
of the Mayor or the Maui Police Department, nor did it ask the Civil Defense Agency to
participate in the survey. The Subcommittee did not request information from the Office
of the County Clerk or Office of Council Services.
The Menu divided the services provided into those that are “standard" or “custom.” A
“standard service” is offered to everyone, while a “custom service” is a specialized
service provided on a case-by-case basis. The Menu also identified whether there was
a “fee for service,” if applicable. The Menu did not provide information on the cost(s)
associated with providing services, including staff time, equipment needed, or other
necessary expenses.
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The Subcommittee asked Mr. Regan and Mr. Ching if departments review their fee
structures to determine whether their fees are adequate. Mr. Regan and Mr. Ching
indicated that ideally, all departments should look into their fee structures on an annual
basis. They also explained that the County Council reviews rates and fees during the
annual budget review process. Finally, Mr. Regan pointed out that the County is
steadily making improvements to the system, but agreed that the accounting system
would be significantly enhanced if departments could identify individual line-item
expenditures. See Exhibit A.
The Subcommittee also met with Budget Director Sandy Baz, who explained that the
Budget Office previously developed recommendations to reduce dependency on the
County’s General Fund and to promote self-sufficiency by proposing that certain
services correspond to the value of the services provided. See Exhibit B. Mr. Baz, as
well as Mr. Regan and Mr. Ching, acknowledged, however, that transforming “services
offered” into “self-sufficient services” is not a cut-and-dry process, because in addition to
County Code and County Charter requirements, some services are mandated by State
and Federal law. See Exhibits A and B. In addition, previous recommendations had
been rejected when elected officials sensed a negative reaction politically or determined
that increased fees might alter the benefits to the community. See Exhibit B.
The COGC subsequently invited Jeffrey Dack, the Department of Planning (“Planning
Department”) Current Planning Division Supervisor, to a meeting to discuss the
Planning Department’s efforts to improve its fee structure for services provided by the
department. In his presentation, Mr. Dack discussed a 2006 audit of the Planning
Department which found, in part, that Planning Department fees had not been reviewed
in 10-15 years. As a result, the Planning Department commissioned a study to examine
the Planning Department’s schedule of planning fees. See Exhibit E. The Matrix
Consulting Group Study, completed in 2009, determined that the Planning Department
undercharged for its services, recovering a mere 18% of the estimated full cost of
services provided. See Exhibit C. The Planning Department is now implementing a
phased-in cost-recovery program that would increase this percentage. See Exhibit C.
IV.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Subcommittee’s primary task was to formulate recommendations related to County
services. To accomplish its task, the Subcommittee set out to determine what services
the County provides, the fees assessed for such services, and the costs associated with
providing each service. Through its investigation, the Subcommittee determined that
this information is not readily available and what information the County does have (i.e.,
the “Menu of Services”) is incomplete at best. In addition, based on information
provided by the only department (Planning) that has conducted a study examining its
fee structure in at least a decade — a study which found that the department recouped
only 18% of its expenses — the Subcommittee can only surmise that other County
departments equally undercharge for their services.
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1. The Subcommittee recommends that the County develop some type of lineitem accounting method so that all County departments can undertake a more
thorough review of the services it provides and the costs associated with
them. One of the reasons for incomplete information is the “program budget”
method used by the County. Although an accepted practice, the program
budget fails to sufficiently isolate or identify what the County expends in labor,
equipment, and supplies for each service it offers.
2. The Subcommittee recommends that the County contract with a municipal
consulting company or request that the County Auditor perform a
comprehensive analysis of services provided by the County of Maui. Using
the “Menu of Services” document as a starting point, the analysis should
include the following:
a. service offered by division and/or smaller units per department;
b. type of service provided;
c. authority for the service provided (e.g., federal law, state statute, County
Code, County Charter, administrative regulation);
d. fee(s) charged for the service;
e. cost to provide each service (e.g., labor, equipment, supplies);
f. percentage of service expenses that are not self-supporting and an
analysis of whether the fee structures for services that are not selfsupporting can and should be modified; and
g. evaluation of whether a minimal fee for all services provided would have
any effect on County fund reliance.
3. The Subcommittee recommends that based on the analysis of services
provided by the consultant or Auditor, each department should determine
whether the fee structure for services that are not self-supporting can and
should be modified. For service fees that can be adjusted, the departments
should include these service fee proposals in the Fiscal Year 2015 Budget.
4. The Subcommittee recommends that as it proceeds with Fiscal Year 2014
budget deliberations, the County Council should revisit recommendations
previously presented by the Budget Office to evaluate whether there are any
fees for services that can be adjusted immediately so as to become selfsufficient and, if so, make adjustments accordingly.
5. The Subcommittee recommends that each County department create selfsufficiency goals, whereby departments are funded to a certain (variable)
percentage by user or service fees. The Subcommittee again commends the
Planning Department for identifying the need for a cost recovery program and
encourages all County departments to do the same.
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Memorandum on Building Permit Issues
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(May 19, 2010, revised January 24, 2013)
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MEMORANDUM ON BUILDING PERMIT ISSUES
PREPARED BY RONALD A. KAWAHARA, CPA, CVA, CPM, PCAM
REVISED 1/24/13
Subcommittee: Building Permits
Interview Date and Time: May 19, 2010
Site of Interview: Office of GYA Architects, Inc., 220 Imi Kala St., Suite 201, Wailuku
Attendance at Meeting:





Client — West Maui Community FCU (WMFCU), represented by Michele
Kawahara, GM
Architect — GYA Architects, Inc. represented by Alvin Yoshimori, Chairman; Eric
Shimada, Project Mgr.
Contractor — Nordic Construction PCL, represented by Josh Stinson, Mgr.; John
Gallagher, Estimator; Gil Hoopii, Superintendent
Consultant — Ronald A. Kawahara & Co., CPA’s, Inc., represented by Ron
Kawahara, President

Purpose of Interview:

To value engineer (i.e. reduce the cost of construction) for the
proposed West Maui Community Federal Credit Union building

Note: While the primary purpose of this meeting was to discuss ways to reduce the
construction cost of the building, the discussions covered a wide range of topics. One of
the topics covered was the problem of obtaining a building permit in a timely manner. As a
matter of fact, the Architect submitted the building permit application in December 2009.
The actual permit was issued on January 20, 2011, or more than one (1) year after the
application was submitted.
As a consequence of the delay in the issuance of the building permit, the WMCFCU was
unable to proceed with the construction. The reason was that the National Credit Union
Administration (NCUA) changed its regulations effective 11/29/10, reducing the “fixed
asset ratio” that had allowed smaller credit unions to construct their own buildings. A
number of appeals were made to the national organization and members of Congress
about the unfairness of this arbitrary rule since the NCUA had previously allowed the
WMCFCU to proceed with the construction of their new office facility under the old rule. In
other words, had the building permit been issued less than two (2) months previously, the
WMCFCU would have had its new office facilities, construction workers would have been
employed, the WMCFCU staff would have been increased as their current offices are
housed in a 3-BR residence.

Memorandum on Building Permit Issues
Page 2

Memorandum on discussion as it related to the building permit issue only:
During the course of the meeting, Mr. Yoshimori pointed out that the building permit would
take a long time to obtain. His experience was that it could take longer than a year. This
was confirmed by the representatives of Nordic Construction. Mr. Yoshimori further stated
that on some of their other projects the County was making “suggestions” on interior and
other elements of the design, none of which are in the County Code. In some cases, they
decided to incorporate the “suggested” changes in order to avoid further delays.
Mr. Stinson stated that his company was experiencing delays in obtaining building permits
on the mainland. He said that in some cases the permits were taking twice as long. I asked
him how long it took. He replied that it took two (2) weeks – it used to take only a week.
He said that most municipalities only check that the application and documents are in
proper form. If there are any subsequent problems, the liability falls on the applicant and
the professionals involved.
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Exhibit F
E-Mail Communication from Keith Regan, Managing Director
(February 11, 2013)

From: "Keith Regan" <Keith.Regan@co.maui.hi.us>
Date: February 11, 2013 2:56:46 PM HST
To: "Tina Gomes" <tina@maui.net>
Cc: "David Ching" <David.Ching@co.maui.hi.us>, "Wendy Taomoto"
<Wendy.Taomoto@co.maui.hi.us>
Subject: Re: COGC - Building Permits Subcommittee Report (Follow - Up
Questions)
Aloha Tina,
Here are the answers to your questions (my answers are in red):
1. When we met on November 27, 2012, I believe that Garrett Evans provided you with a copy of
the Computronix report. There was discussion regarding the longevity of the KIVA software
system and any thoughts to the use of it. It was asked if it would be beneficial for the County of
Maui to consider looking into another software, preferably the software used on the County of
Honolulu. I believe that it was mentioned that the KIVA software system received "limited" support
and that there was not a "sense of panic" to immediately make a change to another software.
Nonetheless this may ultimately be a budgetary issue as well. Please provide your thoughts once
more.
The Department of Management, through its Information Technology Services Management
Division (ITSM), is currently in the exploratory phase of replacing the current permitting and land
management system commonly known as KIVA. We have enlisted the assistance of international
IT consulting firm, Gartner, to review the current state of our IT capabilities, hardware and software,
provide a comparative analysis, and provide recommendations for corrective actions (steps
forward). This input from Gartner will assist us in the process of identifying the path the County will
take in order to replace its P/LMS and to ensure the replacement meets the needs of the overall
organization and not just one segment.
We have had the opportunity to meet the vendor referenced above and we were impressed with
what was shown to us. The one thing we want to do though is to make sure that any change is
ultimately the right change for the whole organization. This will require that we apply a methodical
approach rather to ensure success. We are on that path.
Although KIVA is at the end of its life cycle, we still receive support on the software through various
channels. We are confident that we will be able to maintain the current system until such time that
a proper replacement is selected. This is not to say that there is not an urgency to replace KIVA.
We anticipate replacement of the P/LMS within the next 12 to 24 months.

2. Do you find the KIVA software system conducive to the building permits process? If so, please
explain? If not, please explain?
A tremendous amount of time and effort has been expended on ensuring that the processes within
KIVA allowed for the most effective and efficient use of the tool. The permit portion of KIVA allows
the departments the ability to monitor and track permits through the system. It may not be the
most intuitive at times but it definitely is a useful tool that helps the process flow of our permits. I’m
certain that, as we move forward with the replacement process, there will be key issues and
shortcomings of KIVA that will be identified as “must replace” or “must haves” with the new system.
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3. How would you describe a small construction project vs. a large construction project?
As far as I know, we have not established specific criteria for “small” versus “large” construction
projects. Within PPIT, we have identified projects with a value of $2M or more as projects that we
have deemed as a flagged item for review. Other than that, the County has not created a formal
category for small vs. large projects.

4. Do you feel that all of the departments involved in the building permits process are working
collaboratively? Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once the review and approval is
completed there wouldn’t be a need to interact with the other departments?
I believe that collaboration between departments has improved greatly since the implementation of
the Permit Process Improvement Team (PPIT). Participation in PPIT has allowed staff from
different departments involved in permitting to gain a deeper and stronger understanding of the
process and how they impact others in the process. I believe this has helped break down some of
the barriers that may have existed in the past.
Permit reviews by departments occur concurrently. Once the permit is signed off by the respective
department, that department’s involvement in the permit review process is complete. There may
be situations where a department may need to interact with other departments post approval but
that would likely come during the inspection phase.

5. The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from person to
person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the building permit
process? Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate information
provided by the application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)? Would you find it
helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that the information on the county's
website sufficient?
I believe that the “general public”, specifically those individuals who may have limited to no
experience in the construction and permitting process, continue to perceive the process as being
complex and challenging. Unfortunately, the process itself is driven by the myriad of federal, state
and local laws that have been created over the years to protect life and enhance safety. The legal
requirements placed upon the permitting process add to the confusion laypeople encounter when
applying for permits.
Inaccurate, inadequate and incomplete permit applications have been identified as impacting the
County’s ability to review and process permits. More leeway is granted to those individuals who
are not classified as being professionals. Often times, laypeople are able to meet with County
employees to go over the errors in their permit applications. The County has made attempts to
assist where it legally is able to assist. This is the primary reason the PPIT initiated the Permitting
Workshop Series. The goal is to provide laypeople with access to resources that will be able to
assist them through the process, answer questions and hopefully clear up their issues.
In terms of the professionals, they are fully aware of the complexities that exist within the system.
They are also fully aware of the laws that must be met in order to process their respective permits.
We have found that certain professionals have used the permitting system to their advantage
blaming the County for their lack of quality work. PPIT participants identified this issue and
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implemented a process that would reject and return applications from professionals that were
grossly inadequate. In addition, the County also implemented a process of notification to the
owner when an application is rejected so that the professional consultant and the owner are both
notified.
We are currently working on “How To” videos that will be posted on the County’s website. In
addition, we do have a tremendous amount of information available on our website that is written in
a way to help the layperson understand the permitting process.

6. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to be
appropriate?
This is something we have been discussing. Additional fees for professional consultants that
submit substandard work would be appropriate. They are the professionals and should be familiar
with the laws governing the permitting process. I do not feel that additional fees for the layperson
would be appropriate.

7. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting any
delays of the building permits process? Is this an effort that will be done on a quarterly basis due
to its positive response?
The Permitting Workshops/Open Houses have helped more than 40+ individuals since we started
the program. We are not able to help everyone but we are making every attempt to help clarify
issues, explain why certain requirements must be me and help move them through the process.
There may be issues that are unresolvable but we will work with participants to explain the process
necessary to resolve their respective issues.
The efforts will be continued quarterly until PPIT decides otherwise.

8. We spoke of the possibility of an electronic filing system that would allow someone to apply for a
building permit via online. How do you feel about the submission of a permit via online? Are there
currently any departments with that capability? Do you feel this is possible and would it expedite
the service or create more difficulties?
Online permit submission is the direction we are heading. Currently, we do not offer online
permitting but we are in the process of launching online permitting for a few minor permits such as
solar water heaters. I do not believe that online permitting will expedite the processing time for
larger, more complex permit applications but it will be helpful for more ministerial, smaller and less
complex permits such as solar water heaters.

9. I believe that you are a part of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team), could you
provide me more information about the P.P.I.T. and what areas have been looked at and currently
reviewing?
I helped develop the PPIT in 2011 and continue to chair the PPIT to this day. The ultimate goal of
PPIT is to improve the permitting process. There is no doubt that the process is complex and it
becomes more complex with the size and type of project being presented to the County.
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We have reviewed policies and procedures utilized by the various departments in the permit review
process. A number of policies and procedures have been decommissioned thanks to the efforts of
the PPIT. In addition, we have reviewed the “Mayor’s Permitting and Processing Task Force”
report of 2009 and have made specific changes as recommended in that report.
We have proposed changes to County ordinances to the Maui County Council which have passed
and are now in effect. We have required reviewing departments to reject plans that are incomplete
and send notification to both the consultant and owner. This allows us to move on to the next
permit application faster since our permit reviewers are not making the corrections for the
consultants. We have mapped out the permitting process to better understand the flow of a permit
through the process and how changes to the flow might have a beneficial impact. We review
departmental processing times and ask tough questions to those departments that are not
performing to the expectations of the PPIT. We continue to search for better ways to do business
and participants in PPIT are encouraged to bring forward ideas for consideration. PPIT is an
ongoing user group that will continue the efforts of improving the overall process.

10. The Maui County Code - 16.26B.105.3.1 Action on Applicant has indicated a timeline for
applicants to be aware of as well as the departments who are reviewing and/or approving a permit.
Does the 30-15-5 help staff meet their responsibility in responding to the applicant? Has this
proven to be positive?
We find that this change in the code has impacted certain departments more than others.
Departments realize that, if they fail to meet the time constraints, the Public Works Director has the
authority to approve their portion of the permit. This encourages the departments to move faster in
their processing of permits but we still have some departments that are having difficulty meeting
the time requirements.
Overall, I believe the time constraints to be a positive influence on the process.

11. At the meeting it was mentioned that two (2) iPads were ready to go and provided to two
inspectors in field. At the Building Permits Open House on December 4, 2012, I believe the iPads
were provided to them. May I ask how that is going (i.e., has it helped expedite the information
gathered from the field to the office)?
The two iPads were issued to Public Works after being provisioned by ITSM. They are in
production and inspectors are using them regularly. Public Works has expressed their desire to roll
out more iPads to their inspectors. The two users have reduced the amount of time needed to
process inspections, are now able to take pictures and conduct their business more efficiently. We
are in total support and have instructed Public Works to move forward with iPads for inspectors.

12. The data I am seeking is the foot traffic/attendance rate as well as the number of requested
assistance from each corresponding department that was present (i.e., water department,
environmental services management, planning department, public works and fire & safety). I do
not know if any logging was done at each said station but any information would be helpful
including comments/feedback left by the attendee.

E-mail Communication with Keith Regan, Managing Director
Page 5

The first Open House we held, we had 24 participants (07/06/12). The second Open House we
held, we had 22 participants (12/04/12). Departments participating had as many as 15 customers
and as few as 1 customer. It appears that Environmental Management was the only department
receiving 1 customer.
Comments received are as follows:
"This was very helpful. Appreciate the space to ask questions and get pointed in the right direction"
"Very good opportunity to meet with Planning Dept and arrange for further review of an SMA issue"
"Very easy. All questions answered"
"Excellent opportunity to gather home building info"
"This is very helpful. Please continue to offer this service. It's very nice to be able to meet county
staff in person as well as having our questions answered"

13. May I also ask if a questionnaire/survey regarding the services provided at the Open House is
being given to an attendee to fill out and collected prior to leaving, or if one is sent to them via
email or mail?
A questionnaire/ survey was provided to participants and feedback was collected.

Keith A. Regan
Managing Director
County of Maui
200 South High Street
Wailuku, HI 96793
tel: 808.270.7211
fax: 808.270.7870
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>>> Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 2/6/2013 2:55 AM >>>
Aloha Keith,
Thank you very much for allowing me to email you with some follow-up questions pertaining to the
Cost of Government Commission, Building Permits Subcommittee report that we are working on
and will be presenting to the County Council. Additionally, thank you for your time and
consideration for meeting with Garrett Parks, Rick Tanner and myself on November 27, 2012.
As you are aware of, the Cost of Government Commission is currently working on gathering
information on a long standing concern regarding the building permit process in which has been
raised several years ago. During that time, the outcry of the community was that there were
significant delays in the issuance of a building permit. The delays vary from project to project. In
brief, the report is about the process of requesting and obtaining a building permit. Below, I
wanted to confirm some of the information you provided to us at our meeting as well as provide
further information so that we are able to present the most accurate details of the building permits
process in our report. Please provide answer(s) in red.
1. When we met on November 27, 2012, I believe that Garrett Parks provided you with a copy of
the Computronix report. There was discussion regarding the longevity of the KIVA software
system and any thoughts to the use of it. It was asked if it would be beneficial for the County of
Maui to consider looking into another software, preferably the software used on the County of
Honolulu. I believe that it was mentioned that the KIVA software system received "limited" support
and that there was not a "sense of panic" to immediately make a change to another software.
Nonetheless this may ultimately be a budgetary
issue as well. Please provide your thoughts once more.
2. Do you find the KIVA software system conducive to the building permits process? If so, please
explain? If not, please explain?
3. How would you describe a small construction project vs. a large construction project?
4. Do you feel that all of the departments involved in the building permits process are working
collaboratively? Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once the review and approval is
completed there wouldn't be a need to interact with the other departments?
5. The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from person to
person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the building permit
process? Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate information
provided by the application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)? Would you find it
helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that the information on the county's
website sufficient?
6. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to be
appropriate?
7. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting any
delays of the building permits process? Is this an effort that will be done on a quarterly basis due
to its positive response?
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8. We spoke of the possibility of an electronic filing system that would allow someone to apply for a
building permit via online. How do you feel about the submission of a permit via online? Are there
currently any departments with that capability? Do you feel this is possible and would it expedite
the service or create more difficulties?
9. I believe that you are a part of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team), could you
provide me more information about the P.P.I.T. and what areas have been looked at and currently
reviewing?
10. The Maui County Code - 16.26B.105.3.1 Action on Applicant has indicated a timeline for
applicants to be aware of as well as the departments who are reviewing and/or approving a permit.
Does the 30-15-5 help staff meet their responsibility in responding to the applicant? Has this
proven to be positive?
11. At the meeting it was mentioned that two (2) iPads were ready to go and provided to two
inspectors in field. At the Building Permits Open House on December 4, 2012, I believe the iPads
were provided to them. May I ask how that is going (i.e., has it helped expedite the information
gathered from the field to the office)?
Once again, Keith, thank you so very much. If there is anything else you may want to add that I
may I have missed that would be helpful for us, please do so. Additionally if there are any
questions, please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647.
With Aloha,
Tina (Pedro) Gomes
Cost of Government Commissioner

Building Permits Subcommittee

Exhibit G
E-Mail Communication from Herbert Chang,
Engineering Program Manager, Department of Water Supply
(February 21, 2013)

From: "Herb Chang" <Herb.Chang@co.maui.hi.us>
Date: February 21, 2013 3:33:15 PM HST
To: "Tina Gomes" <tina@maui.net>
Cc: "Dave Taylor" <Dave.Taylor@co.maui.hi.us>, "Jase Miyabuchi"
<Jase.Miyabuchi@co.maui.hi.us>, "Paul Meyer"
<Paul.Meyer@co.maui.hi.us>
Subject: Re: COGC - Building Permits Subcommittee Report (Follow-Up
Questions)
Tina:
The attached file contains our department's response to the survey.
Please contact me if you have any questions or additional information.
Herbert Chang
Engineering Program Manager
Department of Water Supply
County of Maui
Ph. 808-270-7835

Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 2/15/2013 9:39 AM >>>
Good Morning Herb,
Thank you for accepting my request to email you. It is my hope that you can provide us with
information that will be helpful for the Cost of Government Commission, Building Permits
Subcommittee report that we are currently working on and will be presenting to the County
Council. We are gathering information on a long standing concern regarding the building permit
process in which has been raised several years ago. During that time, the outcry of the
community was that there were significant delays in the issuance of a building permit. The
delays vary from project to project. In brief, the report is about the process of requesting and
obtaining a building permit.
I am learning about the process through the information provided to me by those like yourself
who are in the field of reviewing and approving the applicant's request. Below, I am hoping you
may assist our subcommittee in providing some information so that we are able to present the
most accurate details of the building permits process in our report. Please provide answer(s) in
red.
1. Does your department receive requests for a small construction projects as well as large
constructions projects? How would you describe a small construction project vs. a large
construction project?
2. When and why would a request come to your department?
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3. Does your department work collaboratively with the other departments (i.e., planning, public
works, water, etc.)? Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once your review and
approval is completed there wouldn't be a need to interact with the other departments? Please
provide an example and the most common department you would interact with.
4. Does your department use the same KIVA software system? If so, do you find this software
conducive to the building permit process? if so, please explain? If not, please explain?
5. Do you have a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes navigating the system,
codes, etc. If so, is it helpful and does your department use the same inputting codes as the
other departments? If not, would having a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes
the navigation of the system and codes be helpful?
6. The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from person to
person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the building permit
process? Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate information
provided by the application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)? Would you find it
helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that the information on the
county's website sufficient?
7. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to be
appropriate?
8. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting the
delays of the building permits process?
9. The creation of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team) was created under
Mayor Alan Arakawa to take a closer look at the process and to improve the service. I believe
that they do periodic updates to all departments involved in the building permits process. Have
you experienced a difference in the process since the development of the P.P.I.T.? Are you a
part of the P.P.I.T.?
10. How would feel about the submission of a permit via online? Do you feel this is possible
and would it expedite the service or create more difficulties?
Once again, Herb, thank you so much for your time. If there is anything else you want to add
that I may have missed that would be helpful for us, please do so. Additionally, if you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647. I would also like to ask, if at all
possible, that the responses be returned to me by Wednesday (2/21) at the latest. As
mentioned above, we are currently working on our report and do have a time line. If it should be
an inconvenience, please let me know.
With Aloha,
Tina (Pedro) Gomes
Cost of Government Commissioner
Member
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RESPONSES FROM HERBERT CHANG
1.

Does your department receive requests for a small construction projects as well as large
constructions projects? How would you describe a small construction project vs. a large
construction project?
Our department receives building permit applications for all sizes of projects. How
projects are categorized in terms of size is based on several criteria. The project’s cost
to construction the new building is one basis. The amount time that our department will
need to review a project is another basis. For example, a project to construct a
$15,000,000 building may only need to construct a new water service lateral which
would need a minimal man hours for review. On the other hand, a $30,000 project that
is built in a remote area may require an extensive waterline project to transmit water to
the project site for fire protection and domestic and irrigation service would take many
man hours for the review and construction of the infrastructure improvements of
improvements. As a result, the $30,000 project would be considered a larger project
than the $15,000,000 project.

2.

When and why would a request come to your department?
In general if the project requires water service from our department, the permit
application will be reviewed by our department. If a project will be installing new
underground utilities along, across, over or under our department’s existing waterlines,
those project will be reviewed.

3.

Does your department work collaboratively with the other departments (i.e., planning,
public works, water, etc.)? Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once your
review and approval is completed there wouldn't be a need to interact with the other
departments? Please provide an example and the most common department you would
interact with.
The Department of Public Works Development Administration Services (DSA) is the
central agency that distributes the building permit applications. Interaction with DSA is
most frequent. The Department of Fire and Safety Control is contacted frequently to
address fire protection requirements.

4.

Does your department use the same KIVA software system? If so, do you find this
software conducive to the building permit process? if so, please explain? If not, please
explain?
Our department uses the KIVA software system. It provides basic information. It is
useful to determine the status of permit reviews with all departments within the County.
It is useful to find historical information of permits applied for properties.
Users must go through the KIVA system technical support to develop reports, data
extractions, etc. Users would be more pleased if KIVA was more flexible in providing
reports tailored to our department’s needs. For example, tracking approvals of the Fire
Department is essential for timely approval of permits by our department. The KIVA
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system showed its inflexibility in this task as it was unable to provide details and isolation
of specific permit approval conditions.
5.

Do you have a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes navigating the
system, codes, etc. If so, is it helpful and does your department use the same inputting
codes as the other departments? If not, would having a guidebook for the KIVA software
system that includes the navigation of the system and codes be helpful?
Yes, we have a guidebook for the KIVA software. It is a generic guide. Having any
guidebook tailored to County of Maui’s KIVA environment would be an excellent tool.

6.

The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from
person to person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the
building permit process? Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or
inadequate information provided by the application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or
contractor)? Would you find it helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do
you feel that the information on the county's website sufficient?
First of all, the segment of the public that are complaining about the permit processing
may not be a true representation of majority. There are an enormous segment of permit
applicants that are satisfied with the system. Unfortunately, complaints reverberates and
requires attention and suppression measures. To address the complaints issue, the
blame rest with all entities involved. Part of the problem is the developers may not be
educated with the permit processing procedures and may have unrealistic expectations
Subpar professional designed permit documents submitted to the County for review is
common and results in a waste of County man hours in the review, rejection and logging
process. Our department mainly review civil construction plans. It should be noted not
all civil consultants are guilty of this character (there are many reputable “professional”
engineers in the pool of consultants. Unfortunately the guilty consultants are consistent
in their sub quality work which results in slow down of the permit processing.
Figuratively speaking, they are the ‘weak link in the chain’.
Both guidebook and website options would be helpful. In the case of permit processing
involving the review of civil construction plans, it up to the consultants to provide
approvable plans. In cases where there are no civil plans to review (as with permits to
construct a single family dwelling), this usually involves an applicant who is not familiar
with the permit process and would benefit from the guidebook and website information.
Haggling is another common occurrence that delays the permit processing. In some
cases the permit applicants may not be aware of government requirements. To name a
few, these requirements may include public safety, design and construction standards,
and the protection of potable water quality. When the applicant refuses to comply with
the department’s requirements, delays occur. The permit is approved when the
applicant complies with the requirements.
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7.

Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information
to be appropriate?
Assessing additional fees would not be effective. The consultant may easily pass the
cost to its client. This fee may cause more delays. The fee will be assessed but the
consultant or client will dispute the validity of the inaccuracy or inadequacy which will
further delay the permit processing. More staff time will be needed to resolve these
disputes. In the end the department will expend more man hours that would normally be
spent on reviewing permits but instead need to be spent assessing the fee, tracking fee
payment, resolving disputes, etc.

8.

Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combating
the delays of the building permits process?
Yes. It will help those that attend the Open Houses. Unfortunately, there is not enough
participation from the public. The guidebook or website is more effective due to the
bigger audience and accessibility is 24/7.

9.

The creation of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team) was created under
Mayor Alan Arakawa to take a closer look at the process and to improve the service. I
believe that they do periodic updates to all departments involved in the building permits
process. Have you experienced a difference in the process since the development of
the P.P.I.T.? Are you a part of the P.P.I.T.?
The PPIT has made the departments more aware of the County-wide permitting
process. The PPIT has shown to be valuable when team decisions are made.
I am an active member of the PPIT.

10.

How would feel about the submission of a permit via online? Do you feel this is possible
and would it expedite the service or create more difficulties?
Online submittal of permits is a great idea. It will take several years to make the
transition from paper to electronic due to the learning curve and equipment changes. So
the change will not have an immediate impact.
Submittal of incomplete or inaccurate plans will still occur as it has for the past thirty
years. With electronic plans, there is potential to reduce the plan review time. The real
culprit for long review times is the inaccurate/incomplete plans submitted. Our
department can shorten the review time by 50 to 75 percent if accurate and complete
plans are submitted regardless if they are paper plans or online.

Building Permits Subcommittee

Exhibit H
E-Mail Communication from Michele McLean,
Deputy Director, Planning Department
(February 11, 2013)

From: "Michele McLean" <Michele.McLean@co.maui.hi.us>
Date: February 11, 2013 5:37:05 PM HST
To: "Tina Gomes" <tina@maui.net>
Subject: Re: COGC - Building Permits Subcommittee Report (Follow-Up
Questions)
Aloha Tina,
My responses to your questions are noted below in red. Some are very general answers, which is the
best I can do since I just got back and you need this input by Wednesday. But feel free to follow-up if
you need information beyond the answers below.
Mahalo,
Michele.
>>> Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 2/11/2013 11:19 AM >>>
Aloha Michele,
Tina Gomes here. I hope that you are having a wonderful conference. I am hoping that upon your
return that you may have some time to view and complete the questions that I had submitted. I am
expected to meet with our subcommittee on our regular scheduled Cost of Government Commission
meeting this Thursday (2/14) at 9am in the Mayor's Lounge. If you are able to submit/return back to
me by Wednesday that would be wonderful. If not, may I ask if you could please shoot me an email to
apprise me that it is not ready and when it could be ready for us, so I can respectfully apprise our
subcommittee.
Additionally, I feel that the best person to address these questions would be you. So, I did not contact
anyone else in the office.
I look forward to hearing from you and please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647 should you
have any questions.
Thank you very much,
Tina Gomes
On Feb 6, 2013, at 2:54 AM, Michele McLean wrote:
> Aloha. I will be out of the office at a conference until Monday, February 11. If you need immediate
assistance, please call our main number at 808-270-7735. Mahalo!
>
>>>> Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 02/06/13 02:54 >>>
>
Aloha Michele,
>
I want to, once again, extend my appreciation for your time and consideration at the County of Maui's
Building Permits Open House on December 4, 2012. I, additionally, enjoyed speaking with Rulan
whom was very helpful and pleasant.
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As you may know, the Cost of Government Commission is currently working on gathering information
on a long standing concern regarding the building permit process in which has been raised several
years ago. During that time, the outcry of the community was that there were significant delays in the
issuance of a building permit. The delays vary from project to project. In brief, the report is in regards
to the process of requesting and obtaining a building permit. Below, I wanted to confirm some of the
information you provided to me in our conversation as well as provide further information so that we
are able to present the most accurate details of the building permits process in our report. Please
provide answer(s) in red.
1. When we spoke on December 4, 2012 at the Open House, I had asked if your department is
currently working with the KIVA software system and how would you describe it. You had mentioned
that it was not quite "user-friendly" at least not to someone who doesn't use it daily and/or a regular
basis. Is this correct?
Yes, that is correct. It is not intuitive. Daily users are very adept at KIVA, but occasional users (like
myself) find it challenging.
2. Do you find the KIVA software system conducive to the building permit process? if so, please
explain? If not, please explain?
I'm not sure what you mean by conducive. Does it effectively track the status of departmental reviews
and comments? Yes, as long as each department inputs relevant information -- it is only as good as
the information that is put into it.
3. Do you have a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes navigating the system, codes,
etc.
There probably is a generic KIVA guidebook somewhere; we have our own internal "cheat sheets" so
that we use it consistently, because we use it for purposes beyond building permits.
If so, is it helpful and does your department use the same inputting codes as the other departments?
We coordinate with MIS (now ITS) and DSA on our codes.
If not, would having a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes the navigation of the
system and codes be helpful?
I think it's working well as is -- departments are coordinating where we need consistency (i.e. building
permits) and developing their own steps for their needs (e.g., we enter SMA permit information using
TMKs).
4. I believe your department reviews requests for both small construction projects and large
construction projects. How would you describe a small construction project vs. a large construction
project?
We don't use those terms. If you are talking about building permits only, we review all commercial
permits, all agricultural permits, all residential permits in the SMA or other special districts (e.g.
historic districts, flood hazard areas), etc. These are not based on size or valuation -- they are based
on laws that we are responsible for administering, like our zoning code.
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5. Does your department work collaboratively with the other departments (i.e., planning, public works,
water, etc.)?
In general, we work very well with them. Regarding building permits only, there really is not a need
for us to interact very much, except with public works.
Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once your review and approval is completed there
wouldn't be a need to interact with the other departments?
Once a building permit is issued for a project, then there might not be a need to interact with other
departments on that project. It is likely, however, that we have had to interact PRIOR to the building
permit process. For example, if the project needed a change in zoning and SMA permit, then we
would have already interacted with other departments a great deal. Once those discretionary
approvals are given, then building permits are administrative and relatively easy.
6. Do you have any suggestion(s) as to how to improve any collaborative relationship(s) between
departments (i.e., Rulan briefly mentioned the attaching of documents and/or pictures)?
There are always ways to improve collaboration -- if we're talking about building permits only, though,
the process doesn't have a whole lot of room for collaboration because it's really about the applicant
meeting each department's requirements, rather than departments not being in synch. Putting more
info in KIVA is always helpful.
7. The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from person to
person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the building permit process?
I think the public knows we are working to make it better.
Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate information provided by the
application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)?
Yes, most delays are because we need more info from the applicant. If a building permit application
is complete and accurate, we can usually sign off quickly. When we need more info (or it's
inaccurate), we contact the main person on the application (often an architect or contractor). But
sometimes another party contacts us (like the owner or consultant), and we tell that person that more
info is needed, and then that info never gets conveyed to the individual who is responsible (like the
architect).
Would you find it helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that the information
on the county's website sufficient?
In my opinion, the general public doesn't need to know the key details of the building permit process
because there is always a technical "expert" involved; that is why we have held the open houses and
technical workshops so that we can work with these experts to improve the process.
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8. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to be
appropriate?
Hard to say; that can be pretty subjective. I think it would be appropriate to have a "three strikes and
you're out" clause, where an applicant has three chances to submit complete and accurate info, or
else the application gets rejected and they have to start again.
9. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting any delays
of the building permits process? I think the open houses help a great deal for individual situations; I
don't know if they have resulted in any systemic improvements.
10. I believe that you may be a part of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team), could you
provide more information about the P.P.I.T.?
It's comprised of all departments that review building permits, and we meet to discuss ways to
improve permitting. The focus has been on building permits; it's the PPIT that has held the open
houses and technical workshops.
11. How would feel about the submission of a permit via online? Do you feel this is possible and
would it expedite the service or create more difficulties?
I believe that the Mayor and MD are already taking steps to move toward online permitting; yes, I think
it's possible (at least based on what I have heard about available software) and it would probably
expedite once everyone is trained.
Once again, Michele, thank you so very much. If there is anything else you want to add that I may
have missed that would be helpful for us, please do so. Additionally, if there are any questions,
please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647.
With Aloha,
Tina (Pedro) Gomes
Cost of Government Commissioner
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Exhibit I
E-Mail Communication from David Goode,
Director, Department of Public Works
(February 11, 2013)

From: "David Goode" <David.Goode@co.maui.hi.us>
Date: February 11, 2013 1:47:42 PM HST
To: "Tina Gomes" <tina@maui.net>
Subject: Re: COGC - Building Permits Subcommittee Report (Follow-Up
Questions)
Aloha Tina, thanks for the opportunity to comment. Pls see below in red. thx. DG
>>> Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 2/6/2013 2:54 AM >>>
Aloha David,
I wanted to thank you for your time and consideration in meeting with Garrett Evans and myself on
November 16, 2012 with regards to receiving feedback for the Computronix recommendation as
well as providing us with some information regarding the building permits process.
As you are aware of, the Cost of Government Commission is currently working on gathering
information on a long standing concern regarding the building permit process in which has been
raised several years ago. During that time, the outcry of the community was that there were
significant delays in the issuance of a building permit. The delays vary from project to project. In
brief, the report is in regards to the process of requesting and obtaining a building permit. Below, I
wanted to confirm some of the information you provided to us at our meeting as well as provide
further information so that we are able to present the most accurate details of the building permits
process in our report. Please provide answer(s) in red.
1. When we met on November 16, 2012, Garrett Evans provided you with a copy of the
Computronix report. There was discussion regarding the longevity of the KIVA software
system and any thoughts to the use of it. It was asked if it would be beneficial for the
County of Maui to consider looking into another software, preferably the software used on
the County of Honolulu. I believe that you may have had favorable considerations of it.
Please provide your thoughts once more.
We will definitely need a replacement to KIVA in the near term, but we have made no
commitments to any one provider. Our ITS department will be handling that procurement
when we have the funds to do so.
2. Do you find this software conducive to the building permits process? If so, please explain?
If not, please explain?
Yes, KIVA does a very good job of letting users (including the public) understand where
they are in the building permit process. It does not make the process that much faster,
other than to 1) eliminate a lot of inquiries from the public that would be handled manually,
and 2) where information on a property/project is shown in KIVA, a reviewer may be able to
access that information faster in order to respond on a permit.
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3. Other discussion items were the possibility of a guidebook being provided to the staff that
included unified codes as well as a guidebook for the public. Do you feel that this would be
helpful in the building permits process?
I don't. The guidebook would have to be updated frequently, which could be expensive and
prone to being out of date.
4. I believe your department looks at both small construction projects and large construction
projects. For clarification purposes, how would you describe a small construction project
vs. a large construction project? Probably by complexity.
Single family homes are generally small projects, larger projects would be commercial,
industrial, or institutional projects.
5. The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from person
to person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the building
permit process? Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate
information provided by the application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)?
Again, would you find it helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that
the information on the county's website sufficient?
What would help is for the public is to have real data about the process, not anecdotal
experiences. We issued about 1500 building permits each of the last few years. Clearly,
many permits are getting issued, and the time to issue varies greatly. Median days to
permit would be one meaningful statistic that would give insights as to whether or not the
time to issue is trending one way or the other. (I'm in the process of collecting this data,
actually). Since almost all building permit applications are submitted by professionals
(architects or structural engineers), and they do this for a living, they should know the codes
and address them in their plans. Incomplete plans lead to long permit processing times.
Granted, not every agency reviews it in the same amount of time, so some blame lies with
the County as well.
6. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to
be appropriate?
We have this in the building code, but haven't enforced it to date. If anything, they are
penalized by having to redo their plans!
7. How would feel about the submission of a permit via online? Do you feel this is possible
and would it expedite the service or create more difficulties? I believe we spoke briefly
about this and it was mentioned that "maybe" for small remodels (i.e., deck, etc.) but large
construction projects may prove difficult due to reviewing of plans.
Yes, it would help on our clerical time. Jury is still out on whether it would help in reviews or
not.
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8. I am not sure if we had a chance to discuss the collaborative relationships between your
department and the other departments involved in the building permit process. Does your
department work collaboratively with the other departments (i.e., planning, public works,
water, etc.)? Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once your review and
approval is completed there wouldn't be a need to interact with the other departments?
The building permit process includes the other departments that have codes related to the
construction of new structures. We don't collaborate, per se, as they have their codes and
we have ours. But the reviews are all concurrent, which is why a number of the same plans
are submitted one time. Each agency is responsible for their approval, and once everyone
has approved, we issue the permit.
9. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting
the delays of the building permits process?
Yes.
10. I believe that you may be a part of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team),
could you provide more information about the P.P.I.T.?
Suggest asking Randy Piltz or Keith Regan on this.
Once again, David, thank you so very much. If there is anything else you would want to add that I
may have missed that would helpful for us, please do so. Additionally, if you have any questions,
please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647.
You're Welcome!
With Aloha,
Tina (Pedro) Gomes
Cost of Government Commissioner
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Exhibit J
E-Mail Communication from Arnold Abe, Civil Engineer V,
Wastewater Reclamation Division,
Department of Environmental Management
(February 8, 2013)

From: "Arnold Abe" <Arnold.Abe@co.maui.hi.us>
Date: February 8, 2013 4:46:30 PM HST
To: "Tina Gomes" <tina@maui.net>
Subject: Re: COGC - Building Permits Subcommittee Report (Follow- Up
Questions)
Hi Tina,
I was out sick 2/5 - 2/7, so I was not able to respond back to you sooner.
I've provided my comments in red below as requested.
If you could let me know if my comments will be shared as part of a compiled report or will I be
identified as an individual that made the specific comment?
Please let me know if you need any further clarification on any items via email or at 270-7428.
Arnold
>>> Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 2/6/2013 2:53 AM >>>
Aloha Arnold,
Thank you for taking time to speak with me via telephone on January 25, 2012. As I mentioned,
the Cost of Government Building Permits Subcommittee is currently working on a report
regarding the process of requesting and obtaining a building permit. The subcommittee is
working on gathering information on a long standing concern regarding the building permit
process in which has been raised several years ago. During that time, the outcry of the
community was that there were significant delays in the issuance of a building permit. The
delays vary from project to project. Below, I wanted to confirm some of the information you
provided to me in our conversation. Please provide answer(s) in red.
1. When we spoke, I was unsure as to how the process begins. You had shed some light on it
and stated that the initial application is provided to DSA (Development Services Administration)
and then distributed to the respective departments as necessary. Is this correct?
That is correct.
2. When and why would a request come to your department?
Typically, we receive all non-residential building permit applications to our office for review. For
the areas serviced by the county sewer system, we review for compliance with all of our rules
and standards of our Division. For those outside of the system, we review only the commercial
kitchens for grease interceptor requirements, as requested by the State, Dept. of Health. We
don't review residential building permits because there is an assumption that when the
residential subdivision was constructed, it meets all of our standards and that the installed
system is adequate; if there are assessment fees due, they are flat charges. We do flag some
residential properties where we have county sewer easements running through them, and ask
DSA to send those to us for review to make sure they don't encroach into the easement area.

E-Mail Communication with Arnold Abe, Wastewater Reclamation Division,
Department of Environmental Management
Page 2

3. You also mentioned that your department generally looks at non-residential requests. Could
you please shed more information on this (i.e., small construction projects vs. large construction
projects and/or residential vs. commercial)?
We look at all of the non-residential type projects and non-single family projects. We do look at
multi-family residential projects like Iao Parkside.
4. Additionally, we talked briefly about the collaborative relationship(s) between the
department(s). You mentioned that it is not a common occurrence for your department to
interact with other departments because once your portion is reviewed and/or completed, there
isn't a need to interact. Is this correct?
Yes.
Can you provide an example as to when department to department interaction may occur?
If there is a cesspool on the property and a county sewer system fronting the property, we would
let the owner know that they need to connect to our County sewer system, we would let Dept. of
Health know, but they would take it from that point to follow up on the enforcement of their rules.
5. I asked if your department uses the same KIVA software system. Do you find this software
conducive to the building permits process? If so, please explain? If not, please explain?
It helps in providing basic information update of the status of the building permit. I wish the
public would understand it more so that they can get their status update online instead of
inquiring to us directly. It's better than nothing.
6. Do you have a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes navigating the system,
codes, etc. If so, is it helpful and does your department use the same inputting codes as the
other departments? If not, would having a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes
the navigation of the system and codes be helpful?
I don't believe we have a guidebook (user manual) in the office, a lot of "help" is online
nowadays. We did receive detailed handouts during our initial training, however that was many
years and upgrades ago. We typically use the same standard codes for our reviews and rarely
use any outside of them. We do have some codes that are specific for us, like the flagging
codes. If we do need help, we typically ask DSA or IT services, and they almost always help us
out with it in a short amount of time. (A guidebook may helpful for new employees during their
training).
7. As mentioned above, the perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process
varies from person to person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about
the building permit process?
I believe that some feel it is still an intimidating and daunting task, while others who do it often
understand it and have no problem with it.

E-Mail Communication with Arnold Abe, Wastewater Reclamation Division,
Department of Environmental Management
Page 3

Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate information provided by the
application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)?
I think this is true for most of the cases where it takes longer than a few days for us to review.
Would you find it helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that the
information on the county's website sufficient?
I'm not convinced that a guidebook would make much of a difference other than allowing me to
tell them to refer to the guidebook for more explanation. Perhaps a better designed website
with a standard format for listing requirements by dept./division would help people better
understand the requirements and the process.
8. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to be
appropriate?
I think I would get a lot more frustration from the applicants or consultants for our determination
of inadequate/inaccurate information, and we would have to deal with that higher level of
emotion should it come to that. I'm not sure if it would be appropriate, but would incorporate it if
it were implemented. For the last year we have been returning incomplete submittals which
makes them do a better job up front or they are penalized time.
9. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting the
delays of the building permits process?
For me personally, I don't believe so, since I didn't have much interaction with anyone from the
public at either open house due to the lack of attendance. But, there were other departments
that found it helped those in the community. I think for the administration, it provides them a
way to say that we're trying to address the issue.
10. The creation of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team) was created under
Mayor Alan Arakawa to take a closer look at the process and to improve the service. It was
mentioned that they do periodic updates to all departments involved in the building permits
process. Have you experienced a difference in the process since the development of the
P.P.I.T.?
Other than the open houses, there is the rule change that I believe was proposed by the PPIT
that was passed that give us timelines in which reviews need to be completed for building
permits. MCC 16.36B.105.3.1. It seems to be working fine for now since we're not as busy as a
couple of years ago, but I would be concerned that if the resources remain the same during
periods where a large wave of permits to be processed occur month after month, it may be
different story. I don't believe that there are many complaints about the process now, and like I
said earlier, we don't have the workload of a few years ago where we did such a large backlog
of reviews, so it's hard to say what effect this recent rule change will have on processing. The
thing about the government work is that when there is a lot of it, we're slow to respond to
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allocate resources to it, so work piles up and backlogs occur (public gets angry because it takes
so long). But, the past has shown, that those high volume periods are also followed by low
periods where you may then have more resources (workers) than work, so it's a delicate
balancing act.
11. How would feel about the submission of a permit via online? Do you feel this is possible
and would it expedite the service or create more difficulties?
The only concern about on-line reviewing is the review of the construction plans. It's difficult for
us old school guys to look and review plans on our computer screens, though I'm sure we could
if we all got larger computer screens that would lay out to scale, the full sized plan sheets (24" x
36") and have a program to allow us to easily mark up the plans and send it along with our
comments back to the applicant for corrections. Also, cross referencing plan sheets may be
easier with the paper, unless there are two screens. I think sending things electronically will
speed up the transmitting of the comments back and forth, but not necessarily the review time in
our office.
Once again, Arnold, thank you so much for your time. If there is anything else you want to add
that I may have missed that would be helpful for us, please do so. Additionally, if you have any
questions, please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647.
With Aloha,
Tina (Pedro) Gomes
Cost of Government Commissioner
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Exhibit K
E-Mail Communication from Scott English, Lieutenant,
Fire Prevention Bureau, Department of Fire and Public Safety
(February 12, 2013)

From: "Scott English" <Scott.English@co.maui.hi.us>
Date: February 12, 2013 2:41:18 PM HST
To: "Tina Gomes" <tina@maui.net>
Subject: Re: COGC - Building Permits Subcommittee Report (Questions)
Hope this works!
Scott
>>> Tina Gomes <tina@maui.net> 2/6/2013 2:54 AM >>>
Aloha Scott,
Thank you for accepting my request to email you. It is my hope that you can provide us with
information that will be helpful for the Cost of Government Commission, Building Permits
Subcommittee report that we are currently working on and will be presenting to the County
Council. We are gathering information on a long standing concern regarding the building permit
process in which has been raised several years ago. During that time, the outcry of the
community was that there were significant delays in the issuance of a building permit. The
delays vary from project to project. In brief, the report is about the process of requesting and
obtaining a building permit.
During our brief conversation on January 25, 2013, I introduced myself and expressed that I
unfortunately did not have the opportunity to meet you at the County of Maui's Building Permits
Open House on December 4, 2012. I was there to observe for our subcommittee and collect
information for our report. Subsequently, I am not very familiar with the building permit process.
I am learning about the process through the information provided to me by those like yourself
who are in the field of reviewing and approving the applicant's request. Below, I am hoping you
may assist our subcommittee in providing some information so that we are able to present the
most accurate details of the building permits process in our report. Please provide answer(s) in
red.
1. Does your department receive requests for a small construction projects as well as large
constructions projects? How would you describe a small construction project vs. a large
construction project?
2. When and why would a request come to your department?
3. Does your department work collaboratively with the other departments (i.e., planning, public
works, water, etc.)? Is it a common occurrence or would you say that once your review and
approval is completed there wouldn't be a need to interact with the other departments?
4. Does your department use the same KIVA software system? If so, do you find this software
conducive to the building permit process? If so, please explain? If not, please explain?
5. Do you have a guidebook for the KIVA software system that includes navigating the system,
codes, etc. If so, is it helpful and does your department use the same inputting codes as the
other departments? If not, would having a guidebook for the KIVA software system that
includes the navigation of the system and codes be helpful?
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6. The perception of the efforts in expediting the building permits process varies from person to
person. How do you feel about the public/community's perception about the building permit
process? Do you find that the delays come from inaccurate and/or inadequate information
provided by the application (i.e., homeowner, architect and/or contractor)? Would you find it
helpful for the public to be provided a guidebook or do you feel that the information on the
county's website sufficient?
7. Do you feel that assessing additional fees for inaccurate and/or inadequate information to be
appropriate?
8. Do you feel that the County of Maui's efforts with the Open Houses helpful in combatting the
delays of the building permits process?
9. The creation of the P.P.I.T. (Permit Processing Improvement Team) was created under
Mayor Alan Arakawa to take a closer look at the process and to improve the service. I believe
that they do periodic updates to all departments involved in the building permits process. Have
you experienced a difference in the process since the development of the P.P.I.T.? Are you a
part of the P.P.I.T.?
10. How would feel about the submission of a permit via online? Do you feel this is possible
and would it expedite the service or create more difficulties?
Once again, thank you very much for your time and consideration to my request. If there is
anything else you want to add that I may have missed that would be helpful for us, please do so.
Additionally, if there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at (808) 870-0647.
With Aloha,
Tina (Pedro) Gomes
Cost of Government Commissioner
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Exhibit L
Interview Notes — Meeting with Permit Process Improvement Team
(November 27, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
BUILDING PERMITS SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH PERMIT PROCESS IMPROVEMENT TEAM (PPIT)
Subcommittee: Building Permits
Interview Date and Time: November 27, 2012, 2:00 p.m.
Site of Interview: Kalana O Maui Building, Mayor’s Conference Room, 9th Floor
Subcommittee Members Present: Garrett Evans, Rick Tanner, Tina Gomes
Person(s) Interviewed: Keith Regan, Managing Director; David Ching, Deputy Managing
Director; Jacob Verkerke, Chief Technology Officer, IT Services
Division; and Sharon Norrod, KIVA Resource Technician, Department of
Public Works
Purpose of Interview:

To discuss the work of the PPIT.

Mr. Ching outlined the work that the PPIT is doing to improve the building permit process.
Subcommittee Chair Evans asked if charging a fee for resubmitted permits would improve the
quality of more complicated permits and prevent County employees from doing the work of the
applicant. Mr. Regan responded, saying he thought such a fee would negatively impact small
projects and prevent the County from offering friendly and helpful service.
On the topic of differentiating major from minor projects, Mr. Regan suggested that there is a
legislative reason all permits must go through the same process, but finding a way to differentiate
them would be worth looking into further.
Mr. Regan also suggested that in order for the County to accept permits online, an e-signature
must be acceptable. Current law does not provide for e-signatures, but it would be worthwhile to
make that change so that an online permit submittal might be possible in the future. Mr. Ching
suggested that the Subcommittee look into how the law can be changed.
Ms. Narrod is the “go-to-person” for KIVA training and support for County personnel. She stated
that the County has only used two software systems and KIVA is one of them. She said that
although KIVA has served the County well, KIVA has received little or no support from the
developers over the last few years.
Mr. Verkerke said that there is a core group of developers still with the company, so KIVA is being
“somewhat” supported. Because KIVA still provides limited support, Mr. Verkerke added, “There is
no sense of panic.”
There was a consensus that there was a need for technological upgrades aside from the initial
software system change. Mr. Regan spoke of a pilot program to give a couple of inspectors an
iPad. If all goes well, the iPads will be provided to others.
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Exhibit M
Interview Notes — Telephone call with Ken Schmidt,
GIS Administrator, City and County of Honolulu
(September 7, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
BUILDING PERMITS SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH KEN SCHMIDT, GIS ADMINISTRATOR,
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
Subcommittee: Building Permits
Interview Date and Time: September 7, 2012, 12:00 p.m.
Site of Interview: Telephone Interview
Subcommittee Members Present: Garrett Evans
Person(s) Interviewed: Ken Schmidt, GIS Administrator, City and County of Honolulu
Purpose of Interview:

To learn how the City and County of Honolulu uses software to
streamline permitting processes.

Subcommittee Chair Evans asked Mr. Schmidt what software provider the City and
County of Honolulu uses in its Department of Planning and Permitting.
Mr. Schmidt responded that the City and County uses a software package called
POSSE, made by Computronix. Mr. Schmidt explained that POSSE is a “work
management” system, and that the City and County uses it to manage work processes.
Mr. Schmidt said he was very pleased with the POSSE system. When asked what he
likes most about working with POSSE, Mr. Schmidt said that it is “very modifiable.”
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Exhibit N
Interview Notes — Telephone Call with Mark Ow, Director,
Department of Information Technology, County of Hawaii
(September 12, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
BUILDING PERMITS SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH MARK OW, DIRECTOR,
DEPARTMENT OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, COUNTY OF HAWAII
Subcommittee: Building Permits
Interview Date and Time: September 12, 2012, 4:00 p.m.
Site of Interview: Telephone Interview
Subcommittee Members Present: Garrett Evans
Person(s) Interviewed: Mark Ow, Director, Department of Information Technology,
County of Hawaii
Purpose of Interview:

To learn how Hawaii County uses software to streamline
permitting processes.

Subcommittee Chair Evans asked Mr. Ow what software provider the County of Hawaii
uses in its Planning Department.
Mr. Ow responded that Hawaii County uses a software company called CSI. When
asked if he would recommend the company, Mr. Ow said the company has yet to
deliver the system it promised six months prior.
Mr. Evans explained that the County of Maui might be looking to update some if its
computer and internet processes, and asked Mr. Ow what advice he would offer at the
early stages of the decision making process. Mr. Ow said it is important to always
“marry” people and technology. He added that the County cannot have a technological
solution without proper training and staff involvement.
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Exhibit O
Interview Notes — Meeting with David Goode, Deputy Director,
Department of Public Works
(June 27, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
BUILDING PERMITS SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH DAVID GOODE, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
Subcommittee: Building Permits
Interview Date and Time: June 27, 2012, 2:30 p.m.
Site of Interview: Kalana O Maui Building, 4th Floor
Subcommittee Members Present: Garrett Evans, Ron Kawahara
Person(s) Interviewed: David Goode, Director of Public Works
Purpose of Interview:

To discuss the role of the Department of Public Works in the
building permit process

The Department of Public Works (DPW) is responsible for processing most building
permit approvals. DPW is not responsible for Special Management Area (SMA) Permits
and Shoreline Permits. SMA permits are handled by the Planning Department and
Shoreline Permits by the State Department of Land and Natural Resources.
Mr. Goode explained some of the challenges that DPW has overcome, including
amending the County Code in March 2012 to require that some permit applications
(e.g., building, electrical, water) be processed in less than 30 days. As a result of the
amendment, DPW’s current required response time is 30 days for first response of an
initial application, 15 days for a second response due to a question or issue, and five
days for each additional response. Mr. Goode stated that there has been a 98%
success rate in the processing of applications within 30 days since then.
Mr. Goode explained that the main cause of the delays right now is applicants who do
not follow instructions and therefore submit incomplete applications. He feels this
problem can be improved through better communication with applicants, such as Permit
Process Improvement Team (PPIT) workshops. The Department is also exploring the
possibility of charging applicants an additional fee for any work that results in three or
more responses from DPW staff due to incomplete applications or follow-up
submissions.
According to Mr. Goode, DPW’s biggest concern is the antiquated KIVA permit
information system, which can no longer be supported by its developer. The County
has been exploring other options, and the rough estimate to replace KIVA is $2 million.
As of now, DPW is not having any issues with staff levels, but said that when
construction activity on the island was at its previous peak, the Department had difficulty
retaining appropriate staff.

Building Permits Subcommittee

Exhibit P
Observation Summary —
Permit Process Improvement Team (PPIT) Open House
(December 4, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
BUILDING PERMITS SUBCOMMITTEE
OBSERVATION SUMMARY — BUILDING PERMITS OPEN HOUSE
Subcommittee: Building Permits
Interview Date and Time: December 4, 2012, 2:45 p.m.
Site of Interview: Kalana O Maui Building, 4th Floor
Subcommittee Members Present: Tina Gomes
Departments Present & Observed:






Environmental Management
Fire and Public Safety
Planning
Public Works
Water

Purpose of Observation: To observe the Building Permit Open House and the County
representatives’ interaction with interested community
members who sought assistance.
The first Building Permits Open House was held on July 6, 2012. The Open House was an
initiative of Mayor Alan Arakawa’s Permit Process Improvement Team (PPIT) and,
because it received positive reviews and feedback, a second Open House was held on
December 4, 2012. Ms. Gomes attended the December 4, 2012 Open House on behalf of
the Cost of Government Commission’s Building Permits Subcommittee.
Upon arrival, Ms. Gomes had the opportunity to briefly speak with a gentleman who was
there to receive information and assistance from the one or more of the attending
departments. Not everyone who attended the Open House sought to speak with all five (5)
departments. Many sought out the department that they needed more information from
and assistance. With his application and paperwork in hand, the gentleman mentioned
that he appreciated the opportunity to have access to these departments at a one-stop
location and found it beneficial even though this was not his first go-round requesting a
building permit. Those who generally showed up did come with paperwork in hand, but it
was not necessary.
Shortly after, Ms. Gomes introduced herself to Keith Regan, Managing Director, and David
Ching, Deputy Managing Director, who welcomed Ms. Gomes to sit near the Planning
Department’s table so that all departments could be observed while interacting with the
attendees. At the same time, Ms. Gomes spoke briefly with Mr. Ching, who was also
greeting the public as they entered. He mentioned that the feedback from the Open
Houses was positive and the PPIT was considering offering them on a quarterly basis.
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Ms. Gomes asked Deputy Planning Director Michele McLean about the KIVA software
system. Ms. McLean stated employees who use KIVA on a daily basis find that it is a
good system. However, those who do not work with KIVA regular basis find it to be not
user-friendly. In addition, Ms. McLean noted that there is a KIVA Internal System, which is
used by County personnel, and a KIVA External System, which is used by the public. The
public has very limited information. Ms. Gomes was shown how to navigate both the
internal and external system and found that the steps needed to complete one task could
overwhelm someone.
Ms. Gomes then asked a front-line employee about the collaborative efforts between
departments to help expedite the building permit processing service. The employee
suggested attaching documents and/or pictures to the work so that when other
departments are doing their part, they can see what was already done and/or completed.
Some notes in the KIVA system simply indicated “completed,” but no other information had
been input in the system. Ms. McLean added, “The information available is only as good
as what is inputted.” At the same time, Ms. Gomes noted that it can be very timeconsuming to attach documents and/or pictures. Therefore, although the idea is good, it
has some challenges as to its practicality.
In the end, it was mentioned that keeping good relationships with other departments was
necessary because when one needs more information, a simple phone call for assistance
is oftentimes quicker and easier.
Ms. Gomes’ overall impression of the Building Permits Open House was that it was very
helpful to those who attended seeking answers to their questions. Some departments had
very little traffic, but their presence was much appreciated. Department personnel were
respectful and offered their business cards to those who had questions that could not be
answered at the event. Mr. Regan and Mr. Ching were attentive to those attending and to
department personnel.
The Building Permits Open House initiative will not solve all of the challenges faced by
those who seek building permits, but may expedite some of the services the public is
seeking and, equally important, help improve the public’s perception of the process.
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Exhibit A
Interview Notes — Meeting with Keith Regan, Managing Director, and
David Ching, Deputy Managing Director (July 31, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
COUNTY SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH KEITH REGAN, MANAGING DIRECTOR
AND DAVID CHING, DEPUTY MANAGING DIRECTOR
Subcommittee: County Services
Interview Date and Time: July 31, 2012, 9:30 a.m.
Site of Interview: Kalana O Maui Buildling, 9th floor
Subcommittee Members Present: Victoria Johnson, Fred Rohlfing, Jeff Halpin
Persons Interviewed: Keith Regan, Managing Director; David Ching, Deputy Managing
Director
Purpose of Interview: To identify the services offered by each department and determine
which of those services could be self-sufficient.
Subcommittee Chair Victoria Johnson explained that it was the Subcommittee’s goal to
identify County services provided by each department and the costs associated with
providing these services.
Subcommittee members noted the County of Maui Budget specifies an annual “lump sum”
amount allocated to each department, but does not delineate specific services provided or
the costs of providing each service.
Mr. Regan indicated the County uses a “program budgeting” method rather than line-item
tracking by activity or specific category expenses. He also indicated that while they are
steadily making improvements to the system, having specific data available would enhance
their ability to track expenses, although that would require revamping the entire accounting
system.
Subcommittee members asked if a list of services could be developed. Mr. Regan said it
would require each department to manually breakdown costs by services. A deadline of
August 7 was established for this information to be made available.

Postscript:

In response to the Subcommittee’s request, the Mayor’s Office transmitted a
document entitled, “Menu of Services,” which is included as Exhibit D to this
report. The Menu of Services outlines various services provided and the fees
assessed for services; however, it does not provide information on the “cost”
associated with performing a particular service. Regardless, the information
enabled the Subcommittee to determine that current fees are too low to cover,
or even partially cover, the cost of providing the service.

County Services Subcommittee

Exhibit B
Interview Notes — Meeting with Sandy Baz, Budget Director
(July 9, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
COUNTY SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH SANDY BAZ, BUDGET DIRECTOR
Subcommittee: County Services
Interview Date and Time: July 9, 2012, 9:30 a.m.
Site of Interview: Kalana O Maui Building, 9th floor
Subcommittee Members Present:

Victoria Johnson, Fred Rohlfing, Joseph Kanahuna

Person Interviewed: Sandy Baz, Budget Director
Purpose of Interview: To identify County of Maui departments that provide “services” to the
community and the types of services provided.
Subcommittee Chair Victoria Johnson began by explaining the Subcommittee’s goal.
Mr. Baz explained that 19 departments provide services to the County. He indicated that the
utility departments (e.g., Department of Water Supply) are basically self-sufficient.
With respect to services offered by individual departments, Mr. Baz indicated that providing
the information would not be a simple task because the County’s accounting system does not
track line-item expenditures.
Mr. Baz indicated that his office frequently analyzes County services, often recommending
that the rates for certain services correspond to the value of the services provided. However,
these recommendations are often rejected politically because the monetary benefits to the
County for raising its fee for a particular service are outweighed by its non-monetary costs.
The Subcommittee also learned that some services provided by the County are mandated by
state or federal law (e.g., new protocol for driver licenses is mandated by the U.S.
Department of Homeland Security.)
Funding sources for County services include the County’s General Fund, which is funded by
real property tax revenues and some revenue sharing. Grants are allocated to various
departments with some requiring matching funds.
Mr. Baz provided members with a document entitled, “County of Maui Fiscal Year 2013
Budget Proposal Synopsis.” He also suggested that the Subcommittee review information
provided on the Budget Office page of the County of Maui’s website.
Mr. Baz commented that the Departments of Water Supply, Environmental Management, and
Housing and Human Concerns are partially supported by fees for services or grants.
Mr. Baz surmised that the County could charge higher fees for services provided, rather than
using tax revenues for certain services such as the Waiehu Golf Course, liquor control, and
solid waste disposal, but political considerations have prevailed during the decision-making
process.
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Exhibit C
Interview Notes — Meeting with Jeffrey Dack,
Current Planning Division Supervisor, Department of Planning
(November 15, 2012)

COST OF GOVERNMENT COMMISSION
COUNTY SERVICES SUBCOMMITTEE
INTERVIEW WITH JEFFREY DACK, CURRENT PLANNING DIVISION SUPERVISOR
Subcommittee: County Services
Interview Date and Time: November 15, 2012, 9:30 a.m.
Site of Interview: Kalana O Maui Buildling, 6th floor
Subcommittee Members Present: Jeffrey Halpin, Fred Rohlfing, Joseph Kanahuna
Person Interviewed: Jeffrey Dack, Current Planning Division Supervisor
Purpose of Interview: To expand the Subcommittee’s knowledge of a study
performed by The Matrix Consulting Group
This interview was prompted after a presentation Mr. Dack gave to the Cost of
Government Commission. During this interview, Subcommittee members were advised
that a study by the Matrix Consulting Group was commissioned by the Department of
Planning to examine the current schedule of planning fees related to the estimated total
costs of providing the wide variety of planning services offered by the Department.
The net result of the study found an overall undercharge for services provided by the
Department. The Department is currently recovering approximately 18% of the
estimated full cost of providing fee-related services. This figure is Matrix’s best
estimate. The Planning Department is now implementing a phased-in cost-recovery
program that would increase this percentage.
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Exhibit D
“Menu of Services,” Prepared by Department of Management
(October 29, 2012)

"Menu of Services"
Rev. 10/29/2012
List all services provided to the public | Rank Top 5 (1-5) | Type = STD (standard), CUS (custom)
applicable
DEPT
DIV
SEC
TYPE
Corporation Counsel

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

PT
PT

STD
STD

DEM

WWRD

PT

STD

DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD

PT
PT
PT
PT
PT
PT
PT
PT

STD
STD
CUS
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

PT
PT

STD
STD

DEM

WWRD

PT

STD

| Provide brief description of service | Provide fee if
SERVICE

FEE

No direct services for the public

NA

Review Grease Interceptor (GI) plans
Review Appendix H - GI Sizing and Other Applicable
Calcs.
Inspect GI and other pretreatment devices (Pre, During
& Post Installation)
Complaint Investigations for PT Violations
Core Sampling of GI
GI Effluent Sample Testing
Provide Information of Existing GI
Public Speaking on Pre-Treatment Requirements
Allowed Discharge Inquiries
Liquor License Recommendation
Inquires on the installation and rules about Fur Trap,
Hair Trap, Swimming Pool, Oil/Water Separators, Acid
Neutralizing Tanks, Silver Recovery Units, Car Wash,
Elevator Sumps, Cooling Towers, and Condensate &
Non-Contact Water

NA

Grease Hauling Inquiries
Inquiries about Wastewater Discharge Permits
(requirements, fees, due dates, etc.)
Dye Testing Requests

NA

NA
NA
NA
NA
~ $160
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
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DEPT
DEM
DEM

DIV
WWRD
WWRD

SEC
PT
PT

TYPE
STD
STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

PT
PT

STD
STD

DEM

WWRD

Collections

STD

DEM

WWRD

Collections

STD

DEM

WWRD

Collections

STD

DEM

WWRD

Collections

STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P

STD
STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P

STD
STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

SERVICE
FEE
NA
Request for Forms, Notes and Details
Inquiries about variance from requirement to install GI
NA
NA
Inquiries about waiver of prohibited discharges
Inquiries of private wastewater disposal to County
NA
facility
Help Locate Existing Sewer Lateral/Lines
NA
Investigate Odor Complaints
NA
Cost of
Unclogging Sewer Laterals
Service
Repair Sewer System
NA
NA
Procedures for Sewer Improvement Installation
Inquiries Requesting Recommendations for Selecting
NA
Consultants
Inquiries Requesting Recommendations for Selecting
NA
Contactors
Responding to Complaints about Sewer Requirements
NA
Review/Processing of Building Permit Applications
NA
(BPA)
Review/Processing of Certificate of Occupancy
NA
Applications (CO)
Review/Processing of Plan Review Waiver Building
NA
Permit Applications
NA
Review of Roadway and Subdivision Plans
Status of Plan/BPA/CO/Planning Application Inquires
NA
Sewer System Improvements Locate via As-Built
NA
Plans/GIS
NA
Property's Sewer Allocation (Base/Current)
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DEPT
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

DIV
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD

SEC
P/P
P/P
P/P
P/P
P/P
P/P
P/P
P/P
P/P

TYPE
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

SERVICE
WW Assessment Fee Calculation
(Residential/Commerical)
Request for WW Assessment Fee Rule and its History
Request for Records/File Information
Explanation of WWRD Requirements
Review/Process Sewer Easement Documents
Investigate Reported Violations
Determination if within County Sewered Area
Inquiries on Irrigation/Restaurant Meter Use
Review of Irrigation/Restaurant Meter Application

FEE
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

Inquires about private sewer sytem improvements

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

Request for County As-Built Plans, Notes and Details

NA
NA
DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P

STD
STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P

STD
STD

Request for County Design Standards, Standard Details,
and Policies
Faxing, emailing, mailing copies of past
correspondence/County WWRD records
Inquires on Capacity of the Treatment Plants
Inquiries for property sewer service manhole
installations
Request for Copies of the Maui County Code
DOH's Individual Wastewater System Requirements

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

Jurisdictional Inquiries of private wastewater systems
NA

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P

STD
STD

Explanation of DSA Plumbing approval prior to WWRD
Sign-off of CO
Explanation of WW Discharge Calcs.
Explanation of Construction Plan Review/Installation
Process

NA
NA
NA
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DEPT
DEM

DIV
WWRD

SEC
P/P

TYPE
STD

DEM
DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P
P/P

STD
STD
STD

DEM
DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P
P/P

STD
STD
STD

DEM
DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P
P/P

STD
STD
STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM

WWRD

P/P

STD

DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD

P/P
P/P
P/P
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

Reclaim
Reclaim

STD
STD

SERVICE
Inspect Applicable On & Off-site Sewer Improvements
Inquiries of hook-up charges
Inquires of plan review charges
Inquiries about contruction of future County sewer
sytem improvements
Inquiries of injection Well water quality
Complaints about private sewer issues
Inquires of private wastewater systems treatment
systems
Inquiries of responsibility for wastewater spill due to
shared services
Request for "Will Serve" Letters
Inquires of County wastewater/reclaim water system
expansion
When are the Kahului and Lahaina treatment plants
going to be relocated
Inquires about multiple sewer lateral installations for a
property
Engineering design questions
Request for CCTV and review comments
SSSPP process questions and review comments
Public Speaking on Reclaimed Water
Investigate Leaks on the Reclaim Water System
Respond to Complaints/Inquiries about Reclaim Water
Reclaim Water Meter Reading Inquiries
Inquiries on Availablility/Capacity of Reclaim Water

FEE
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

DEM
DEM

WWRD
WWRD

Reclaim
Reclaim

STD
STD

Inquires about the County and DOH approval process
for Reclaim Water
Process/Construction Requirements for Obtaining
Reclaim Water

NA
NA
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DEPT
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

DIV
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
WWRD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD

SEC
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim
Reclaim
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg

TYPE
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

SERVICE
Inquiries about Safety/Health Issues regarding Reclaim
Water
Inquiries about purple piping and fire hydrants
Inquiries about obtaining DOH and County reclaim
water permits
Inquiries of Reclaim Water for Dust Control
Inspection for Permanent/Temporary Reclaim Water
Irrigation
Cost of Reclaim Water Usage/Billing inquiries
Inquiries on Location of Reclaim Water System
Inquires on Water Quality of the Reclaim Water
Inquiries about Refuse and Landfill Billing
Establishing, transferring and closing Accounts
Initiating Service orders on Refuse accounts
Preparing and mailing monthly Landfill Statements

FEE
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD

Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Acctg

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD

Acctg
Acctg
Acctg
Landfill

STD
STD
STD
CUS

DEM

SWD

Landfill

STD

Preparing & submitting Semi-annual Refuse billing files
Inquiries re trash and appliance pickup
Rates & procedures re Residential Refuse service
Request for copies of Landfill Invoices
Inquiries of mailing address, location of facilities
Reconciling Accounts upon request
Fielding complaints & referring to operations
Issue service orders for cart repair/replacement
Issue orders to start or stop service
Monitor & attempt collection of past due accounts

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
Issue reminder notices to delinquent accounts
NA
Issue NSF check lettere to customers
NA
Process requests for refunds
Process New Landfill Account Applications (CML & MLF $5 per
App
Only)
$71 ton
Provide Refuse Disposal - Commercial

Menu of Services
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DEPT
DEM
DEM

DIV
SWD
SWD

SEC
Landfill
Landfill

TYPE
STD
CUS

DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD

Landfill
Landfill

CUS
STD

DEM

SWD

Landfill

STD

SERVICE
Provide Refuse Disposal - Residential
Asbestos - Commercial (Appt Only) Additional fees
$20.50-82.00 load
Asbestos - Residential (Appointment Only)
Customer Service & Information on Proper Disposal &
Recycling
Provide Information About Landfill Services, Hours, Site
Information, or Redirecting Calls & walk-in Customers

FEE
None
$71 ton
None
None

None
DEM

SWD

Landfill

CUS

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD

AVM
AVM

STD
STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD
SWD

AVM
AVM
AVM
AVM
AVM
AVM
AVM
AVM

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

Various Recycle Material Collection - Residential (Varies
by Site)
Coordinate removal of abandoned vehicles from
roadways and public property
Investigate complaints of abandoned vehicles
Determine owners of/legal interests in abandoned
vehicles
Investigate location descrepancies for abandoned
vehicles
Provide notice of impound to abandoned vehicles
owners
Provide storage of abandoned vehicles
Process reclaiming of abandoned vehicles
Collect fees for past abandoned vehicles
Dispose of abandoned vehicles
Conduct auctions for sale of abandoned vehicles
Provide public legal notice of auctions
Inquiries for general info on abandoned vehicles
Explanation of abandoned vehicle law and procedures

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

Complaints about abandoned vehicles rules/procedures NA

DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD

AVM
AVM

STD
STD

Investigate reports of dumping violations
Inquiries about removal and disposal of junk vehicles

None
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
$5/day
Varies
Varies
NA
Varies
Varies
NA
NA

NA
NA
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DEPT
DEM

DIV
SWD

SEC
AVM

TYPE
STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM
DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD
SWD

AVM
AVM
AVM

STD
STD
STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD

AVM
AVM

STD
STD

DEM
DEM

SWD
SWD

AVM
AVM

STD
STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

SERVICE
Inquiries for removal of abandoned vehicles from
private property
Request for Copies of the laws applicable to abandoned
vehicles
Complaints about scrap vehicles on neighboring private
property
Facilitate removal of abandoned vehicles on private
property, in response to complaints
Provide assistance to owners to locate a missing vehicle
Inquires on sources for used vehicle parts
Complaints of vehicle vandalism
Inquiries from leinholders and insurance companies for
abandoned vehicles
Complaints of abandoned vessels (boats) on roadways
and public property
Inquiries about methods and locations for appliance
disposal
Provide contracted services for receiving and
processing appliances
Investigate complaints of dumped appliances
Investigate complaints of dumped metals, tires,
batteries, etc.
Inquiries about hazardous fluids disposal
Provide program/method for removal/clean up of
dumped appliances, metals, and related materials

FEE
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
Free
NA
NA
NA
NA

Provide program thru grant for County-wide special
NA
project clean ups of various kinds: storm clean-ups;
homeless encampments removals; long-term dumpsite
clean-ups; special wastes removal; etc.
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DEPT
DEM

DIV
SWD

SEC
AVM

TYPE
STD

SERVICE
FEE
Provide program for collection and disposal in Hana
Free
area for appliances, scrap metals, tires, and batteries,
and related materials
Provide programs in other remote areas of Maui Island Free
for collection and disposal for appliances, scrap metals,
tires, and batteries, and related materials

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

Provide program for Moloka`i Island communities for
Free
the collection and disposal of vehicles, appliances, scrap
metals, tires, and batteries, and related materials

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

Provide program for the removal and disposal of
Varies
abandoned vehicles on the island of Moloka`i
Provide public notice to Moloka`i residents and
NA
businesses of opportunities and methods to dispose of
metals and related items

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

Provide program for Lana`i residents for the collection Free
and disposal of vehicles, appliances, scrap metals, tires,
and batteries, and related materials

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

AVM

STD

DEM

SWD

ENG

STD

DEM

SWD

ENG

STD

DEM

SWD

ENG

STD

Provide program for the removal and disposal of
abandoned vehicles on the island of Lana`i
Provide public notice to Lana`i residents of
opportunities and methods to dispose of metals and
related items
Provide info to the public via the County website
regarding all AVM programs
Review development permit applications routed by
Planning Dept.
Review demolition permit applications and plans routed
by DSA
Review construction waste management plans

Varies
NA

NA
Planning
Dept.
DSA
Planning
Dept.
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DEPT
DEM

DIV
SWD

SEC
ENG

TYPE
STD

SERVICE
Inquiries re: construction and/or demolition waste
management plans
Meet with applicants to minimize construction and/or
demolition waste
Inquiries about methods and locations for recycling and
disposal of all residential and commerical materials for
Maui County
Inquiries about attendance at events, presentations and
educational tours for Maui County

FEE
N/A

DEM

SWD

ENG/RECYC

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

Inquiries about curbside recycling on Maui, where it is
offered, who is getting it next, what is accepted

NA

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

NA

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

Inquiries about household hazardous waste disposal for
Maui County
Provide contracted services for receiving and
processing recycling materials from the County's
dropboxes on Maui
Provide contracted services for receiving and
processing recycling materials from the County's
curbside program on Maui
Provide contracted services for co-composting of
biosolids, yard trimmings and fats, oils and greases on
Maui.
Provide contracted services for receiving and
processing metals from the collec tion at the Central
Maui Landfill
Provide Used Motor Oil Collection from home
mechanics in Maui County
Provide programs on Molokai for collection and
recycling of resiedential recyclables, greenwaste, HI5's,
electronics, and used motor oil

DEM

N/A
NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA
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DEPT
DEM

DIV
SWD

SEC
RECYCLING

TYPE
STD

SERVICE
FEE
Provide a location on Lanai for collection and recycling
of HI5 containers and electronics
Provide program for collection of household
recyclables, greenwaste and electronics in Hana
Provide grant for the collection of paint and household Free
batteries for Maui County
Provide grant for the on-going collection of electronics
on Maui
Provide recycling information to the public through the Free
Recycling Hotline/Curbside Call Center, Recycle Maui
County e-mail, the County website, the Recycling Guide,
and the biannual Talking Trash Newsletter mailed with
refuse bills.

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

DEM

SWD

RECYCLING

STD

Promote recycling programs, grants, events through
various media: advertisements, articles, PSA's , Radio
Talk Show, press releases.

Varies

DHHC

Aging

STD

Home Delivered Meals

Voluntary
Contributi
on
Opportuni
ty

DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC

Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

Options Counseling (including I&A)
Personal Care
Family Caregiver Support/Respite
Transportation
Attendant Care
Case Management
Chore
Homemaker
Housing Assistance

VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
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DEPT
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC

DIV
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
Aging
ECRP

SEC

TYPE
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
CUS

SERVICE
Congregate Meals
Disease Prevention and Health Promotion
Legal Assistance
Physical Fitness
Adult Day Care/Adult Day Care Respite
Friendly Visiting
Telephone Reassurance
Information, Assistance, and Referral
Money Management
Public Information and Education
Care Transitions
Community Living Program
Child Care Subsidies to Families- Families with young
children who reside in Maui County, demonstrate
financial need and choose a licensed care provider (
includes preschools),can apply for financial assistance.

FEE
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO
VCO

Sponsor/Co-sponsor parent workshops (targeting
parents of young children)
NA
DHHC

ECRP

CUS

Early Childhood Education & Care Networking &
resource sharing -Coordinate networking activities,
amongst earlychildhood educaotrs and service
providers working with children or families with young
children,to support the development of a coordinated
system that addressed the needs of parents with young
children and needs of earlychildhood education and
care professionals.
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DEPT
DHHC

DIV
ECRP

SEC

TYPE
CUS

SERVICE
Public Policy Advocacy -Ework closely with
communities,early childhood teachers & providers,
business leaders, policymakers,state departments and
advocacy groups to ensure that all children ages
prenatal to 5 are safe, healthy and ready to succeed.

DHHC

ECRP

CUS

Coordination, Support, Promotion & Provision of
Training & Professional Development Opportunities &
Information for Early Childhood providers Provide
information on early childhood care, educational
trainings. Identify training needs & resources to meet
those needs.
Resource & Referral (via phone)- Provide callers with
contact information of service providers on topics
related to children from prenatal to 8 years old.

DHHC

ECRP

CUS

DHHC

ECRP

CUS

Sponsor/ Co-sponsor parenting workshop - (targeting
parents of young children) Coordinates workshops that
provide parents with a variety information to help them
understand and nurture child development

DHHC

ECRP

CUS

DHHC

ECRP

STD

DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC

Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing
Housing

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

Participation, support & planning Community eventtargeting young children Participate in and support
community events that target young children and
families with young children.
Resource Lending Library - Provides access to
resources, books, videos and DVD's focused on
earlychildhood related topics
Section 8 Rental Assistance Program
Affordable Housing Fund Program
First-Time Home Buyer's Grant Program
Home Investment Partnerships Program
Fair Housing Consultation

FEE

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
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DEPT
DHHC

DIV
Housing

DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC

Housing
Housing
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
ISD
Kaunoa

DHHC

Kaunoa

SEC

Leisure/
Wellness

Congregate
Nutrition

TYPE
STD
STD
STD
std
std
std
std
std
std
std
cus
cus
cus
cus
cus
cus
cus
cus
cus
STD

STD

SERVICE
Review & Monitor Residential Workforce Housing
Policy
Section 8 Homeownership Program
Monitoring County owned Rental Projects
employment authorization (green card)
citizenship through naturalization
family reunification through petition
employment authorization I-485
employment authorization I-751
employment authorization for COFA's
translation/interpretation
counseling, information and referral
Special cases: denials, CSPA, Humanitarian
Requests for evidence
inquiries to USCIS and NVC
Class to prepare for naturalization
(deferred action for childhood arrivals)
Community outreach and education
Technical assistance to employers
VAWA
Provides health and wellness classes, activities and
events which provide opportunities for seniors to
continuously learn new ideas, master new skills,
develop and maintain healthy lifestyles to live longer,
healthier, more productive lives.
Offers programs which encourage social interaction,
cognitive stimulation, and engagement which
empowers senior participants to stay healthy, active,
and socially engaged.

FEE
n/a
n/a
n/a
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Variable

**VC
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DEPT
DHHC

DIV
Kaunoa

SEC
Meals on
Wheels

TYPE
STD

DHHC

Kaunoa

Assisted
Transportation

STD

DHHC

Kaunoa

RSVP

STD

DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC

Vol. Ctr.
Vol. Ctr.
Vol. Ctr.
Vol. Ctr.
Vol. Ctr.

DHHC
DHHC
DHHC
DHHC

Vol. Ctr
Vol. Ctr
Vol. Ctr
Vol. Ctr

SERVICE
FEE
Provides healthy meals in a supportive group setting
N/A
and delivers healthy meals to the homes of the
homebound, frail and vulnerable elderly. Provides
safety checks to participants.
Provides Assisted Transportation rides and safety
N/A
checks for the homebound, frail and vulnerable elderly.
N/A

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

Provide fulfilling and rewarding volunteer opportunities
for senior participants to utilize their strengths, talents
and abilities to better the lives of the people of Maui
County.
Vol. Recruitment for Non Profits
www.handsonmaui.com
Annual Vol. Recognition Progams
Vol. Leadership Trainings
Project Graduation Mgt. and Support

STD
STD
STD
STD

National Service Day Projects
Network of Volunteer Leaders
Volunteer assistance for new volunteers
Volunteer consulting

free
free
free
free

DPS

STD

None

DPS
DPS

STD
CUS

DPS

CUS

Employment Services (application processing, testing,
referral, etc.)
Appeal Services (Civil Service Commission)
Information Retrieval and Reporting (UIPA requests,
etc.)
Outreach/Community Partnering

Collect real property taxes
Assist taxpayers in person, by correspondence or by
phone regarding status of the accounts.

FREE

Finance
Finance

Treasury
Treasury

RPT Colls
RPT Colls

STD

free
free
free
free
free

None
None
None

FREE
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DEPT
Finance
Finance
Finance

DIV
Treasury
Treasury
Treasury

SEC
RPT Colls

TYPE

RPT Colls

SERVICE
Assist taxpayers with tax relief program such as Circuit
Breaker Credit
Process General & Subdivision tax clearance
applications & issue certificates

FEE
FREE
FREE

RPT Colls
Provide assistance to escrow/title companies regarding
status of account, liens and release of liens.
FREE

Finance

`

Treasury

STD

Respond to taxpayers' request for tax search regarding
payment history-when, who, how much.
FREE
Workers Comp & TDI Claims Processing &
Administration
N/A

STD
CUS

Emergency Action Planning & Coordination Exercises
Safety Training, Loss Control Programs

N/A
N/A

CUS
STD
STD

Due Diligence Contract/Lease Reviews & Compliance
Insurance Portfolio Management
Payments to vendors, contractors, grantees
Financial disclosure - CAFR, Single Audit, Quarterly
Report
Motor Vehicle Registration
Issue New & Renewal Driver Licenses
Issue Bicycle/Moped Licenses
Issue Disabled Parking Placards
Issue Taxi Driver Permits
Issue Dog Licenses
Accept Water Payments
Accept Refuse Payments
Issue Taxicab Business License
Issue Scrap Dealer Business License
Issue Vendor Business License
Issue Second Dealer Business License
Issue Pawnbroker Business License

N/A
N/A
n/a

RISK

Finance

RISK

Finance
Finance

RISK
RISK

Finance
Finance
Finance

RISK
Accounts
Accounts

Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance

RPT Colls

DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL
DMVL

STD
CUS
CUS
STD
CUS
CUS
CUS
STD
STD
CUS
CUS
CUS
CUS
CUS

n/a
Varies
$5 /year
$15
$12
$10
varies
varies
varies
Varies
$10/yr
$50/yr
$10/yr
$100/yr
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DEPT
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance

DIV
DMVL
DMVL
Purchasing
Purchasing
Purchasing
Purchasing
Purchasing

SEC

TYPE
CUS
CUS
STD
STD
STD
STD

FEE
$100/yr
$100/yr
None
None
None
None

STD
CUS

SERVICE
Issue Auctioneer Business License
Issue Bicylcel Tour Business License
Administer Procurement Process
Information - Bid Opportunies (Web)
Information - Bid Results (Web)
Information - Bid Awards (Web
Information - How to Do business with the County
(Web)
All data collected by RPT is available for download on
the County of Maui website under online services,
download public information
http://co.maui.hi.us/index.aspx?nid=1032
Property descriptions, assessed values, taxes, sales and
maps are displayed at
http://www.mauipropertytax.com
Property descriptions, assessed values, taxes, sales and
maps are displayed at
http://www.mauipropertytax.com
Rollback tax estimates for potential subdividers

CUS
CUS

Fair market value estimates for county departments
Community informational meetings

Free
Free

STD

Copies of parcel history data

$0.25

STD

Copies of parcel maps

STD

24" x 36"

$3.00

STD

11" x 17"

$1.00

STD

8 1/2" x 11"

$0.25

STD

Filing of Exemption Claim forms

STD
Finance

RPT

PTO

STD
Finance

RPT

PTO
STD

Finance

Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance

RPT

RPT
RPT
RPT
RPT
RPT
RPT

Appraisal

Appraisal
Appraisal
Appraisal
Assessment

Free

Free
Free

Assessment

RPT

Assessment

Finance

RPT

Assessment

RPT

Free

Assessment

Finance

Finance

None

Assessment
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DEPT
Finance
Finance

DIV
RPT
RPT

SEC
Assessment

RPT

Assessment

Finance

RPT

Assessment

RPT

Finance
Finance
Finance
Finance

RPT
RPT
RPT
RPT

Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire
Fire

FPB
FPB
FPB
FPB
FPB
Fire Ops

Fire

Fire Ops

Fire
Fire

H&S
Trng

Liquor Control

SERVICE

FEE

STD

Filing of Appeal forms

$75.00

STD

Filing of change of address forms

STD

Filing of Condo Declaration forms

STD

Understanding Property Tax Information

Analyst
Analyst
Analyst

Map Prints map prints (based on size - ($1- 3.00), (over
24X36 charged more depending on the square foot
overage) and parcel reports ($0.25 per page)
Parcel Ownership Information
TMK Basemap Maintenance / regular
Free
TMK Parcel custom maps / one-off
Free
TMK Data distribution and assistance /one-off
Free

Assessment

Finance

Finance

TYPE

Tax Maps

Tax Maps
GIS
GIS
GIS

Std
Std
Std
Std
Std
Std

Building Plans Review
Routine Safety Inspections
Provide comments on proposed projects
Provide fire prevention safety training
Provide fire works permits & inspections
Provide emergency response to Fires, Rescues,
Hazardous Materials and Medical alarms
Upon request, provide the public with incident reports

Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No

Cus
Cus

Provide EMS at various public functions
Provide Civilian Emergency Response Training (CERT)

Yes/No
No

STD

Protect the health, safety & welfare of the general
public

none

Yes
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DEPT
Liquor Control
Liquor Control
Liquor Control
Liquor Control

DIV

SEC

Liquor Control

TYPE
STD
STD
STD
STD

SERVICE
Enforcement of Liquor Laws & Rules
Liquor Licenses/ Permits
Certification Examinations
Certification/Registration Cards
Rules of the Liquor Commission & Chapter 281 HRS

STD

Liquor Control

STD

Liquor Control

STD

Management

Admin

STD

Management
Management
Management
Management
Management

GIS
MIS - IT
MIS - IT
MIS - IT
MIS - IT

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

FEE
none
varies
$10
$10
$10

Rules of the Liquor Commission & Chapter 281 HRS on
County of Maui Website
List of Licensees

Free
$10 plus
postage

Executive direction and conflict resolution on major
projects, community issues, emergencies, County
Operations, etc.
Digital mapping services of County properties
Network access, security
Data storage and security
Business process analysis
Computer software and hardware installation,
maintenance and support

None

None
None
None
None
None

Police
Police
Police

STD
CUS
CUS

Provide Public Safety
Reduce Crime through Prevention Methods
Foster Outside Agency and Community Partnerships

none
none
none

Police
Police

STD
CUS

Promote Emergency Preparedness
Safeguard our Roadways through Enforcement

none
none

Admin

Special Management Area Exemption

$55+

Admin

Building Permit Review

Free

Planning
Planning
Planning

ZAED & Current
ZAED & Current
ZAED

n/a
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DEPT
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning

DIV
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
ZAED
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current
Current

SEC
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

TYPE
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
B/C
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
B/C
B/C
B/C
B/C
B/C
Council
Council
Council

SERVICE
Subdivison Review
Certificate of Occupancy
Zoning Inquiry
Zoning/Flood Verification Form
Flood Zone Review/Permit
Sign Permit Review/Approval
Farm Plan Review/Approval
Parking Analysis/Approval
Zoning Complaint Investigation
Notice of Violation
Variance and Appeal
Request for Files
Request for Comments
SMA Permit (minor)
SMA Permit (emergency)
Shoreline Setback Review/Approval
Short-Term Rental Permit
Bed and Breakfast Permit
Project District Review
Historic District Permit
Landscape Approval
Country Town Business Approval
Permit Time Extension
Compliance Report Review
EA/EIS Comments
EA Exemption
SMA Permit (major)
Accessory Use Permit
County and State Special Use Permit
Maui Redevelopment Agency Approval
Planned Development Review
Conditional Permit
Change in Zoning
Community Plan Amendment

FEE
Free
Free
Free
Free
Free
$55
$55
$55-$110
Free
Free
$165
Free
Free
$55-$165
$550+
$55-$165
$650+
$400+
$165+
$55-$110
$25
$55
$55+
Free
Free
Free
$550+
$55+
$550+
$55-$110
$110
$550+
$550+
$550+
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DEPT
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning
Planning

DIV
Current
Long Range
Long Range
Long Range
Long Range
Long Range

SEC
n/a

TYPE
Council
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin
Admin

Prosecuting Attorney

SERVICE
State District Boundary Amendment
HABS/HAER Documentation
Historic Property Nomination/Tax Credit
Entitled Lands Mapping
Mylar Map Production
GIS Analysis and Mapping

FEE
$550+
Free
Free
Free
Free
Free

Prosecuting Attorney
Prosecuting Attorney

1. Prosecution of all crimes that we can prove beyond a 0
reasonable doubt.
2. Victim/Witness Counseling
0
3. Public education at community organizational forum 0

Prosecuting Attorney
Prosecuting Attorney

4. Community Violence Prevention Program
5. Victim/Witness Court House Dog

0
0

PROCESS GRADING/GRUBBING PERMIT
PROCESS DRIVEWAY PERMIT

VARIES
$30-$60
VARIES
NONE
NONE
VARIES
NONE
$50/LOT
NONE
NONE
NONE
VARIES
VARIES
$60 MIN.
NONE
$60 MIN.
VARIES

PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW

DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA

ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
PLBG
PLBG
PLBG
PLBG
PLBG
ELEC

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

PROCESS WORK ON COUNTY HIGHWAY PERMIT

PROCESS MOVING PERMIT
ISSUE COUNTY ADDRESSES
REVIEW BUILDING PERMITS
CONDUCT SITEWORK INSPECTIONS
PROCESS SUBDIVISION CONSTRUCTION PLANS
ADMINISTER COMMUNITY BEAUTIFICATION ORDINANCE

ADMINISTER LITTER ORDINANCE
ADMINISTER DRAINAGEWAY ORDINANCE
REVIEW, PROCESS, ISSUE PLUMBING PERMITS
CONDUCT INSPECTIONS FOR PLUMBING PERMITS

CONDUCT MISC. INSPECTIONS - PLUMBING
CONDUCT RFS INSPECTONS/REVIEW REQUESTS

CONDUCT SPECIAL INSPECTIONS
REVIEW, PROCESS, ISSUE ELECTRICAL PERMITS
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DEPT
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW

DIV
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA

SEC

Bldg Plans Exam

TYPE
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

PW

DSA

Bldg Plans Exam

STD

PW

DSA

Bldg Plans Exam

STD

PW

DSA

Bldg Plans Exam

STD

PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW

DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
DSA
HWYS

ADMIN
ADMIN
ADMIN

STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD
STD

ELEC
ELEC
ELEC
ELEC

BLDG. PMTS.
BLDG. PMTS.
BLDG. PMTS.
BLDG. PMTS.
BLDG. PMTS.
BLDG. PMTS.
BLDG. PMTS.

Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
Bldg Insp
SUBD.
SUBD.
ROAD

SERVICE

Review Building Permit Applications

FEE
VARIES
NONE
VARIES
$60 MIN.
Varies

Provide Pre-Bldg Permit Consultation

None

Design Registration Application

$500

Design Registration Review Fee

$50
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
VARIES
$50
$180
NONE
VARIES
NONE
NONE
$60 MIN.
None
None
None
None
None
None
Varies
None
VARIES
NONE

CONDUCT INSPECTIONS FOR ELECTRICAL PERMITS

INVESTIGATE ELECTRICAL RELATED RFS
RESPOND TO REQUEST FOR ELECTRICAL RECORDS
CONDUCT MISC. INSPECTIONS - ELECTRICAL

ACCEPT/CREATE RFS FROM PUBLIC
ASSIST/DIRECT PUBLIC TO APPROPRIATE SECTION
ADVISE STATUS OF RESPONSE TO CORRESPONDENCE

PROVIDE INFO ON BLDG. PERMIT PROCESS

REVIEW, PROCESS, ISSUE BUILDING PERMITS
REVIEW, PROCESS, ISSUE CERT. OF OCCUPANCY
PROCESS MISCELLANEOUS INSPECTIONS
RESEARCH PROPERTY PERMIT HISTORY

REQUEST FOR SERVICES
ROUTING AGENCY FOR PW FOR CZM PROJECTS
CONDUCT INSPECTIONS FOR BUILDING PERMITS

CONDUCT MISC. INSPECTIONS - BUILDING

REQUEST FOR SERVICES
Enforce Building Codes
Process Hold Harmless and Certificate of Exemptions

Review Building plans
Review After-the-fact Building Applications

Accepts revisions to building plans
Provide copies of inspection records & plans

Handles Appeals
PROCESS, REVIEW, APPROVE SUBDIVISIONS

SEPARATE LOT DETERMINATIONS
Roadway Maintenance (Roadways, Shoulders &
Sidewalks)

N/C
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DEPT
PW
PW

DIV
HWYS
HWYS

ROAD
ROAD

TYPE
STD
STD

PW

HWYS

ROAD

STD

PW
PW
PW
PW
PW
PW

HWYS
HWYS
HWYS
HWYS
HWYS
HWYS

SEC

ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD
ROAD

STD
CUS
CUS
CUS
STD
CUS

PW

HWYS

ROAD

STD

PW
PW
PW

HWYS
HWYS
HWYS

ROAD
GARAGE
TS&M

STD
STD
STD

PW
PW
PW

HWYS
ENG
ENG

TS
PLNG & DSN
PLNG & DSN

STD
STD

ENG

ENG Services

STD

PW

ENG

ENG Services

STD

PW

ENG
ENG

ENG Services
ENG Services

FEE
N/C

Facilities Maintenance Janitorial Services (Molokai)
Municipal Parking Lot Maintenance
CTY Vehicle/Equipment Maintenance/Repair

N/C
N/C
N/C

Pavement Striping & Signs (Installtion & Maintenance)
Traffic Signal Service & Maintenance
Investigate drainage complaints and recommend
corrective actions

N/C
N/C

Review proposed subdivisions and developments
Review and reslove roadway operation concerns and
complaints
Review and recommend final approval of roadway
systems, including the installation of all traffic-control
devices for all subdivisions and developments within
the County of Maui

N/A

Conduct and review traffic imact studies and reports

N/A

N/C
N/C
N/C
$582.00
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C

N/A

STD

PW

PW

SERVICE
Bridge Maintenance
Storm Drain Maintenance (Culverts, Catchbasins,
Drainlines)
Flood Control Facilities (Basins, Dams, Channels &
Outlets)
Cemetery Maintenance (Veteran's & County)
Cesspool Pumping
Refuse Collection (Hana, Molokai)
Other Department Support (Fire, Police,…)
Code Enforcement (obstructions)
Community Function Support (Halloween, Memorial
Day, Kamehameha Day...)

N/A

N/A

STD
STD
Draft responses for all traffic-related concerns for DPW N/A
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DEPT
PW
PW

PW

PW
PW

DIV
ENG
ENG

ENG

ENG
ENG

DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT
DOT

SEC
ENG Services
ENG Services

ENG Services

ENG Services
BLDNG MAINT

TYPE
STD

SERVICE
Establish design standards for County's roadway
systems

FEE
N/A

STD

STD

STD
STD

STD
STD
CUS
CUS
STD
CUS

Prepare plans, specifications, and estimates for CIP
projects assigned to Engineering Services section
Administer Maui County's Speed Hump Program and
develop a traffic-calming program for streets not
eligible for MCSHP
Administer Maui County's Street Light Retrofitting
Program
Provide janitorial and grounds keeping services for the
Kalana O Maui and Kalana Pakui buildings, including the
parking facilities

N/A

N/A
N/A

N/A

Handle inquiries on bus-fares, routes, etc.
Sales of bus passes
Provide paratransit apps., review and site visit
Project review and commentary
Mail/provide hard copy of bus schedule
Referral to proper agency/provider of svc.

N/C
Varies
N/C
N/C
N/C
N/C

$6,030
$1.75/1,0
00
Gal./Mont
h
$3.20/5,0
00-15,000
Gal./Mont
h

Water
Water

Fiscal
Fiscal

5/8" Meters for New Service
Single Family Water Rate

Water

Fiscal

Single Family Water Rate
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DEPT
Water

DIV
Fiscal

SEC

TYPE

SERVICE
Single Family Water Rate

Water

Fiscal

Single Family Water Rate

Water

Fiscal

General Water Rate

Water

Fiscal

General Water Rate

Water

Fiscal

General Water Rate

Water

Fiscal

Agricultural Rate

Water

Fiscal

Agricultural Rate

FEE
$4.80/15,
00135,000
Gal./Mont
h
$5.25 >or
= 35,001
Gal./Mont
h
$1.75 05,000
Gal.Mont
h
$3.20
5,00115,000
Gal./Mont
h
$4.80 > or
= 15,001
Gal./Mont
h
$1.75 05,000
Gal.Mont
h
$3.20
5,00115,000
Gal./Mont
h
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DEPT
Water

DIV
Fiscal

Water

Fiscal

Water

All Divisions

SEC

TYPE

SERVICE
Agricultural Rate

Non-Potable Rate

FEE
$1.10 > or
= 15,001
Gal./Mont
h
All Usage
$1.10 Gal.
None

Various support services for customers as necessary
such as plan review, broken line repair, etc

County Services Subcommittee

Exhibit E
Letter from William Spence, Planning Director,
to Frank De Rego, Jr., Chair, Cost of Government Commission,
transmitting Final Report on the Fee Study and Cost Recovery Plan (2009),
prepared by Matrix Consulting Group
(October 29, 2012)

