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Response of the Affected Agency

Comments on 
Agency Response

We transmitted a draft of this report to the Department of Business, 
Economic Development & Tourism on April 13, 2009.  A copy of 
the transmittal letter is included as Attachment 1.  The response of 
the department is included as Attachment 2.  The High Technology 
Development Corporation included a separate response which is also 
included in Attachment 2.
 
The department disagrees with our characterization of both fi ndings 
within the report; however it generally agreed and accepted our 
recommendations and identifi ed actions already taken and to be taken 
with regard to the report’s recommendations. 

While the department complied with appropriation transfer requirements, 
it did so after the Legislature made clear that these programs 
(International Affairs and the Creativity Academies) were not a priority.  
The department ignores the fact that other programs were affected by 
the transfers; HTDC’s response noted it was not even aware of funding 
reductions.  Moreover, the department’s equating of the introduction 
of legislation with legislative intent is incorrect.  “Legislative intent” 
requires the completion of the entire process to enact legislation.

Contrary to the department’s response of “…no fi nding in the Report 
of non-compliance with the Hawai‘i Public Procurement Code[,]” we 
cited numerous instances of non-compliance.  For example, our report 
highlights non-compliance in obtaining approvals, justifi cations in 
the shortened response times with RFPs, and evidence of competitive 
bid.  This lack of acknowledgement of errors is consistent with the 
apathetic procurement environment we describe.  The department’s 
failure to abide by its own implementation of the procurement code as 
well as management’s lack of emphasis is indicative of the poor control 
environment.

We stand by our fi ndings.
















