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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The report, which follows, presents the results of the Fee Study and Cost 

Recovery Plan conducted by the Matrix Consulting Group for Maui County's 

Department of Planning. This report provides the County with the findings and 

conclusions resulting from analysis of the Department's charges for services. 

1. PROJECT BACKGROUND, SCOPE OF WORK, AND OBJECTIVES 

The Department of Planning contracted with the Matrix Consulting Group to 

analyze its current schedule of planning fees as related to the estimated total costs of 

providing the wide variety of planning services offered by the Department. The project 

team reviewed the existing fee structure with the Department of Planning's staff to 

update, consolidate, streamline, and improve the structure while including new and 

revised fee categories. 

Through this study, the Matrix Consulting Group determined the estimated total 

cost of services provided by the Department of Planning, with a comprehensive look at 

all planning functions (both fee and non-fee related), keeping in mind the need for a fee 

structure that is straightforward, easy to understand, defensible, and clear in terms of 

presentation to the development community and the general public. The results of this 

analysis provide a tool for understanding current service levels, the cost and demand for 

those services, and what fees for service can and should be charged. 

2. SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

The cumulative results of this Fee Study identified an overall subsidy provided to 

the fee payer, where the annual revenue collected for all fee related services is, on 

In 
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average, less than the estimated true cost of providing those services. From a detailed, 

fee-by-fee perspective, the results demonstrate that almost all fees are set at levels 

lower than the true costs of providing services. As shown in the following table, the net 

result of the Study found an overall undercharge for services provided by the 

Department of Planning: 

Projected 
Projected Annual Annual Annual 

Revenue at Revenue at Revenue Full Cost 
Current Fee I Full Cost per Surplus I Recovery 

Deposit Unit I 	(Subsidy) I 	Rate 
$ 392,000 $2,115,000 1 	$(1,723,000) 1 19% 

The table above is comprised of the Department of Planning's estimated annual 

current revenue versus estimated total costs of providing the majority of the 

Department's fee-related services. These fees for service are mostly administered on a 

flat (per unit / per project) basis. The Department is currently recovering approximately 

19% of the estimated full cost of providing fee related services. At full cost recovery, the 

potential additional revenue obtained from implementing these revised and/or additional 

fees for services is approximately $1,723,000 million above what is currently collected 

for these services. 

It should be noted that the summary cost recovery results shown in the table 

above and throughout the following report are not a precise measurement. Changes to 

the structure of fee names and application type names, interpretation of data contained 

in the Department's permit software, as well as the use of time estimates allow for only 

a reasonable projection of existing revenue, subsidies and/or surpluses associated with 

provision of services. Detailed cost calculation results are discussed further in Chapter 4 

of this report. 

Li 
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3. GENERAL PROJECT APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY 

The Matrix Consulting Group utilized a cost-based analytical approach in 

calculating the full cost of providing planning services. By implementing a cost-based 

planning fee structure, Maui County follows a best management practice in the adoption 

of planning application fees that are fair, equitable, and in accordance with parameters 

set by the Hawaii Revised Statues. 

For this Study, the methodology employed in establishing the full cost of 

providing services is a widely known and accepted "bottom up" approach to cost 

analysis, where time spent per unit of fee activity is determined for each position within 

a department. Once time spent for a fee activity is determined, all applicable County 

costs are then considered in the calculation of the full cost of providing each service. 

Typical costs included in a "full" cost calculation include: direct salaries and benefits, 

operating services and supplies, divisional and departmental overhead, and Countywide 

overhead costs. A comprehensive discussion of all costs considered for the Department 

of Planning is included in Chapters 3 and 4 of this report. 

The work accomplished by the Matrix Consulting Group in the analysis of the 

proposed fees for service involved the following steps: 

Initial Interviews: Key project management staff for Maui County were 
interviewed to solidify the mutual understanding of the objectives of this study 
and potential issues with the implementation of user fees. 

Department of Planning Staff Interviews: The project team interviewed staff at 
all levels of the Department regarding their needs for clarification to the structure 
of existing fee items, or for addition of new fee items. 

Data Collection: All essential data components were entered into the Matrix 
Consulting Group's user fee analytical software model, including all budgetary, 
staffing level, time estimate, and volume of activity assumptions. 
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Cost Analysis: The project team applied all applicable County costs toward the 
calculation of the full costs of providing each service included in the model. 
Resulting costs were presented on a unit and annual level, compared to revenue 
reports, and provided information about cost recovery surpluses and deficits. 

Review and Approval of Results with County Staff: Since the analysis of fees 
for service is based on estimates and information provided by County staff, it is 
extremely important that all participants are comfortable with our methodology 
and with the data they provided. Department management reviewed and 
approved these documented results. 

In the detailed report, which follows, the full cost of services for items included in 

the Study are presented from both a unit and annual cost perspective. A more detailed 

description of user fee policy and methodology considerations are provided in Chapters 

2 and 3 o this report. 

4. 	POLICY RECOMMENDATION HIGHLIGHTS 

The Matrix Consulting Group recommends the following policies be carefully 

considered when adopting the results of this Study: 

• Formal cost recovery policy for the Department 

• Cost of providing services vs. price charged for services 

• Additional exceptions to fees for service 

• Methods for updating the fee study 

• Annual adjustments to keep up with inflation and costs 

Each of the above policy considerations is discussed in more detail under 

Chapter 4 of this report. 
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2. LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND POLICY 
CONSIDERATIONS 

A "user fee" is a charge for services provided by a governmental agency to a 

public citizen or group. In Hawaii, there are a variety of laws and case precedents that 

shape the design of fees for service. HRS Section 25-1.5(8) sets the parameters under 

which the user fees typically administered by local government are established and 

administered, whereas "Each county shall have the power to fix the fees and charges 

for all official service not otherwise provided for". 

Additionally, a "user fee", as opposed to a "regulatory fee", is based on the rights 

of the government entity as a proprietor of the instrumentalities used. Regulatory fees 

are based on the State's Police Power to regulate certain businesses or activities. In 

other words, user fees involve the government providing a specific service to persons 

that pay to cover the costs of providing the service. 

Finally, for a charge to qualify as a "fee" rather than a "tax", the charge should 

meet three criteria: (1) applies to the direct beneficiary of a particular service, (2) is 

allocated directly to defraying the costs of providing the service, (3) is reasonably 

proportionate to the benefit received for that service. 

1. 	GENERAL PRINCIPLES AND PHILOSOPHIES REGARDING USER FEES 

Local governments, are providers of many types of general services to their 

communities. While all services provided by local government are beneficial to 

constituents, some services can be classified as globally beneficial to all citizens, while 

others provide more of a direct benefit to a specific group or individual. The following 
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table provides examples of services provided by local government within a continuum of 

the degree of community benefit received: 

Services that Provide Both Services that Provide a 
"Global" Benefit and also a Primary Benefit to an 

Services that Provide General Specific Group or Individual Individual or Group, with less 
"Global" Community Benefit Benefit "Global" Community Benefit 

• Police • Recreation /Community • Building Permits 
• Park Maintenance Services • Planning and Zoning 

Fire Suppression, Fire Approval 
Prevention • Site Plan Review 

Engineering Development 
Review 

Funding for local government is obtained from many revenue sources such as 

taxes, fines, grants, special charges, user fees, etc. In recent years, alternative tax 

revenues, which typically offset subsidies for services provided to the community, have 

become increasingly limited. These limitations have caused increased attention on user 

fee activities as a revenue source that can offset costs otherwise subsidized (usually) by 

the general fund. In the table on the previous page, services in the "global benefit" 

section tend to be funded primarily through voter approved tax revenues. In the middle 

of the table, one typically finds a mixture of taxes, user fee, and other funding sources. 

Finally, in the "individual / group benefit" section of the table, lie the services provided by 

local government that are typically funded by user fee revenue. 

The following are two central concepts regarding the establishment of user fees: 

Fees should be assessed according to the degree of individual or private 
benefit gained from services. For example, the processing and approval of a 
land use or building permit will generally result in monetary gain to the applicant, 
whereas Police services and Fire Suppression are examples of services that are 
essential to the safety of the community at large. 

A profit making objective should not be included in the assessment of user 
fees. In fact, case precedent in Hawaii requires that charges for service be 
reasonably proportionate to the benefit received for each service. Therefore, 
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once a charge for service is assessed at a level higher than the cost of providing 
a service, the term "user fee" no longer applies. The charge then becomes a tax. 

Therefore, it is commonly accepted that user fees are established at a level that 

will recover up to, and not more than, the cost of providing a particular service. 
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3. USER FEE STUDY METHODOLOGY 

The Matrix Consulting Group utilizes a cost allocation methodology, commonly 

known and accepted as the "bottom-up" approach to establishing User Fees. The term 

means that several cost components are calculated for each fee or service. These 

components then build upon each other to comprise the total cost for providing the 

service. The components of "full cost" considered for Maui County's Department of 

Planning are shown in the table below: 

Cost Component Description 

Direct Fiscal Year 2009/10 budgeted salaries, benefits and allowable 
departmental expenditures. 

Departmental Overhead Planning Department administration / management and clerical 
support. 

Countywide Overhead County costs associated with central service costs such as payroll, 
human resources, budgeting, County management, etc. These 
costs were established through the County's detailed Cost 
Allocation Plan. 

For the Department of Planning, the general steps utilized by the project team to 

determine allocations of the above cost components to a particular fee or service were: 

Create a list of planning application and permitting fees; 

Identify average time to process, plan check, and review each project item; and, 

Calculate the full cost of providing services to include all direct and indirect cost 
components. 

The result of these allocations provides detailed documentation for the 

reasonable estimate of the actual cost of providing each service. The following are 

critical points about the use of time estimates and the validity of our cost allocation 

models. 
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1. TIME ESTIMATES ARE A MEASURE OF SERVICE LEVELS REQUIRED TO 
PERFORM A PARTICULAR SERVICE 

One of the key study assumptions utilized in the "bottom up" approach is the use 

of time estimates for the provision of each fee related service. Utilization of time 

estimates is a reasonable and defensible approach, especially since experienced staff 

members who understand service levels and processes unique to Maui County 

developed these estimates. 

The project team worked closely with the County's staff in developing time 

estimates with the following criteria: 

Estimates are representative of average times for providing service. Extremely 
difficult or abnormally simple projects are excluded from the analysis. 

Estimates provided by staff are reviewed and approved by the Department, and 
often involve multiple iterations before a study is finalized. 

Estimates are reviewed by the project team for "reasonableness" against their 
experience with other agencies. 

The Matrix Consulting Group agrees that while the use of time estimates is not a 

perfect approach, it is the best alternative available for setting a standard level of 

service for which to base a jurisdiction's fees for service, and it meets the requirements 

of Hawaii law. 

The alternative to time estimating is actual time tracking, often referred to billing 

on a "time and materials" basis. Except for in the case of anomalous or sometimes very 

large and complex projects, the Matrix Consulting Group believes this approach is not 

cost effective or reasonable for the following reasons: 

• Accuracy in time tracking is compromised by the additional administrative burden 
required to track, bill, and collect for services in this manner. 

• Additional costs are associated with administrative staffs billing, refunding, and 
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monitoring deposit accounts. 

• Customers often prefer to know the fees for services in advance of applying for 
permits or participating in programs. 

• Applicants may begin to request assignment of faster or less expensive 
personnel to their project. 

• Departments can better predict revenue streams and staff needs using 
standardized time estimates and anticipated permit volumes. 

Situations arise where the size and complexity of a given project warrants time 

tracking and billing on a "time and materials" basis. However, the Matrix Consulting 

Group discourages this practice whenever possible. 

2. CROSS CHECKS ENSURE THE VALIDITY OF OUR ANALYTICAL MODEL 

In addition to the collection of time estimate data for each fee or service included 

in the User Fee Study, annual volume of activity data assumptions are also a critical 

component. By collecting data on the estimated volume of activity for each fee or 

service, a number of analyses are performed which not only provide useful information 

to departments regarding allocation of staff resources, but also provide valuable cross 

checks that ensure the validity of each cost allocation model. This includes assurance 

that 100% of staff resources are accounted for and allocated to a fee for service, or 

"other non fee" related category. Since there are no objectives to make a profit in 

establishing user fees, it is very important to ensure that services are not estimated at a 

level that exceeds budgeted resource capacity. If at least and not significantly more 

than 100% of staff resources are ccounted for, then no more than 100% of costs 

associated with providing services Will be allocated to individual services in the study. 
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4. DETAILED RESULTS FOR PLANNING FEES 

The motivation behind a cost of services (User Fee) analysis is for the Mayor, 

County Council and County staff to maintain services at a level that is both accepted 

and effective for the community, and also to maintain control over the policy and 

management of these services. 

1. OVERVIEW OF TOTAL COST RESULTS 

The Department of Planning offers technical advice to the Mayor, County Council 

and commissions; proposes zoning legislation; drafts updates to the General Plan, Maui 

Island Plan and Community Plans; presents reports & recommendations on 

development proposals; and oversees programs on cultural resources, census and 

geographic information, flood plain permits and other special projects and permits. The 

County of Maui wished to consider updating and improving its Fee Schedule, for many 

of the reasons previously discussed in Chapter 2. Therefore, the Matrix Consulting 

Group worked with County staff to undergo a thorough analysis that connects staff 

hours and costs by various project types to fees for service. The presentation of results 

in this chapter are intended as summaries of extensive and voluminous cost allocation 

documentation for the Department's analytical model. The full analytical results were 

provided to the County staff under separate cover from this summary report. 

The total cost of the Department, as factored into this Study, is approximately 

$6,576,000. This cost is comprised of the following components: 
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Salaries and Wages $3,009,456 
Includes Current Planning, ZAED, Long Range 

Planning, & GIS 
College Student Interns $24,280 General intern use 
Others (Recruitment Incentives) $20,000 On-going costs 

Premium Pay $143,700 Overtime, general for all employees 

Benefits $1,572,140 52.24% per Finance Department 

CZM Staff (4.0 FTE) $338,350 
Salaries and Benefits for CZM grant funded 

employees 

Subtotal Personnel Cost $5,107,926 

Materials & Supplies $46,000 General materials and operating office supplies 

Services $51,500 
General advertising, printing and binding, copier 
maintenance 

Professional Services $330,000 
Special Long Range projects, court reporting, legal 
services, and contract execution services 

Utilities $16,500 Cell-phone, telephone, water 

Travel $199,265 On-going airfare expense, mileage and per diem 

Other Costs $62,220 
Meal allowance, general operating supplies, 
subscriptions, training fees, awards 

Rentals $310,000 Building lease 

Computer Software $37,000 Ongoing GIS software license 

Expansion Office Furniture $12,000 One-time expense/special project 

Leased Equipment $32,760 Ongoing copier lease 

Noticing! Advertising $25,628 Two year average of debits from 717504 

Subtotal Operating Cost $1,122,873 

Expansion Office Furniture 	 $(12,000) One-time expense/special project 
Special Long Range projects, court reporting, 

Professional Services 	 $(330,000) legal services, and contract execution services 

Subtotal Excluded Cost 	 $(342,000) 

Office of the Director - Salaries & Wages 	$437,948 Salaries and Benefits 

Office of the Director - Benefits 	 $228,784 52.24% per Finance Department 

County Wide Overhead 	 $348,983 Countywide Cost Allocation Plan 

Subtotal Overhead Cost 	 $1,015,715  

Cost Adjustment - CZM Grant 	 $(327,994) Current CZM contract 

I Subtotal Other 	 $(327,994) 

The results of this Fee Study determined that approximately 33% of the Planning 

Department's total costs are associated with services for which user fees are charged. 

The remaining costs of the Department are associated with services funded by other 

revenue sources including general fund or regulatory fees, such as code enforcement 
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inspection, long range planning, public information, responses to interagency requests 

for information, etc. 

As shown in the table below, the County currently collects, on average, 

approximately $392,000 in planning application user fee revenue per year. When 

compared to the total costs of providing these fee-related services, the County recovers 

approximately 19% of the costs of providing these services. 

Projected 
Projected Annual Annual Annual 

Revenue at Revenue at Revenue Full Cost 
Current Fee I Full Cost per Surplus I Recovery 

Deposit Unit (Subsidy) Rate 
$ 392,000 $2,115,000 $(1,723,000) 19% 

The total cost of fee related services included in the analysis is approximately 

$2,115,000. If fees were set to recover 100% of their cost, additional revenue of 

approximately $1,723,000 could be achieved. 

2. ATTACHMENT A: DETAILED COST RECOVERY RESULTS 

Attachment A to this report displays the resulting cost of services calculations 

from two perspectives: 

First, on a "Fee Per Unit" Basis: comparing the full cost of providing each unit 
of service to the current fee for each unit of service (where applicable). The 
attachment shows the per unit costs broken down by the functional division / unit 
providing these services, with a resulting "total cost per unit" for each item 
included in the study. Note: If a current fee for service is not noted, this does not 
mean a current fee does not exist. Rather, for purposes of analysis, current fees 
were identified for projects that were performed in the last fiscal year. 

Second, on an annualized basis: the project team utilized volume of activity 
estimates taken from the Department's permit software database, and used this 
information to project annual subsidies and revenue impacts associated with the 
implementation of each fee for service at full cost recovery levels. 

It should be noted that the results are not a precise measurement. Changes to 

the structure of fee names, interpretation of data contained in the Department's permit 
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software, along with the use of time estimates allow only for a reasonable projection of 

subsidies and revenue. Consequently, the Mayor, County Council, and County staff 

should rely conservatively upon these estimates to gauge the impact of implementation 

going forward. 

3. SIGNIFICANT CHANGES WERE MADE TO THE DEPARTMENT'S FEE 
STRUCTURE 

It should be noted that this Study of Maui County's Planning Department fees 

propose significant changes to the existing fee structure in order to enhance fairness 

and equitability to the end receiver of charges for service. In addition, the Study 

identifies a number of services for which the department is eligible to, but not charging 

fees for at all. 

Historically, many types of planning application fees assessed by the Department 

were based on the total valuation of the project. The Matrix Consulting Group notes a 

number of issues with this methodology: 

Valuation of a project is an economic factor and does not closely correlate to the 
level of effort required by County staff to review, process, and approve an 
application. 

Often the valuation of a project is unknown at the time of application, especially if 
there is no proposed structure with the entitlement. 

As costs of industry, materials, etc. rise and fall with economic cycles, a 
jurisdiction's costs do not necessarily rise and fall at the same rate. 

For these reasons, the Matrix Consulting Group recommended that the 

Department consider an alternate structure to project valuation, based on the type and 

scope of a particular project that results in a flat fee for service. The recommendations 

and proposed fee structures in this report are legally defensible and establish a nexus 

between costs of providing services to each specific user fee that is charged. 
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4. 	IMPORTANT IMPLEMENTATION POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

The following are important policy considerations and recommendations related 

to adoption of the Study's results: 

(1) Formal Cost Recovery Policy for the Department 

The Matrix Consulting Group strongly recommends that the County use the 

information contained in this report to discuss, adopt, and implement policies regarding 

a formal cost recovery policy related to the Department of Planning's fees for service. In 

many Planning Departments across the United States, it is not uncommon for planning 

application review services to be subsidized to some degree. Maui County's 

Department of Planning currently recovers approximately 18% of the costs of providing 

fee related services. According to the Matrix Consulting Group's experience in hundreds 

of similar studies across the Untied States, typical cost recovery for Planning 

Departments range from 40% to 60%. A cost recovery level of 80% would constitute a 

Best Management Practice. 

(2) Cost of Providing Services vs. Price Charged for Services 

The project team recommends the County try to recover as much of the service 

costs as feasible. For most fee related services, the Matrix Consulting Group 

recommends setting fees at a level up to and not more than 100% cost recovery. 

However, as discussed in Chapter 2 of this report, there are several political and 

economic policy factors that often warrant adoption of fee levels at less than 100%. 

The project team worked together with Planning Department staff to establish 

recommendations on "prices" for services that in many instances do not reflect the full 

cost of providing services as shown in Attachment A of this report. These 
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recommendations are presented in Attachment B of this report, and reflect the following 

policy for consideration by the Council: 

Adopt a 4-year phase-in approach of the Study's results to eventually achieve 
cost recovery between 60 - 70% of the total County cost of providing services in 
year 4. 

In Year One of the phase in, most fees would be priced to recover approximately 
40% of their total cost. In Year Two, 50%, and Year 3, 60%. 

Several fee line items shown in Attachment A should be given special 
consideration and implemented at lower cost recovery percentages than 
mentioned above, including: 

Variances and appeals: a lower recovery price is set to support the 
general right to challenge a decision through due process, such as 
Interventions and Appeal of a Director's Decision in the Special 
Management Area 

- 	Particular Incentives: applications for which the County should provide 
an incentive that encourages the application for a permit, such as 
Shoreline Setback Variances for Removals or Demolitions. 

It should be noted that the Projected Annual Revenue and resulting Cost 

Recovery Percentages shown in Attachment B are slightly lower than the targets 

mentioned above. This is a result of the lower recovery prices provided for variances 

and appeals as well as particular incentives. 

(3) 	Additional Exceptions to Fees for Service 

Department staff also recommends the following policy considerations for fee 

exceptions be considered: 

Concurrent Processing: Permit or development applications which are being 
processed concurrently with other permit or development applications processed 
by the Department of Planning are charged the full fee for the first application 
and 50% of the fee for each additional application to the extent processed at the 
same time as the first application. 
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• "After the Fact" Fees: for applications required as a result of a zoning code 
enforcement action would be required to pay 100% of the total cost shown in 
Attachment A, with no phase-in relief nor discounts. 

• Government Fees: Reduced fees for development or permit applications filed by 
or on behalf of any Federal, State, or County agency. 

• Affordable Housing: Projects built and offered for sale or rental in accordance 
with Chapter 2.96, Maui County Code, shall be exempt from the fees set forth in 
the adopted fee table, by the percentage of fee waived per the percentage of 
affordable housing units above those required by Chapter 2.96. 

• Applicant Initiated Re-submissions: After an application has been accepted by 
the Planning Department as "complete and in process", any changes initiated by 
the applicant to the project's scope or size that require additional Department 
staff time and effort will incur an additional 50% of the original project fee. 

A number of these policies are currently in-place within the Planning 

Department's existing fee structure. With the exception of the After the Fact Fees and 

the Applicant Initiated Resubmission policy, the others remain unchanged. 

(4) 	Alternative Cost Recovery Policy Option 

An alternative to the policy consideration discussed in Subsection 2 above would 

be to set most fees at 100% of their total cost, but provide discounts to a broader range 

of groups to include the examples noted above, small family subdivisions, small 

businesses, lower income applicants, and/or owner-occupied single family residences 

outside the shoreline requesting permits. Staff and the project team estimate that this 

type of implementation policy would still lead to an overall recovery of approximately 

60% of total costs. Matrix Consulting Group, however, recommends the first option 

presented above to avoid establishment of an elaborate application process for fee 

discounts. 

Matrix Consulting Group 	 Page 17 



MAUI COUNTY, HAWAII 
Final Report on the Fee Study and Cost Recovery Plan for the Department of Planning 

(5) Updates to the Fee Study 

The County should perform a complete update of its User Fee Study on a 

periodic basis. The County's costs of providing planning application review services 

have not been studied in over 10 years. In general, 3 to 5 years for fee and rate studies 

is considered a Best Management Practice. The purpose of a comprehensive update is 

to completely revisit the analytical structure, service level estimates and assumptions 

applied in the previous study, and to account for any major shifts in cost components or 

organizational structures. 

(6) Annual Adjustments Keep Up with Inflation and Costs 

In between comprehensive updates, the County could utilize published industry 

economic factors such as CPI or other regional factors to update the cost calculations 

established in the Study on an annual basis. Alternatively, the County could also 

consider the use of its own anticipated labor cost increases such as step increases, 

benefit enhancements, or cost of living raises. The latter example provides a more 

realistic reflection than a CPI, given the fact that labor costs generally comprise the 

majority of cost calculations for a jurisdiction. Use of an automatic increase mechanism 

based on the County's own labor costs also provides a factor that is specific to it and its 

operations, rather than one that is specific to a region or industry as a whole. Utilizing 

an annual increase mechanism would ensure that the County receives appropriate fee 

and revenue increases that reflect growth in costs. 
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5. MARKET SURVEY OF COST RECOVERY 
PRACTICES IN COMPARABLE JURISDICITONS 

As part of the User Fee Study for the Planning Department, Matrix Consulting 

Group developed a comparative survey in order to develop quantitative and qualitative 

data identifying similarities and differences between cost recovery policy and procedure 

for the Maui County Planning Department versus other comparable communities. This 

chapter contains the responses to the procedural questions of the market survey for the 

planning department of the County of Maui. The comparative survey consisted of 

questions in six categories: cost recovery policy and impact, cost adjustment and 

analysis, overhead costs, productivity, discounts, and cost sharing. Each of the 

categories contained specific questions to ensure clear and direct answers were 

reached. 

The comparative survey was distributed to three local, and five mainland 

jurisdictions: City and County of Honolulu, HI; County of Hawaii, HI; County of Kauai, HI; 

County of Monterey, CA; County of Santa Barbara, CA; County of Wake, NC; County of 

Dukes, MA (Martha's Vineyard); and County of Monroe, FL (Florida Keys). The five 

Mainland jurisdictions were chosen based on the following criteria: 1) the jurisdiction 

has a stable residential population, 2) the jurisdiction contains a variety of tourist 

destinations, 3) the jurisdiction has a mix of high income as well as low income 

affordability issues. 

Contact was made with someone in each of the eight selected jurisdictions, 

however, Monroe and Dukes did not respond. The answers provided by responding 

Matrix Consulting Group 	 Page 19 



MAUI COUNTY, HAWAII 
Final Report on the Fee Study and Cost Recovery Plan for the Department of Planning 

jurisdictions are provided with as little editing and modification as possible to ensure the 

clarity of their responses. 

The sections below summarize the responses of the comparative survey. 

1. COST RECOVERY POLICY AND IMPACT 

Respondents were presented with a series of questions regarding their 

department's cost recovery policies, including the percentage of their budget recovered 

by fees, and other funding sources. 

• Kauai: The County's planning department does not have a formal cost recovery 
policy, however, they have discussed establishing a recovery fund. The 
Department tries to pass on noticing costs to developers as much as possible. 
100% of the Department's budget is covered by the general fund. 

• Honolulu: The County's planning department does not have a formal cost 
recovery policy, however, they do try to recover a significant portion of their costs 
tempered with market considerations. The planning department's budget is 
covered solely by the general fund. 

• Hawaii: The County's planning department does not have a formal cost 
recovery policy, and is primarily funded by the general fund. 

• Wake: The County's planning department does not have a formal cost recovery 
policy, however, 80% of its funding comes from planning fees, with the other 20% 
coming from the general fund. 

• Santa Barbara: The County's planning department has a formal cost 
recovery policy that currently funds about 85% of the department's budget 
needs. 

• Monterey: The County's planning department does not have a formal cost 
recovery policy, and only 30% of their budget is covered by fees, with the 
remaining 70% funded by the general fund. 

• Maui: The County's Planning Department does not have a formal cost recovery 
policy. The Department recovers approximately 6% of their total budget via fee 
revenue, and approximately 18% of the costs associated with providing fee 
related services. The majority of the Planning Department's budget is funded by 
the general fund. 
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2. COST ADJUSTMENT AND ANALYSIS 

Respondents were presented with a series of questions regarding how often their 

department analyzes the cost of providing services, including conducting 

comprehensive fee studies, as well as what index is used to calculate fee updates in 

years when there is not a comprehensive study. 

• Kauai: The County's planning department has never done a consultant study, 
and have not changed their fees since 1972, however, they have made 
recommendations to raise zoning ordinance fees. 

• Honolulu: The County's planning department just finished an in-house 
analysis of their costs to provide services, and is currently in the approval 
process. The County has not used an outside source, or consultant to 
analyze their fees in over 20 years, and does not use any kind of index or 
percentage to annually update their fees. 

• Hawaii: The County does not typically analyze it's costs of providing services, 
and hasn't conducted a comprehensive study in over 40 years. While the County 
does not use an index to annually calculate fee updates, it does have a method 
for updating its impact fees. 

• Wake: The County analyzes its costs of providing services annually through it's 
budget process. The last comprehensive fee study they had was done in-house 
roughly four years ago, and uses a CPI to calculate fee updates. 

• Santa Barbara: The County's planning department analyzes it's cost of 
providing services annually, and conducts a comprehensive fee study as 
needed, with the last one being conducted four years ago. When a 
comprehensive study is not done, a CPI is used to update fees. 

• Monterey: The County does not have a set cycle for analyzing their cost 'of 
providing services, and conducts a comprehensive fee study about every 	five 
years. A CPI is used annually to update fees. 

• Maui: The County does not have a set cycle for analyzing their cost of providing 
services, and has not conducted a comprehensive study in more than 15 years. 
The County does not have a method for updating its fees annually via CPI or any 
other factor. 
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3. OVERHEAD COSTS 

Respondents were presented with a series of questions about what types of cost 

recovery were included in their case processing fees, such as technology updates, 

general plan and specific plan maintenance, and records management. 

• Kauai: The County does not recover for any overhead costs in their fees. 

• Honolulu: The County does not include overhead or surcharges in their fees. 

• Hawaii: The County does not recover for any overhead costs in their fees. 

• Wake: The County does not recover for any overhead costs in their fees, 
however, they do recover technology update costs through their CIP. 

• Santa Barbara: The County recovers for overhead, technology updates, general 
and specific plan maintenance, and records management costs in their fees. 

• Monterey: The County includes overhead cost recovery in their hourly rates, as 
well as a 1% fee that is applied to all land use permits. 

• Maui: The County does not currently recover for County administrative or other 
types of aforementioned overhead costs in their case processing fees. 

4. PRODUCTIVITY 

Respondents were presented with questions regarding their department's 

productivity, including how many cases were processed in the last year, how many staff 

were on hand to process cases, and if staffing levels are adjusted for case load. 

• Kauai: Last year the Planning department processed roughly 1,153 permits with 
about 10 full time staff. Currently there is only a slight decrease in permit volume 
compared to the previous year. Staffing levels are not adjusted for case loads. 

• Honolulu: In FY 08, the Planning department processed roughly 1,000 
permits with a staff of around 40 (20 land use, 20 planning). Overall, the 
number of permits processed and the staff processing them does not 
fluctuate dramatically from year to year. 
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• Hawaii: The Planning department has seen a slight change in the number of 
cases they've processed over the last fiscal year, however they keep their 
staffing levels consistent regardless. 

• Wake: Last year the Planning department processed about 620 cases with 9 
staff. Current trends show case levels down, and the Department is down two 
staff due to budget constraints. Overall, staffing levels are not adjusted for 
caseloads. 

• Santa Barbara: In the last fiscal year, the Planning department processed 
roughly 2,920 cases with 80 staff. Current case loads are lower than last year, 
and the Department does adjust staffing levels to reflect case loads. 

• Monterey: The Planning department processed roughly 500 permits last year 
with 30 staff. While they have experienced a drop in major permit volume, minor 
permits seem to be holding steady. The Department does not adjust staffing 
levels for case load, but rather tries to maintain staffing levels. 

Maui: The Planning Department processes between 1450 and 1600 permits per 
year with approximately 65 staff. Out of the total staff in the Planning budget, 
approximately 38 are most closely associated with the processing of planning 
applications. 

5. DISCOUNTS 

Respondents were provided with questions regarding fee reductions and 

discounts given, including what and whom the discount was for, and how the discount 

was applied. 

• Kauai: The County's Planning Department has an affordable housing 
provision that allows for a waiver of impact fees. 

• Honolulu: The County's Planning department applies affordable housing 
discounts through State 201 H. Specific qualifications can be met by 
business for various exemptions, however, these do not apply to zoning 
permits. 

• Hawaii: The County's Planning department does not apply any fee reductions or 
discounts for applications. 

• Wake: The County's Planning department does not apply any fee reductions or 
discounts for applications. 
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• Santa Barbara: The County's Planning department does not apply fee 
reductions or discounts for applications, however, the County Board does has 
authority to allow discounts. 

• Monterey: Fee waivers are given to certain groups within the community, 
such as non-profits, elderly, and county agencies as long as they meet 
specified requirements. All discounts are built in to the fee from the start. 

• Maui: The County provides discounts for multiple permits processed 
concurrently, government applications for services, and affordable housing 
projects. 

6. 	COST SHARING 

Respondents were presented with a series of questions regarding their cost 

sharing policies, including whether they collect fees for other departments, how long 

other departments have to review planning cases, or if those departments assign 

overtime hours for staff to review these cases. 

• Kauai: The County's Planning Department does not collect fees for other 
departments. However, the County is just beginning a one-stop ombudsman 
program. The Department aims for a 30 day turn-around time for plan review, 
and does not use other department's staff to help review cases. 

• Honolulu: The County's Planning department has one counter that collects fees 
for all departments. While the Department does not actively monitor processing 
times, it does adhere to state statutes. When workloads dictate more staff time, 
an overtime budget is used to pay for extra planner review. 

• Hawaii: The Planning department does not collect fees for other departments, 
and generally tries to keep it's overtime and comp pay to a minimum. The 
department in currently trying to track their review turn-around times, but 
currently just follows state and county guidelines. 

• Wake: The Planning department does collect fees to cover the cost of reviewing 
planning cases, but does not use other department or division staff to help review 
planning cases. The turn-around time for case reviews varies, with minor cases 
ranging from 15 to 20 days, and major cases taking around 45 days. 

• Santa Barbara: The Planning department does collect fees to cover the cost of 
reviewing planning cases, but does not use other department or division staff to 
help review planning cases. The Department does not have set review times for 
case types, nor do they track that information. 
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Monterey: The Planning department collects fees to cover the cost of reviewing 
planning cases from all departments except fire. Turn around times for case 
review can be from anywhere between 45 days for an exempt CEQA permit to 
four to five months for cases involving coastal zones. 

Maui: The Planning Department does not collect fees to cover the cost of 
reviewing planning applications for departments other than Planning. 
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6. MARKET SURVEY OF FEES IN COMPARABLE 
JURISDICITONS 

As part of this Cost of Services (User Fee) Study for the Maui County's Planning 

Department, the Matrix Consulting Group conducted a comparative survey of fees. The 

comparative survey was conducted across three local, and five mainland jurisdictions: 

City and County of Honolulu, HI; County of Hawaii, HI; County of Kauai, HI; County of 

Monterey, CA; County of Santa Barbara, CA; County of Wake, NC; County of Dukes, 

MA; and County of Monroe, FL. The five Mainland jurisdictions were chosen based on 

the following criteria: 1) the jurisdiction has a stable residential population, 2) the 

jurisdiction contains a variety of tourist destinations, 3) the jurisdiction has a mix of high 

income as well as low income affordability issues. Information from the County of 

Dukes, MA was not attainable. 

The following issues should be noted regarding the use of market surveys in the 

setting of fees for service: 

• A market survey does not provide adequate or objective information on the 
relationship of a jurisdiction's costs to its fees. Therefore, comparative surveys do 
not help the Mayor or Council make cost-based decisions. 

• Each jurisdiction and its fees are different, and many are not based on actual 
cost of providing services. 

• The same "fee" with the same name may include more or less steps or sub-
activities. In addition, jurisdictions provide varying levels of service and have 
varying levels of costs associated with providing services such as staffing levels, 
salary levels, indirect overhead costs, etc. 

Because each jurisdiction is different, the Matrix Consulting Group recommends 

that the information contained in the market comparison of fees be used as a secondary 
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decision-making tool, rather than a tool for establishing an acceptable price point for 

services. 

The Matrix Consulting Group also recommends that the number of fees and 

jurisdictions involved in a comparative survey be limited to the vital few necessary to 

assess the market and make decisions. Using an excessive number of components to 

such a survey can risk creating a confusing excess of data that will obscure rather than 

clarify policy issues. 

The project team compared fee items that were most comparable across all 

jurisdictions in order to help keep the focus on the vital fee items with the most 

significant impact to the community. The following provides several important points 

regarding the results of the survey: 

• In general, Hawaii jurisdictions do not charge for user fee services as much as 
they could. Maui County is the most progressive in this area, and their fees are 
higher, on average, than other Hawaii jurisdictions. 

• As compared to mainland jurisdictions, Maui County's existing fees are much 
lower than average. 

The following pages present the results of the market survey of fees for Maui 

County. 

1. 	HAWAII PLANNING FEE COMPARISON 

Fee Type 
County of Maui- 

Current Fee County of Hawaii 
County of 
Honolulu 

County of 
Kauai 

Change of Zone Valuation based Application $500 + $600 + $225 per Class Ill Zoning 
$25 per lot I unit acre or major Permit $35 

Minimum $550 fraction; max. Class IV Zoning 
Maximum $4,950  $12,000 Permit $150 

State Land Use No Charge $200 filing fee NA $100 
Boundary 
Amendment  
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County of Maui - County of County of 
Fee Type Current Fee County of Hawaii Honolulu Kauai 

Project District $165 Project District NA NA 
Zoning Application 

$5,000  

Use Permit County Special Special Permit <15 (Minor) $300 $50 
Use acres $100 

(Major) 
Valuation based Use Permit $250 $600 + $300 per 

acre or major 
Minimum $550 fraction; max 
Maximum $4,950  $10,000  

Shoreline Setback $117 $200 NA $100 
Variance  

SMA Valuation based. SMA Assessment - Use permit appi. for $100 
No Charge agriculture, 

Minimum $550 aquaculture or 
Maximum $4,950 Major outdoor recreation 

$250 developments 
$300 

Use Permit - All 
other $600 + $300 
per acre or fraction 
thereof up to a 
maximum of 
$10,000 

Minor permit - $100 

After the Fact - 
double the 
application fee  

Sign Permit $57 NA :5$500 NA 
$18 
$500.01 -$1,000 
$35 
2t$1,000.01 
$70  

Agricultural No Charge No Charge Exclusive NA 
Assessment Agriculture Site 

Approval 	$300  

Planned Valuation based Planned Unit $600 + $300 per NA 
Development Development acre or major 

Minimum $550 Application $500 fraction; max 
Maximum $4,950  $10,000  
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County of Maui- County of County of 
Fee Type Current Fee County of Hawaii Honolulu Kauai 

General Plan NA NA $600 $100 
Amendment  

Accessory Dwelling NA Ohana Dwelling NA NA 
Permit  Permit $25  

Zoning Variance 
Variance Valuation based Subdivision $600 NA 

Variance $100 
Minimum $550 
Maximum $4,950 BOA Variance 

$200 

Zoning Variance 
$250 

Appeals Valuation based BOA DPW Director Zoning BOA or NA 
BOA Planning contested case 

Minimum $550 Director hearings 
Maximum $4,950 BOA Denial of Use $200 

of Alternative 
Methods 

$250  

Subdivision NA $250 + $25 per NA $3 per lot 
Application  lot/unit  

Cluster Housing NA $15 + $3 per lot $600 + $300 per NA 
acre or major 
fraction; max 
$10,000  

Special District Valuation based NA Exempt - No NA 
Projects Charge 

Minimum $550 Minor-$100 
Maximum $4,950  

Zoning Confirmation NA NA $50 per request or NA 
Letter for each map key 

when multiple 
parcels are 
involved  

Environmental NA NA NA No Charge 
Review  
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2. 	MAINLAND PLANNING FEE COMPARISON 

Fee Type County of County of County of County of County of 
Maui - Monroe, FL Santa Barbara, Monterey, CA Wake County, 

Current Fee  CA  NC 

Conditional Valuation Application Major $5,000 General General Use 
Permit based Minor $1,500 $3,780 Commercial 

Minor $8,484 $800 for 
Minimum Major $10,014 Amendment general review 
$550 $3,000 $100 for Minor 
Maximum site plan 
$4,950  

Land Use No Charge Nonresidential Nonresidential NA Change of use 
Amendments $4,929 $528 $800 

Residential Residential Same Use 
$4,131 Depends on $50 

structure type 

Minimum $375 
Maximum $756  

Parking $228 Parking NA NA NA 
Approval Agreement 

$1,013  

Sign Variance $330 $1,076 NA NA NA 

Variance Valuation Planning $1,500 deposit $3,024 Hardship 
based Commission Variance 

$1,608 Review 
Minimum 
$550 Planning $200 
Maximum Director 
$4,950 $1,248  

Landscape Planting NA Review NA NA 
Approval Minor $528 
$40  Other $833  

Coastal Valuation NA Development Administrative NA 
Permits based Permit $2,016 

w/hearing 
Minimum $1,500 deposit Development 
$550 $4,536 
Maximum 
$4,950  
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Fee Type County of County of County of County of County of 
Maui - Monroe, FL Santa Barbara, Monterey, CA Wake County, 

Current Fee  CA  NC 

Zoning Change in NA Rezone Rezoning - Verification 
Zone $8,000 deposit Extraordinary $50 

Project 
Valuation Rezone - 
based $15,120 depends on 

classification 
Minimum change 
$550 Minimum $300 
Maximum Maximum 
$4,950 $1,000+$50 

per acre 

Design $55 NA NA Approvals NA 
Review 

Public Hearing 
$756 
Director's 
Approval 
$453.60  

Environmental No Charge NA NA $15,120 NA 
Review  
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User Fee (Cost of Services) Study 
	

County of Maui, Hawaii 
FY 2009-10 
	

Department of Planning 

Cost Recovery Report Table - Fee Related Services Only 

FEE 
Fee Name 

Current Fee I 
Deposit 

($) 

Total Cost Per 
Unit 
($) 

Surplus I 
(Deficit) per 

Unit 
($) 

Annual 
Recoverable 

Volume 

Revenue at 
Current Fee - 

Annual ($) 
Total Cost - 
Annual ($) 

Surplus I 
(Deficit) - 
Annual ($) 

1 
2 

- 	3 
4 

PLANNING APPL$  
Change of Zone (<5 acres) 
Ce of Zone (5 01 10 acres) 

2 

- 
7 
1 

- 
- 

- 	- 

- 

1,100 

- 
7,056 

550 

20,371 

- 
48,641 

(19271) 

- 
(415) 
(9,635) 

550 10,185 (9,6 

JiP (11,276 
Change of Zone (>1O.O1 acres, each addI 10 aces) 1,972 J972 

j5,941 
635 

J276) 
j,972 

_j14,640) 
J11674 

Conditional Permit L1,008 6,949 -- 
5 Community Plan Amendment (<5 acres) 550 10,185 10 185 
6 Community Plan Amendment (5.O1-lOacres) i 	- 11,276 - - - 
7 Community Plan Amendment (>10.01 acres, each add'I 10 aces) -- - 1,972 - - - 
8 State Land Use District Boundary Amendment (<15 acres) 10,140 - (10,1401  
9 State Land Use District Boundary Amendment (>15 acres) - 14,640 - - - 

10 Project District Zoning - Phase I (<10 acres) - 	- - 11,674 - - - 
11 Project District Zoning -Phase I (>10.01 acres, each add'l 10 aces) - 1,570 - - - 
12 Project District Zoning - Phase Ii (<2 acres) --------- - 7,871 J1 - - - - 
13 Project District Zoning 	Phase 11(201 5 acres) L - 2 J2 
14 Project District Zoning -Phase 11(5.01-10 acres) - 10,776 (10,776) - -  - - - - 
15 Project District Zoning - Phase II (>10.01 acres, each add'[ 10 aces) !- - 1,422 J2 - - - - 
16 Proj District Zoning - Phase ill (<2 acres) - 	 - 165 1,108 _j3 2 330 2,215 (1,885) 
17 Proj DistrictZoning - Phase ill (2.01-5 acres) - - 	1,322 (1,322)1 -- 	- - - - 
18 Proj _District Zoning -Phase 111 (5.01-10 acres) - 1,750 (1,750) -  - - - - 
19 Proj District Zoning - Phase _III _(>10.01_ acres, _each add'l_10 aces) - 164 j4 - 

14 
- - 

20 BVA Variance _(1_variance) 
13VA Variance (2or more variances) 
BVA _Appeal 
County Special Use Permit 
State _SUP _(<15_acres) 

tateSUP (>l5acres) 

 550 10,234 - 	(9,684) 7,700 143,277 (135,577) 
21  - 13,991 (13,991) - - - - - 
22  550 9,104 (8,554). 4 2,200 36,414 (34,214) 
23 550 7,480 (6,930)_ 4 2,200 29,919 (27,719) 
24 718 7,480 ------_2j 19 

.- 
5 

13,642 142,114 (128,472) 
25 - _ 9

2 Jfl - - - 
26 Shoreline Setback Approval L117 760 J4)J 585 3,801 (3,216) 
27 Shoreline_Setback _Determination 572 (572) - - 
28 Shoreline_Setback Variance _ All _Other  10,150 Jj50Jj 
29 Shoreline Setback Variance - Minor Structures, or Minor Repairsa -------9,423-----A962 - - 

- 

- - - 
30 Shoreline Setback Vanance_Removals or Demolitions*  6,398 

- 31 Shoreline_-Annual _Erosion_Hazard_Rate Amendment - 1,001 1,001 - - 
32 Environmental Assessments 

EIS - Prep Notice Review 
EIS -Review . 

3,262 3,301 39 5 
- 	- 

- 

488 

16,310 
- 

16,503 (193) 
33 - 768 768 - - 
34  - 4,587 J7 - - - 

35 
Special Management Area Assessment - Initial Review(SMX) Minor/ 
Exemption 
SMA- Major - Subdivision 
SMA-Majiltifamily 

ISMA - Major - Commercial / Industrial - <49,999 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING 

104 864 (760) 50,752 421,697 (370,945) 
36 - - 	8353 (8,353 

----,428) 

(6,407) 

1 	- 
-J 

19j_ 

. 	- - - 
37 

38 

1925, -8,353 

8,352 

5,775 -25,058 1 - 	(19,283) 

(121,742) 1,945 
I 
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User Fee (Cost of Services) Study 
	

County of Maui, Hawaii 
FY 2009-10 
	

Department of Planning 

Cost Recovery Report Table - Fee Related Services Only 

FEE 
_NO. _ Fee Name 	 - 

Current Fee I 
Deposit 

---------1$)__ 

Total Cost Per 
Unit 
(S) 	. 

Surplus I 
(Deficit) per 

Unit 
($) 

Annual 
Recoverable 

Volume 

Revenue at 
Current Fee - 

Annual ($) 
Total Cost - 
Annual ($) 

Surplus I 
(Deficit) - 
Annual ($) 

SMA - Major - Commercial I Industrial - >50,000 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING 	 -- 
SMA - Major - Hotel - ALL NEW-c100ROOMS 
SMA-Major-1-lotel-ALLNEW-100+ROOMS 
SMA - Major - Hotel - RENOVATION - <49,999 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING*  CAN ALSO INCLUDE NEW UNITS 	- 
SMA - Major - Hotel - RENOVATION - 50,000-99,999 GROSS S.F. 
BUILD1NG- CAN ALSO INCLUDE NEW UNITS 

---- ___:_ - 

- 
4,950 

10,346 
8,353 

12340 

8,353 

10,346 

(12,340) 

(8353) 

(5,396) 

(12,838) 

- 
- 
- 

1 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

5 

_()  
- 
- 
- 

4,950 

- 
- 

- - 
39 

3 

_40 

4f__ 

- 
- 

10,346 

- 

- 
(5,396 

- BUILDING* CAN ALSO INCLUDE NEW UNITS 
SMA - Major - Mixed Use (>I5ACRES) 

- 
SMA- Major -  Hotel - RENOVATION > 100,000 GROSS S.F.  

12,838 - - 
4 1 
42 
431 

8,353 
10,346 

(8,3) 

(5,661J 
(614J 
(962) 

(2,772) 
(383) 

(79) 

- - - 
SMA - MAJOR - MIXED USE (>15.Olacres) 
SMA- Major - SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING(S)ON ONE LOT 

_:_ (10,34)  
- 5,661 

614 
962 

- - - 
44 SMA-Emergency Permit - - - - 
45 SMA -Boundary Amendment - - - - - 
46 

_47 
48 

Accessory Use Permit 
Flood Development Permit 
Comprehensive Sign Program Application 
Sign Permit (per permit) 
Banner PermIt  
Sign Variance 
Parking Approval (Administrative) 
Parking Approval _(Non_AdminIstrative) 
Landscape Planting Approval_(Off-StreeUCommercialllndustnal) -  

297 3,069 1,485 15,343 (13,858) 
543 
267 

, 	55 

" 330 

926 17 9,231 15,737 (6,506) 
987 
134 -- 

14 
76 

3,738 
4,180 

13,813 
10,192 

(10,075) 
(6,012) 49 

50 25------ 53 
7,283 

() 126 3,150 6,649 (3,499) 
51 (6,953) 

J 

2 
7 

660 
385 

14,566 
3,910 

(13,906) 
(3,525) 52 55 

L 	110 
40 

559 
4,171  

525 
632 - 

53 
5 54 (485) 200 2,626 (2,426) 

55 Landscape Planting Approval _(Subdivision _-<10_lots) 
Landscape _Planting Approval (Subdivision _>10 lots) 
Farm _Plan _Review -Update 
Farm _Plan _Review _w/o Site Inspection 
Farm_ Plan _Review -w/ Site Inspection 
Agricultural Assessment 
Zoning _and _Flood _Confirmation_  Form _(Stand-Alone) 

- (632) - - - - 
56  710 

- 
(710)![  

57  899 (899) - - -- --- - - 	- 
58 55 120 - (65) 

(266) 
(378) 

115 
7 

21 

, 
6 325 13 78 (7460) 

59 55 321 -- 	-- 	- 385 2,245 (1,860) 
60 - 78 - 7,945 (7,945) 
61 - 33 ,()) - - - - 
62 Subordination Agreement  - - ----------------- 

 66 ,ffi 58 - 3,810 (3,810) 
63 Design Review for Special _Districts_(Historic / MRA/ CTB) 

Historic District Application -Administrative 	- 
Historic District Application -Commission  
Historic District Sign 
Historic District Banner 
Historic District Event - NEW  
Historic District Event - Recurring Annual Events 
MRA Approval (w/o variance) 	 - -- 
MRA Conceptual Design Approval -DELETE 	-- 
MRA Variance (1 Variance) 	 - 

55 525 (4) 19 1,045 9,981 (8,936) 
64 - 962 (962 - - - - 
65 - 2,246 (2,246) -  

- - 
- 
-  

- - - 
66 - 

- 

427 - - - 
67 - 213 j13) - - - 
68 - 

- 
1,526 (1,526 11 - - - 

69 
- 

213 (213) - - - 
70 229 1,036 (807 :1-  1.25ff  
71 - - - - - - 	- - 
72 - 1,771 (1,771) - - - - 
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User Fee (Cost of Services( Study 
	

County of Maui, Hawaii 
FY 2009-10 
	

Department of Planning 

Cost Recovery Report Table - Fee Related Services Only 

- 

FEE 

_!::_ 

Current Fee I 
Deposit 

. 	Fee Name 	 ($) - 

Total Cost Per 
Unit 
($) 

2,935 
2 506 

Surplus! 
(Deficit) per 

Unit 
Annual 

Recoverable 
Volume 

- 
51 

= 

- 

Revenue at 
Current Fee - 

Annual ($L 
- 

16,830 

Total Cost - 
Annual ($) 

- 

Surplus I 
(Deficit) - 
Annual ($) 

- 
74 

MRA Variance (2 or more Variances) 	 - 
B&B Permit New Administrative Decision 	330 

J2,935) 
J2 1 76j 

J?977ii 

(4,707) 

- 
127,818 (110,988) 

- 1 

76 - 

- B&BPermit New - PublicHgRequired(AddontoAdmlnFeej 	: 	- 
Any Permit Amendment -Time Extensions, Transfers, Modifications, 
Additions to Terms, Change of Scope, Other Amendments - 
Administrative 	 - 
Any Permit Amendment -Time Extensions, Transfers, Modifications, 
Additions to Terms, Change of Scope, Other Amendments - 	 ,. 
Commission Action 	 - 
Any Permit Amendment -Time Extensions, Transfers, Modifications, 
Additions to Terms, Change of Scope, Other Amendments - Council 
Actions 

?77.. 

 ! 

4,707 

- - 

_(525)  

ir - 

- 	(6,040)  

- - 

78  6,040 

	

(6,161) 	- 

	

(6,161) 	- 

	

(5,470) 	- 

	

(2,251) 	- 

79 Special Management Area -Appeal of Director's Decision 	- 	, 
Shoreline Setback Appeal 
Adoption /Amendment / Repeal ofPC Rules &Regs -- 

6,161 - 
80 6,161 - 
81 5,470 

2,251 
- 

82 Petition to Intervene 	 - 
Granted Intervention 
Preliminary Compliance Report 
Final Compliance Repot 
Cluster Preliminary 	- 	- 	 - - 
Cluster Final  

- 
- 83 10,491 

	

_Ji91491) 	- 

	

(632) 	- 84 632 - 
- 85 774 (774) 	- 

86 773 (773) 	- - 
- 87 1,308 (1,308) 	- 

(1,308) 88 ROOverlay 1308 
280 29,046 

- 
(28,766) 89 Plan Development Step 1 	 70 7,262---- 

7,216 
7,216 

 1,284 
428 

8,562 

	

 (7 192) 	 4 

	

(7,216) 	- - 

	

(7,106) 	1 
- 	(1284) 	12 

	

(428) 	10 

	

(562) 	5 

90 Plan Development Step 2 	 - - 
Plan Development Step 3 	 110 
Determination of Eligibility (DOE) 
HABS I HAER Review 
HABS_/HAER Document Preparation 	 - 
SUPPORYTO DSA I PW  
Subdivision Review_(<10lots) 	 - 
Subdivision Review (>10 lots) 	 - 	- 

- Ag Subdivision Agreement  -- 	- 

- 
91 
99 

100 
101 
- 

105 

110 7,216 (7,106 
 15,412 (15412 

-- 4,281 (4,281 ---------  42,811 (42,811 

(974) 974__ 12 
26 
21 

- - -- 
- - 

- 	11,683 
33,769 

-- 7,974 
84,317 

(11,683 
1,299 

380 
106 (1,299) (33,769 
107 (380) (7,974 
108 
109 
110 

Condominium Property Regime Review Zoning Determination 	 - 540 (540) 156 (84,317 
(18,043) BldgPC-:5$500 	 - 144 (144) 

I144 
125 
120 
583 
301 
267 

- 	- -- 	- 
- 

18,043 
- 	- 17,322 

84,153 
43,448 

Bldg PC - $501 - $2,000 	 - 
BldgPC-$2,001 -$25,000 
BLDG PC - $25,001 - $50,000 	 L 	- 
BLDG PC - $50,001 -$100,000 	 -- 
BLDG PC -$100,001 - $500,000 	 - 	 - 
BLDG PC $500,001 	$1,000,000 	 J BLDG PC - -a $1,000,001 	 - 
FEE SUPPORTING AND OTHER NON-FEE RELATED ACTIVITIES 

144 
144 

- 	144 
259 
259 
432 

(17,322) 
111 _J44 (84,153) 

(43,448) 112 
113 
114 
115 
116 

(44) 
(259) 

- 
- 69,234 (69,234) 

() 443 - 114,871 (114,871) 
(432) 145  62,665 (62,665)1  

4 4!_i4! I62!5i 
t 
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User Fee (Cost of Services) Study 
	

County of Maui, Hawaii 
FY 2009-10 
	

Department of Planning 

Cost Recovery Report Table - Fee Related Services Only 

FEE 
NO 

Current Fee/ 
Deposit 

Fee Name 	 --------- 
Public Information I Planner on Call 

Small Town Design Guidelines / Code Revisions 
Small Town Public Information / Liasion 

Program Admin 	- 

134EAC 

Total Cost Per 
Unit 
) 
359,052 j 

669 

22,262 
66,786 

1 	Surplus I 
(Deficit) per 

Unit 
Annual 

IRecoverable 
Volume 

Revenue at 
Current Fee - 

Annual ($) 
-- 	- - - 

- 

Total Cost - 
Annuaj - 

Surplus / 
(Deficit) - 
An) - - 

- - 

127 

	

(359,052) 	- 

	

(669) 	- 

	

(22,262) 	- 

	

(66,786) 	- 135 - - 	- 136 
137 

152 

General Agency Request for Comments  
HOURLY RATES  

153 (153) 	- 
()06) 	- - - 

153 Planner Vl/V/lV/lll 106 - 
- 

- 
- 154 Clerical _(Sup. _ClerkIOOA Ill Clerk 111) 57 157) 	- 

155 Secretary to Boards / Commissions 11  82 

	

J) 	- 

	

_J6) 	- - - 
156 Land Use & Bldg Plans Examiner I Tech - 86 - - 
157 Land Use Permit Clerk 	 ) 57 (57) - - 
158 ZAED Inspector 111 104 (104)  
159 
160 

166 

ZAED Inspector U/Trainee 	 - 
GIS Blended 

_AW HEFPE1tS 	 ] 
AF - Special Management Area Assessment - Initial Review(SMX) 
Minor/ Exemption 	3,084 

(81) - 	- 
i_iiii 

- 
103 (_103 - 

864 2,220 61 188,124 52,712 - 
- 

135,412 

167 
AF - SMA - Major - Commercial / Industrial - < 49,999 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING 	 55 8,353 (8,298) 	1 

(278 	2 
55 8,353 

8,705  
(8,298) 

168 AF -Accessory Use _Permit 	 1475 _ 4,353 2,950 - 
170 
- 

AF-MRAApproval(w/ovariance) 1,036 36 
_-

1 1,000 
-  1,036 (36) 

NF NON-USER FEE ACTIVITIES E,019,699 (3,019,699) 
2,114,690 

- 
(1,722,849) TOTAL 	 1 	391,841 

cost recovery % 	 19% 

Matrix Consulting Group 	 Page 4 of 4 
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Recommended Prices for Services —4 Year Phase In 



County olMaui, Haii 
Departrinart of Planning 

Cost Recovery Report Table - Fee Related Services Only 

FEE 
NO. Fee Name  

Current- ; -  
Fee I 

Deposit 

Total Cost 
Per Unit - 

100% 
Annual 

Recoverabi 
eVoturne 

% of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Bas oF as • 

Base Fee 
(before any 
discounts) - 

($) 

% of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Base Fee 

Base Fee 
(before any 
discounts) - 

I of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Base Fee 

i 	Base Fee 
I (before any 

discounts) - 
j 	1$) 

% of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Base Fee 

Base Fee 
(befoas any 
discounts) - 

$) 

_i Change j Zone 	) 	 - 	_ 	--- -- 407 _ 70% 7,130 
2 Change olZoneffiO1-1Oacre - 11,276 - 40% 4 	1O 50% 6 38 60% 6,766 

_ 
70% 7,893 _ 	___ Change ofZone(>1O.O1acres, eacyoddi10aces) - 1,972 - 40% 789 50% 986 600% ] 	1,183 70% 1,380 

Conditional Permit  1,008 6,949 7 40% 2,779 50% 3,474 60% 4,169 700/. 4,864 
Community Plan Amendment (<5acres) 

__ 550 10,185 I 40% 4,074 50% 5,093 60% 6111 , 70% 7,130 
6 Community PI_ Amendment (50110j  11,276 40,6 4510 50/ 5638 60,6 

1183 70 1380 1 972 MOM-  0, 789 50h 986 60/fl 
---- State Land Use DisirictBoundary Amendment (<l5acres) 

_ 10.140 - 40% 4,056 50% 5,070 60% 6,084 70% 7.098 
State 	tkl5_re _ ___) 14640 40/ 5856 50/ 7320 601' 8,784 70! 10,248 

10 ProjectDistrict Zoning 	Phase l(10acres) 11,674 40, 4,669 50,6 5837 60,h 7004 --70,6 8,172 
1 ___  ProjectDitrilZg 	Phase 	(1001acres, each 	ddi10aces) _ 1,570 40/ 628501' 785 94 70% 1,099 

12 - ProjectDistrict Zoning - Phase ii(<2 acres) 7,671 - 01/ 3,149 50% 3,936 601% 4,723 70% 5,510 
Project District Zoning - Phase 11 (2.01-5 acre 9,322 • - 13 3,729 50% 4.661 600/ 5,593 70% 6,525 

14 Pro jectDislrictZoning-Phaseli(5.01-1O acres ) 	________ ________ ___j - 40% 4,311 50% 5.3 60% 6,466 70% 7,543 
1 ProjoctOtciZongPhasli(1001reachaddçJ 1422 40,h 569 501' 71 601 853 70, 996 
16 PrnjD6l6ciZoning-PhaseiII(<2acresj 165 1,108 2 

40% 
------------ 

40% 443 50% _5 665  70% 775 
_1 r,j District Zoning -Phase ilI(2.01-5acres) 

____ 1,322 529 50% -66-1 60% 793 70% 925 
1 ProiDistrici Zoning - PhaneIII(5.01-ISacres) 1,750 40% 

--- 
7 50% 8 60% 1,050 70% 1,225 

1 ___ _ Proj District Zoning -Phase ,8ftlOOl acres, each 	ddI1Oco) 164 40,5 50/ 605 96 70/ 114 - r'A64 an - 10,234 2, 	7 27% _7 ----- --- -I_-- 4,094 - 	1 -- - 
AVanance (2 or more variances) 

VAAppeai 

	

	 --- - _ -- 
13,991 

4 
20% 
j,81, 	--- 

2, 27% 
!! 1-2 

33% 
17% 

4617 
1,51 

40% 
20% 821 

lySpeal Use Permit  ___ 550 7,480 4 40,1, 

- 

2 50/ 37 60% 448 70/ 5,236 - talSUP(15en) 718 7460 19 40,6 2 50/ 37 60,1, 44 70,6 5,236 
25 State SUP (15acres) 9477 40/ 3 50' 47 60% 5 70/ 6,634 - 117 760 5 40% 50% 3 
7 ---------- orelineSetback Determination -- 572 40% 50% 

_ 
2 60% 

- 
70% 401 

28 nrelineseibackVariance -AllOther ____ 10,150 40% 4. 50% 5,0 60% 6.090 70% 7,105 
29 - 9,423 'crelSthchVnceMorSlrnctreMoo_Rpars 

 
407/ 3 501' 4,711 60% 5,664 701' 6596 

-- orelineSethackVaflance - RemovoisorDemolitions - 6,398 10% 64 10% 640 10% 640 10% 640 
31 'n'eline - AnnualErosionHazardRoteAmendment - 1,001 40% 400 50% 550 60% 601 70% 701 - Environmental Assessments 3,262 3,301 5 40% 132 50% 1,650 60% 1,980 70% 2,310 
33 - - S - PrepNoiiceReview p 

S - Review  - 4,587 40% 1,835 50% 2,294 60% 2,752 70% 3,211 

35 
Special Management Area Assessment - Initial Review(SMX) Minor 
/Exemption 	 --- - 104 ---------- _40%, il'i_  605 - 361  SMA - Major - Subdivision - - 

--- 
40% ;3.34 50% 4,6 60% 5,812 70% 5,847 

- 37SMA jyMultifamily  1,925 8,353 3 40/C 3,341 50/ 4,176 60% 5,012 70,h 5,847 

38 - 
siA: Major - Commercial I Industrial - c 49,999 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING  1,945 8,352 19 40% 3,341 

-------- 

50% 4,176 60% 5,011 70% 5,847 

38A 
SMA- Major - Commercial I Industrial - >50,000 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING  - 15,346 4,136 50% 5,173 60% 6,207 70% 7.242 

39 SMA- Major- Hotel -ALL NEW- <155 ROOMS - 8,353 - 40% 
---- -0% 341 4,176 60% 5,812 75% 5,847 

39A SMA- Major- Hotel -ALL NEW- 100+ ROOMS - 12,340 - 40% -------- 4936 50% 6j70 7,854 70% 8,838 

40 
SMA- Major- Hold - RENOVATION - <49,999 GROSS S.F. 
RIJlLDlNG*  CAN ALSO INCLUDE NEW UNITS - 8,353 - 45% 3,341 

50%----

50% 4,176 60% 

------------ 

5,012 70% 5,847 

40A 
SMA- Major - Hold - RENOVATION - 50,000-99,999 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING*  CAN ALSO INCLUDE NEW tJNITS 4,950 10,346 1 40% 

401/6 

40% 

4,138 

5,130 
3,341 

50% 

50% 
501/6 

50/ 
50% -  
50% 
50% 
511% 
50/ 

5,173 

6.419 
4,176 
5,173 
2,831 

307
481 

1,534 
463 

60% 

60% 
601/ 
60% 
60% 

-60% 
60% 
60% 
60% 

6,207 

7,703 
5,012 
6,207 
3,397 

368 
577 

-1,841 
555 

70% 

70% 
701/ 
700/6  
70% -
70% 
701/ 
70% 
70/ 

7,242 

8,987 
5,847 

40B 
41 
42 

SMA- Major - Hold - RENOVATION> 100.000 GROSS S.F. 
BUILDING* . CAN ALSO INCLUDE NEW UNITS 
SMA_ Major __Mixed Use (_15ACRES)  _ SMA MAJOR MIXED USE _11501cml 

- 12,838 
8,353 

43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

SMA-Major-SINGLEFAMILYDWELLINGISIONONELOT 
SMA- Emergency Permit 
SMA_Scm_d__yAmendment 
ftcce000ry Use Permit 
Flood DevelopmentP Permit 

-  - 
297 
543 

10,346 
5,661 

614 
962 - 	3,069 
926 

5 
17 

- -- 
- 	40/ 

40% 
40% - -. 
40/ 
40% -. - 405 

4138 
2.264 

245 
385 

1,227 
370 

7,242 

430 
673 
4 

648 
48 
49SjgPnvl 

Ccyyp 	entyR Sign Program Application 	 - 
(per 38rTn 	 - 

267 
55 

987 
134 

14 
76 

-46i/. 	------------ - 40% 
395 
54 

50% 
50% 

493 
67 

- 	60% 
60% 

592 
80 

70% 
70/ 

691 
94 

MOicc Ccncloeg 0se8 
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UunrFne (CestxfSrruxen)Study 	 County of Mew, Heeei 
FV2009-1O 	 DeFe,t,nnrtefPlanning 

Current 
Fee I 

Deposit 

_{J_ 

Total Cost 
Per Unit - 

IOB% 
f)__. 

Annual 
Recoverabt 
eVolunse 

Per Unit 
Charged for 

Base Fee 

Base Fee 
I (before any 

discounts) - 
I 	(SI 

%of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Bane Fee 

Base Fee 
(before any 
discounts) - 

($) 

%of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Base Fee 

l 	Bass Fee 
(before any 
discounts) - 

(9) 

%of Total Cost 
Per Unit 

Charged for 
Base Fee 

! 	Base Fee 
(before any 
discounts) - 

(9) 
-- 432 145 40% 173 50% 216 60% 259 70% 303 - 432 145 173 50% 216 60% 259 70% 303 

- 359,052 - 0% - 0% - 0% 	j T 0% - - 669 0% 1 	- 0% - 0% j 	- 0% - - 
- 22,262 - 0% 	j - 06- 0% , 	- 0% - 
- 

66,786 
669 

- 
- 

0% 
0% 

- 
- 

0% 
0% 

: 
- 

0% 	j 
0% 

. 
- 

0% 
-- 	0% 

- 
- 

- 153 - 40% 61 50% 77 60% 92 70% 107 
- 

-- 
106 
57 

- 
-  

40% 
40% 

42 
23 

50% 
50% 

53 
29 

60% 	J 
60% 	J 

64 
34 

709A 
70% - 

74 
40 

- 82 - 40% 33 - 	50% 41 60% 49 70% 57 - 	- 
- - 
- 
- 
- 

86 
57 

104 
81 

103 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

40% 
40% 
40% 
40% 
wn,c 

34 
23 
42 
32 
41 

50% 
50% 
50% 
50% 
srnc 

43 
29 
52 
40 
ci 

60% 
60% 
60% 	] 
60% 	j 
eons 

F 	52 
34 
63 
49 

I 	69 

70% 
70% 
70% 
70% 
7n55 

60 
40 
73 
57 
7 

3.004 864 61 100% 864 100% 864 100% 864 100% 864 

56 8,353 1 100% 8,353 100% 8,353 100% 8,353 100% 	J 8,353 
1,475 - 	4,353 2 100% 4,353 100% 4,353 100% 4,353 100% 4,353 
1,000 1,036 1 100% 1,036 100% 1,036 1000/. 1,036 100% 1,036 

- 3,019,699 - 0% - 0% 	- - 0% - 0% - 

Fee 

L 153 Planner Vl/V/IV/III 
Li!i Clerical (Sup. CIeddOOAil/çpj(I

Secretary to Boards / Commissions 11 / I 
156 Land Use & Bldg Plans Examiner/Tech 
157 Land Use Permit Clerk 

LAM 	jppclorll! 
159 ZAED Inspeclor II / Trainee 	- 
160 GIS Blended 

.-.... 
AF - Special ManagernenlArea Assessment 

166 Minor 
AF - SMA - Major - Commercial / Industrial - 

167 BUILDING 
168 AF -Access UsePermit 	 - 
176 A pppvaIj  w/o variance'  
NF I NON-USER FEE ACTIVITIES 

TOTAL PROJECTEDANNUAL REVENUE 	 391 841 	2114690 	 841,841 	 LibO!L989 I 	1,232,785 	 1,428,919 
COST RECOVERY PERCENTAGE 	 19% 	190% 	 40141 	 I 	49%1 	 1 	58141 	 68141 

Matrix CxnxuneQ Group 


