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July 29,2005 

Mister Mark Recktenwald 

Director 

Department of Commerce and Consumer Affairs 

P.O. Box 541 

Honolulu, HI 96809 


Dear Mr. Recktenwald: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the review of Hawaii’s 

Public, Education and Government (PEG) access organizations by Merina 

& Company. Our comments are enclosed. The first document relates to 

the review of ‘Olelo Community Television. The second document 

contains our comments on Merina’s management letter pertaining to all of 

Hawaii’s PEG access providers. 


We realize that these reviews were intended to provide the DCCA with 

baseline information about each PEG and give you the ability to make 

comparisons between PEGs. With this in mind, we think it is important 

that any comparative analysis of the PEGs take into consideration the 

unique character of each of the PEGS and the communities they serve. 


In an effort to improve the effectiveness of future reviews, we offer the 

following observations that fall into three areas: procedures selected to be 

reviewed, processes used by the audit team and the way findings are 

written. 


Procedures 

A number of the procedures are an intrusion into areas that we believe are 

the purview of each PEG‘S Board of Directors. An example is the Board’s 

oversight of the managing director or equivalent. Selection, performance 

review and even separation of managing directors are Board functions, 

and are taken seriously by all concerned. 


We agree that DCCA has a responsibility to ensure that PEGs are 

accountable for the use of assets. However, as private, non-profit 

agencies-which undergo annual independent financial audits-the PEGs 

are already subject to detailed reviews. Annual financial audits reconcile 

expenditures and determine the appropriateness of those expenditures. 

Moreover, some procedures involve information in documents routinely 

furnished to DCCA. Some information is already a matter of public 
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record in documents such as the Form 990. Therefore, we believe that some of the 

procedures were redundant. 


Processes and Findings 

As several of our responses indicate, there were cases where we found that information 

cited by the auditors did not agree with data on record at `Olelo.In other findings, it was 

clear that although records or procedures existed, that they were not requested of the 

appropriate staff member. It would have been helpful, and would have saved staff time, 

if preliminary findings were sent to ’Olelo and clarified before the formal report was sent 

to DCCA. It was also difficult to determine the point of some of the findings. These will 

become public documents, and it is important that readers understand the significance of 

each finding, including whether a PEG was or was not in compliance with whatever 

standard was applied. That was not always readily apparent. 


In closing, I would like to make two additional points. First, we welcome DCCA’s 

development of measurement tools to assist in the oversight of PEG access organizations. 

However, because of the differences in the communities that each PEG serves, we ask 

that these tools-especially financial measurements-be used carefully, and that they 

consider not only the characteristics we share, but also those unique factors that help us 

serve our communities. Second, it is clear to us that there are several areas where 

dialogue and the creation of a common understanding are needed. I can assure you that 

‘Olelo is committed to maintaining such a collaborative relationship. 


Sincerely, 


Keali’i S. Lopez 

President and CEO 


cc: 	 Rochelle Gregson, ‘Olelo Board Chair 
Clyde Sonobe, DCCA, Cable Television Division 

Enc. 	 Response to the Merina Report (13 pages) 
Response to Merina Management Letter (11 pages) 



`Olelo Community Television 

Responses to Merina & Company’s Independent Accountant’s Report 


Dated February 25,2005 


The following outlines ‘Olelo’sresponses to the findings of the independent auditors Merina & 
Company as it pertains to its review of ’Olelo Community Television from January 1,2001 to 
December 31,2003. ’Olelo only provides responses for the findings it determined warranted 
clarification,correction or elaboration. Findings without a corresponding reply indicate that 
`Olelo has no response at this time. Rather than incorporating the entire Merina & Company’s 
finding, ’Olelo has provided excerpts directly from the report in italic font. 

Response to Finding 2 
“... Auditors can render three basic levels of conclusions aboutfinancial statements. These three 
conclusions are known as levels ofassurance.” 

It isimportant to note that the findings of ‘Olelo’s independent audits were favorable to ‘Olelo. 
Merina’s finding explains the three basic levels of audit conclusions and as the Merina Report 
points out, “The independent CPA’s report indicates they are not aware of any material 
modifications that should be made to accompanying financial statements...”The report goes on 
to confirm that ’Olelo’s financial statements were audited annually as required, and that the 
reports for thoseaudits were “unqualified,” (the highest level of assurance), because ‘Olelo’s 
financial processes were in order. 

Response to Finding 3 
‘‘‘Olelodoes not defer revenue.’’ 

This observation was discussed with the accounting firm that audits ‘Olelo. The observation is 
correct and reflects good accounting practice. Since cable fees are expended during the fiscal 
year in which they are received, it is appropriate that ’Olelo not classify them as deferred 
revenue. 

Response to Finding 4c 
“Fundraising revenues contributions and donations are shown on Form 990 Part I Line 2 
(programservice revenues). There were nofund raising expenditures reported on Form 990 
Part II. On ‘Olelo’strial balance, donations of $1,245 were reportedfor 2001, $3,200for 2002, 
and $119for 2003. ” 

This Finding is well within the parameters allowed by the Internal Revenue Service. 

Response to Finding 8a 
“Weprepared a schedule of capitalfunds received and expendedfor the last three years: 

“…We did note that the ending unspent capitalfunds do equal to the Temporarily 
Restricted Net Assets. ” 
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‘Olelo Community Television 

Responses to Merina & Company’s Independent Accountant’s Report Dated February 25,2005 


We documented the capital revenues received, spent, and heldforfuture capital additions 
in thefollowing schedule. The amount shown as Transferred Out in prior years is net 
after earnings and bankfees. The amounts shown as Transferred Outfor 2001 and 2003 
agree to the additions to Capital Assets shown in Finding 9. During 2002 …” 

It is unclear where Merina obtained the Received and Transferred Out figures for prior years. In 
order to confirm Merina’s findings, ’Olelo requests an explanationof how the figures were 
calculated. 

Response to Finding 9 
“Wenoted that prior to 2001, ‘Olelousedfunds other than capitalfundsfor the purchase of 
some Capital Assets. ‘olelohas $12,272,114of capitalized assets as ofDecember 31, 2003 
which exceeds the cumulative capitalfunds, adjustedfor earnings andfees. The PEGS are 
allowed to use operatingfundsfor the purchase of Capital Assets at their discretion andjust 
over $4 million in capitalized assets were purchased with non-capitalfunds. The detail needed 
to identify the assetspurchased with capital versus otherfunds prior to 2001 is not readily 
available .... ” 
It is ’Olelo’s current practice to use capital funds to purchase capital equipment. The discrepancy 
noted in thisFinding is the result of ‘Olelo having modified, over time, the manner in which 
inventory was recorded and keeping fully depreciated items on the inventory and in the system. 
Previously, all inventory (capital and non-capital items), from chairs and cabinets to production 
equipment, was maintained in `Olelo’s financial reporting system. Since 2002, only items 
purchased with capital funds have been tracked in the financial reporting system. However, the 
factthat ‘Olelo has not removed fully depreciated assets (some dating back to a purchase date of 
the 1990s) has also contributed to the discrepancy. 

‘Olelo’s current system makes it possible to identify funding sources. By December 31,2005, 
’Olelo will have removed from inventory all fully depreciated items. 

Response to Finding 11 
“Weprepared a schedule of salaries and benefitsfor 2001, 2002, and 2003. The schedule of 
salary and benefits by category ispresented below: ’’ 

‘Olelo’s finance and human resource staff were unable to validate the numbers presented by 
Merina & Company. In order to confirm Merina’s findings, ‘Olelo requests an explanation of 
how the figures were calculated. 

Response to Finding 12 
“Fromthe employment contractfor the managing director… We documented the salary and 
benefits on thefollowing chart …” 

‘Olelo was not able to validate the 2003 figures presented by Merina. Additionally, the finding 
states that President/CEOwas in the position for only part of the year at the time of the review. 
It seems that this reference refers to the current President and CEO, who was hired July 1,2004. 
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‘Olelo Community Television 

Responses to Merina & Company’s Independent Accountant’s Report Dated February 25,2005 


In order to confirm Merina’s findings, ‘Olelorequests an explanation of how the figures were 

calculated. 


Response to Finding 14 
“Obtainthe PEG’Stravel reimbursementpolicy and tabulate the travel expensesfor the last 
three yearsfor staff and expensesfor the Board of Directors. ” 

Staff is unable to validate the findings provided by Merina. In order to confirm Merina’s 
findings, ‘Olelo requests an explanation of how the figures were calculated for this finding. 

Response to Finding 15 
“Wefound that seven (41%) of the 17 samples were missing required documentation or proof of 
authorizationas required by reimbursementpolicies. ” 

’Olelo acknowledges that there were minor inconsistencies in following ’Olelo’s reimbursement 
policies. ’Olelowill provide information and re-orient staff and board members on policies by 
August 31,2005. These policies will be made part of orientation packets for both staff and board 
members. In addition, effective immediately, finance staff will not process purchase orders or 
reimbursements until complete and appropriate information is collected. 

“Wefound that general ledger detail does not contain the information needed to break downper 
person trip details or cost of trips…” 

‘Olelodoes not capture the level of detail within its general ledger as specified by Merina & 
Company, nor does it feel this is necessary since information to evaluate per person travel and 
per ‘diemexpenses, an internal administrativeprocess, can already be captured through ’Olelo’s 
purchasing procedure. 

Response to Finding 23 
“Weobtained a description of each type of system mailable at ’Olelo, the quantity of each type 
of system, and a descriptionof the users of each type of systems [sic] as shown in thefollowing 
table: ” 

The table that was generated by Merina & Company contains several inaccuracies. Corrections 
arein underlined italic text. 

System Location and 
Description 

Mapunapuna 

Studio 

Mini/Robotic 

Featherpack 

Production truck/van 

Camcorder 

Non-linear edit (Final Cut Prol 


July 29,2005 

Quantity 

1 
1 
2 
1 

15 
139 

Users 

General Public,” 
General Public/Staff 
General Public/Staff 
General Public/Staff 
General Public/Staff 
General Public/Staff 
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‘Olelo Community Television 

Responses to Merina & Company’s Independent Accountant’s Report Dated February 25,2005 


Non-linear edit (Final Cut Pro) 
Non-linear edit (Avid) 
Linear Edit 
Master Control 
Dubbing/Transfer 

State Capital 
FeatherpackRoboticCamera Camera 

Systems 

Response to Finding 25a 

4 
3 
3 
1 
3 

2 

Staff 
Staff 
General Public/Staff 
staff 
General Public/Staff 

State Staff 

“...The inventory had several entry errors or price combinations that appear to exceed the 
toleranceprior to explanation. Errors includefour Master Control items with incorrectprice 
entry and linear tape editing equipment withfull system prices entered instead of individual item 
prices. ” 

In order to maximize purchasing power, `Olelo occasionally purchases equipment that is 
“bundled” together to form a system. As a result, several pieces of equipment will be included in 
a single purchase and appear as a single line item on the vendor’s invoice. If all the items are 
identical, it is easy to assign a cost to each individual piece. However, if the “bundle” contains 
several different items, it is not possible to accurately assign each item a fixed cost. Because of 
this, ’Olelo’s internal policy is to show this as a single line item purchase with an expanded 
description. The errors noted in Finding 25a were for items that were purchased as bundles; 
however there were adequate descriptions for each bundle. These items were all purchased 
before 1998.Shortly after this time, procedures were changed and this issue was resolved. 

Response to Finding 28 
“‘Olelohas no writtenprocedure to add and remove itemsfrom the equipment inventory.’’ 

Formalwritten procedures are in place and were in place at the time of the review addressing the 
addition and removal of items from the equipment inventory. The Merina & Company team did 
not ask the Finance Manager for these written procedures and when the Technical Staff was 
asked about the procedure, they were able to describe the process, but were never asked if 
written procedures were in place. These written procedures are part of the overall policy on the 
handling of assets. This policy covers the procedure for placing equipment into and removing 
equipment from service. 

Response to Finding 29 
“Wetoured the PEG s Facilities and observed thefollowing safeguards: 

“…‘OleloMapunapuna operates in a separate lockedfacility. Public must sign in atfront 
desk upon entering. Interior lock separate Master Control and administration.’’ 
“Allfacilities have interior surveillance cameras, and Kahuku has an exterior camera.” 

Although the descriptions of safeguards are generally accurate, some details were not included. 
‘Olelo’sMaster Control is located on the second floor which is restricted to ‘Olelo and Hawaii 
State Department of Education personnel, and others (such as vendors) authorized by ‘Olelo. In 
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‘OleloCommunity Television 

Responses to Merina & Company’s Independent Accountant’s Report Dated February 25,2005 


addition to this, the outer door to Master Control is secured by an electronic access control 

system which is kept active at all times. The inner door to Master Control is kept closed during 

regular operations. While all facilities have secure equipment storage facilities and interior 

security cameras, Mapunapuna, Waianae, Kahuku and Palolo each have a monitored alarm 

system and external surveillance cameras. 


Response Finding 30 
“…Currently,there is no practical way to estimate how costs are allocated between direct cable 

television activities and the live web streamingperformed by ‘Olelo.’’ 

‘Olelo’saccounting system can allocate expenses between direct cable television activities and 
live web streaming. This level of financial reporting was not requested by the Merina auditor. 

Response to Finding 31a 
“…We learned in interviews that the Board of Directors is currently working on establishing 
evaluation criteria. There are no records regardingperformance evaluationsfor the prior 
executive. ” 

Steps have been taken by the Board to address matters pertaining to this finding, however, ‘Olelo 
sees this as an internal matter for the Board’s consideration, and does not believe it is within the 
DCCA’S purview to address this matter with ’Olelo. ‘Olelo does acknowledge and agree with 
this important “best practice” for non-profit organizations. 

Response to Finding 31b 
“…There are no records regardingperformance evaluationsfor the prior executive. ” 

Although Merina’s findings for 31a and 31b are similar,the focus of the two procedures are 
different, and Merina’s findings for 31b do not effectively relate to the stated procedure. The 
focus of procedure 31bwas to determine if there were any agreementsor incentivesto improve 
performance, and if so, is there evidence of follow up by the board and management. 
Performance objectives are in place for the current President and CEO, and merit increaseswill 
be dependent on the degree to which these objectives are achieved. These agreementsand 
monitoring activities are within designated responsibility of the Board of Directors. 

Response to Finding 33b 
“...Goalsfor 2004 were:” 

Open three new satellite centers. 

`Olelo did not open new Community Media Centers in 2004. It was determined that it would be 
more prudent to assess ‘Olelo’s financial strengthprior to such an aggressive facility expansion 
program. In 2004, ‘Oleloplanned for the launch of a sixth Community Media Center in 
Windward Oahu. ̀Olelo plans to open this center in early August or late September of 2005 at 
Windward Community College. 
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’Olelo Community Television 

Responses to Merina & Company’s Independent Accountant’s Report Dated February 25,2005 


Hire afull time Community Development Specialist. 

‘Olelo hired two Community Development Managers in 2004. One serves the Windward Oahu 
community and the other serves the Central Oahu community. These two regions were selected 
based on their potential to sustain Community Media Centers. 

Do a Vote!2004 campaign. 

’Olelo successfully completed another Vote! project in 2004. 

Response to Finding 33c 
“ActionPlans …The matrix does not identify individual agents responsiblefor specific tasks 
(departmentsare identified) or completion dates. Otherwise, this matrix includes the main 
elements of what would be included in an actionplan tied to the organization’s mission and 
strategic goals. ” 

This finding does not reflect ’Olelo’s position with respect to developing action plans, or what 
‘Olelo calls strategic implementation plans. ’Olelo agrees that the level of detail proposed by 
Merina & Company is an effective internal “best practice.” ‘Olelo senior management uses such 
methods in the development of annual performance objectives (goals) for each of its staff. 
However, because this is an internal process, ’Olelo does not believe that these detailed 
performance objectives should be part of any external publication of the organization’s “action 
plan” or strategic implementation plans. 

Response to Finding 34a.1 
“...Exploringthe perceptions of the ‘OleloTraining Program, series offour Focus Groups, each 
with six to eight producers or producer-trainees, May 2002…Key recommendations: 

Consider a tiered training curriculum 
(346) Advancedproduction training was instituted in 2002. There are current 
discussions toprovide opportunitiesfor trainees to enter at a variety of levels in 
the training and mentorshipprograms. ” 

Olelo is piloting a tiered training program at some of its facilities to guide trainees through 
classes beginning with producer class, then moving to camera and finally to edit class. This 
allows each trainee’s skills to progress through the logical production format. ‘Olelo offers both 
beginning and advanced editing classes and producer and advanced-producer classes are offered. 

• 	 “Provideopportunitiesfor more hands-onpractice with equipment 
(34b)Ten E-Macs have beenprovidedfor hands-on use in training and 
mentoring. ” 

Lab hours for editing are offered during training weeks so that trainees and client-editors can 
practice skills under the oversight of the training staff. 

“Encourageuse of the ‘Olelowebsite for communications. 
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(34b) PCs have beenprovided in the lobby areafor email access and general web• 
access. ” 

`Olelo posts programming schedules, training schedules, production tips, Board of Directors 
information, news and other updates an on its website. 

• “Establisha strong mentorshipprogram.” 
• (346) A mentoringprogram in non-linear editing has been expanded to include 

production, camera operation and other areas. ” 

`Olelo is piloting a program which encourages recent trainees to return to subsequent classes as 
mentors for new students. Initial results demonstrate that the incorporation of mentoring helps 
hone skills for the mentor while providing a one-on-one training environment that benefits the 
new student. On-locationproduction mentoring is conducted on request on a regular basis. 

Response to Finding 34a.2 
“...Surveyamong `OleloTrainees, telephone survey of 350past trainees…December 2001 …Key 

findings: 
Overall satisfaction with the program is high. 
Quality of instructors and hands-on training rated most effective. 
Training schedule rates lowest,for lack of opportunitiesfor hands-on learning.” 

Editing lab hours are offered during one to two weeks a month. This allows trainees and more 
advanced client-editorsto practice their skills with assistance from the training staff or help from 
other clients who also serve as unpaid mentors. 

‘Olelois increasing the opportunities for hands-on learning by piloting a tiered training program 
at some of its facilities. This program guides trainees through a progression of classes that 
begins with a producer class, then moves to camera and finally to edit class. This allows trainees 
to quickly progress through the production process. 

“Trainingprograms at the satellite centers were rated significantly higher than those at 
Mapunapuna. 
•(34b)Staffpursues suggestion that personalization of service is key reasonfor 

high rating of satellite centers. ” 

The addition of mentoring has allowed Mapunapuna to provide increased personalized service in 
all introductory training areas including editing, camera and producing. 

• 	 “Post-traininghelp most desired: more access to equipment, more assistance, 
networking help, advanced classes, and userfriendly equipment. 

• (34b) Ten E-Macs have been providedfor hands-on use in training and 
mentoring. 

• (34b)A new staffmember has been added as a non-linear editor mentor, to 
provide more hands-on training nights and weekends. ” 
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The non-linear editing mentor is also available to assist clients in editing programs. The mentor 

not only teaches, but may also take a more active role by editing more difficult portions of 

clients’ productions. This serves to increase the completion rate of those projects. 


Consumer cameras were purchased for some of the centers and are very popular with clients 

because of the cameras ease of use and the limited (if any) training requirements. 


crew Call, a quarterly event, gives clients an opportunity to network with each other to find crew 

to complete productions. 


Response to Finding 34a.4 
“…Viewer Awareness of and Response to Voter Information Programming, telephone survey of 
191 cable subscribers who are registered voters (reported 7.1% margin of error at 95% level of 
confidence), takenfrom a larger previous survey, November, 2002. Selected keyfindings: ” 

The survey results noted in Finding 34a.4 are accurate, however, what is included in the Merina 
report is not inclusive of the complete survey results, including: 

- Candidates in Focus, a service offered since 1992, served over 58% of candidates in 
2002 and 65% in 2004. The free service seeks to level the playing field among 
candidates, each speaking about issues that are important to them and their community. 
Every candidate is offered seven minutes of produced speech for airing on ‘Olelo’s 
channels and downloadable from ’Olelo’s website. This service was also given 
substantial advertising support, at no cost to the candidates. 

- Candidates Debate, a series of live one-hour debates, was offered every weeknight for 44 
consecutive weeknights in 2002, and for 40 consecutive weeknights in 2004. The service 
gave Hawaii’s voters the opportunity to explore a candidate’s platform within the context 
of a particular contest. 

- What’s Your Vote was a series of discussions that convened a diverse cross-section of 
representatives from the community for in-depth discussions on current issues affecting 
the State. Over thirty community members representing various groups ranging from 
young adults to business and labor leaders, nonprofit organizations and seniors, discussed 
issues related to the upcoming elections. 

The Vote! services support ‘Olelo’s goal of increasing civic participation in the democratic 
process. Partners in this endeavor included the Office of Elections, the City Clerk’s Office and 
the Hawaii League of Women Voters. Programs aired on VIEWS Channel 54 and were provided 
to the neighbor island access centers and made available on Oceanic’s Digital iControl News On 
Demand Channel 110. Volunteers provided significant production support. 

The Mayor’s office, City Council, and the State Senate and House recognized `Olelo’s efforts to 
educate the voting public with proclamations and resolutions. 

Response to Finding 34b 
• “...Interestin ‘Olelo Training Facilities: 
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• Waimanalois currently being consideredfor a satellite center on the windward 
side of Oahu. ” 

A memorandum of understanding has been signed with the University of Hawaii’s Windward 
Community College as the location for ’Olelo’s new Windward Community Media Center. 
Waimanalo residents will be served through an outreach service via either a mobile or mini 
model operated from the new Windward CMC. 

Response to Finding 35d 
(In referenceto documenting the amount of stafftime and other resources used by the PEG’S 
customer complaint process.) “Thisprocedure is not applicable because the ‘Olelostaff did not 
keep track of time spent on speciic tasks…” 

Having staff monitor the time and resources spent handling complaints is an unwise use of 
resources. Receiving and handling complaints is a routine administrative part of any 
organization.‘Olelo’s emphasis is on handling the complaint (where possible) in a timely 
manner and using the information received to improve services and to reduce future complaints, 
where feasible. 

Response to Finding 36 
“...this account ofprogramming, and this comparison with the average of the PEGs, must be 
taken asprovisional, pending afuture clarificationand regularization of definitionsfor 
programming categories used in reporting by the PEGs. The amounts of each type of 
programming do not necessarily equal total programming. ” 

As the finding points out, ‘Olelo provides programming on 5 channels, either directly or through 
major grants to educational institutions. Educational programming hours are not available to 
’Olelo at the time the DCCA report is required, but they are reported. However, ’Olelo needs to 
work with its educational partners so that their data is reported using the same criteria and time 
frame used in reporting to the DCCA. In the revised 2003 table (see attached), those fields are 
labeled “HENC” (Hawaii Education Network Consortium). 

Responseto Finding 37 
“We noted apattern of lag in time between the renewal payments of certainpolicies and the 

prior year-end date due to the insurance agent …” 

`Olelo has never been without insurance coverage and `Olelo insurance agent re-confirmed that 
policy expiration and billing dates are not directly related to the actual coverage dates. 

Response to Finding 38 
“’Olelo ’s strategicplan does not include self-sufficiencyas a goal. ” 

`Olelo will be updating the organization’s Strategic Plan. At that time, it will be proposed that 
‘Olelo also update its Self-sufficiency Plan. It is believed that the services ̀ Oleloprovides and 
the impact of these services warrant the organization remaining in operation, even if franchise 
fees are decreased. The Self-sufficiency Plan needs to reflect this position, 
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As the finding points out, ’Olelo currently generates over $850,000 annually from sources other 

than access fees. It is also important to note that ‘Olelo provides 25 percent of its annual cable 

revenue to an education consortium for access programming, as well as grants and equipment 

that support State and County programming. Clearly, a reduction in access fees would impact 

these areas and implies that ‘Olelo’s partners should also address self-sufficiency. However, 

before this can take place, ‘Olelo and DCCA need to establish an agreed upon definition of self-

sufficiency. ’Olelo knows of no access center that is completely, or even predominantly, self-

sufficient. Oceanic Time Warner Cable now provides operating funds, capital funds and channel 

capacity to PEGS. ‘Olelo needs to be clear as to what DCCA’s self sufficiency expectations are 

in each of these areas, should Oceanic Time Warner Cable support be reduced. Moreover, there 

must also be agreement on the types of additional sources of revenue ‘Olelo may pursue without 

infringing on ‘Olelo’s contract requirements. ‘Olelo proposes to initiate these discussions in the 

near future and lay the foundation for a more comprehensive self-sufficiency plan. 


Response to Finding 39a 
“...Exceptfor the arrangements described in Finding 52, ‘Olelodoes not provide direct in-kind 

financial support, grants sponsorships, or web sites to other groups or individuals. ” 

‘Olelo has provided training waivers to 75 nonprofit (501c3)organizations enabling staff and 
volunteers from those organizationsto obtain video training free of charge. In addition to this in-
kind support of nonprofit organizations, in 2003, ‘Olelo launched an annual state-wide video 
contest called “YouthXchange.” This contest engages K-12 students from across the State in an 
issues-oriented video competition. ‘Olelo expends staff resources to implement the program and 
to secure donations from local vendors so that schools with winning entries are awarded high-
quality video gear of significant value that supports their media programs. 

Response to Finding 39b 
“…’Olelolists approximately 200 organizations it worked with in some manner during 2003. 
More than 300 organizations utilized the bulletin board Island Info. In addition, ‘Oleloprovided 
many hours of staff-facilitatedvideo production for organizations and the public… two of 
‘Olelo’s satellite community media centers are at high schools, and one is at a middle school 
with students participating in media activities.” 

‘Olelo also offers an array of “Easy Access” services. This allows organizations that do not have 
access to commercial media to share their message with a cable television audience with little 
time and training and at no charge. Those services include “Giving Aloha” which has taped 89 
30-minute shows, “Community in Touch” with 40 one hour-long shows, and “Aloha O 
Waianae” with 27 30-minute shows. New “Easy Access” services are in development. “Oahu 
Speaks” allows anyone to put a message of up to seven minutes on ’Olelo’s channels at no cost 
and with no investment in training. At the time of this review, ’Olelo also had a satellite 
community media center at a community college (Leeward Community College). As noted in 
our response to Finding 33b. ’Olelo also intends to launch another community media center at 
Windward Community College. 
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Response to Finding 40 
“…Wheelchairaccessibility and Braille labeling was noted during our tour of the mainfacility. 
We inquired as to accessibility to thefacility and equipment (ADA compliance) and were 
informed that the architectural plan used to convert thefacility to its current use includedplans 
on accessibility. ” 

’Olelo is committed to complying with ADA requirements. Restrooms on both floors of the 
Mapunapuna facility are in compliance and accessible from all work and training areas. Classes 
are also planned with accessibility in mind. Accommodations include the installation of a 
wheelchair elevator lift along the stairs in front of the building as well as a graduated driveway 
with two handicapped parking stalls. Additionally, for facility equipment ease of access: 

• 	Two edit bays and the studio control room were altered to adjust desk heights and also 
now include easy to use wireless keyboard and mouse. 

• A camera brace was purchased to steady the smaller hand held cameras. 
• 	The Mapunapuna studio equipment closet was designed with lower shelves for ease of 

reach. 
• 	The ’Olelo production van was reconfigured with removable chairs for wheelchair bound 

clients. 
• 	Requests from clients for specific production items to assist with accessibility are 

accommodated wherever possible. 

Response to Finding 42 
“…Wefound one exception to the 30 day reporting requirement. Nominationsfor board 
members made on October 29, 2003 were received by DCCA on January 13, 2004.” 

‘Olelo has been consistent in notifying the DCCA of changes to the Board of Directors as 
required by contract. The “exception” Merina & Company cites in its Finding relates to a 
question by DCCA as to whether ‘Olelo followed appropriate steps when a set of nominations 
were made in April 2003. The issue is not related to changes to the Board of Directors roster. 

Response to Finding 43 
“… Wefound two exceptions to the 90 day reporting requirement. The unaudited 2001 and 2002 

financial statements were received by DCCA on April 12, 2002 and May 20, 2003, respectively.” 

To address this concern, effective immediately, it is the Chief Operating Officer’s responsibility 
to ensure that reporting requirements are met. 

Response to Finding 44 
“Wefound that the audited 2003financial statements were approved by the board on June 22,
2004and had not been received by the DCCA as of December 21, 2004. ” 

To address this concern, effective immediately, it is the Chief Operating Officer’s responsibility 
to ensure that reporting requirements are met. 
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Response to Finding 48 
“…‘Oleloindicates N/Afor hours ofprogramming submitted but not aired. ” 

All programming is aired after proper technical requirements are met. If a technical problem 
with the tape is detected, the tape is returned to the producer for correction. When needed, 
mentoring assistance is offered to assist the producer in making corrections and preventing 
similar problems in the future. When corrected tapes are resubmitted, they are scheduled and 
aired. 

Response to Finding 49 
“Wedocumentedcompliance by the PEG with the agreement made with DCCA regarding the 
2003 annual Activity Report requirementsfor thefollowing: …b. Facility use: (1) Number of 
new users Not Reported (2) Facility use – number of repeat users Not Reported…” 

’Olelo was unable to provide facility use data of new or repeat users. Facility reservations, 
which include editing, studio, cameras and the production van are made by project. Projects are 
tied to individual producers and our database does not currently have the ability to track new 
uses versus repeat uses. ’Olelo is currently working with the database developer to better 
address this reporting requirement. In order to effectively report this information, ’Olelo, the 
other PEG access centers and the DCCA will need to agree on a clear definition of “new user.” 

Response Finding 51 
(In referenceto DCCA‘s requirementfor a Planfor SelfSufficiency) 
“Thisprocedure is not applicable because according to ‘Olelostaff a Planfor SelfSufficiency 
has,not been developed. ’’ 

‘Olelo did have a self-sufficiency plan at the time Merina conducted its review. It is unclear 
whom the request for this document was made of, and at the time of review the DCCA had a 
copy of ‘Olelo’s Self-sufficiency Plan. However, as noted in ’Olelo’s response pertaining to 
Finding 38, `Olelo intends to update its self sufficiency plan. 
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Response to Finding 36 

2003 Revised Programming Hours 
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