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This report responds to the following proviso in King County’s 2015-16 budget ordinance 17941, Section 83, P1, pages 52-54:
“P1 PROVIDED THAT:
Of this appropriation, $600,000 shall be expended or encumbered solely for the following customer service enhancements: expanded online permit application and payment; electronic plan review and electronic document management system; and field dispatch of inspectors, on-line correction comments and same-day request scheduling. None of this amount shall be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits a plan for participation in MyBuildingPermit.com the regional permitting portal and a motion that approves the plan and the motion is passed by the council. The motion shall reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance, ordinance section and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion.
The plan shall include, but not be limited to:
A. Evaluation of the completed permit integration project, including, but not limited to:
1. Comparison to the proposed schedule, costs, implemented services and departmental cost savings;
2. Comparison to the proposed project assumptions and deliverables as identified in the information technology 2009 quantifiable business case;
3. Project performance based on the performance measures approved by the information technology project review board; and
4. Unfinished project components and plans for resolution;
B. A roadmap for participation in the My Building Permit. The roadmap shall include, but not limited to:
1. A plan for how the county's current internal permit system can seamlessly connect into a single, external portal via My Building Permit;
2. Milestones for actions necessary to enable the county's internal system to connect to and operate with My Building Permit;
3. Milestones for coordination with and necessary actions by My Building Permit;
4. Staffing needs and costs for internal actions necessary for participation in My Building Permit and potential funding sources;
5. Estimated My Building Permit implementation fees and potential funding sources;
6. Estimated internal ongoing operating staff needs and costs for participation in My Building Permit and potential funding sources;
7. Estimated ongoing My Building Permit membership fees and potential funding sources; and
8. Evaluation of whether review, coordination or approval through the King County information technology governance process is required; and
C. Evaluation of the efficacy of pre-application permit reviews. The evaluation shall include a comparison of necessary permit-related items identified during a pre-application meeting for development or land use proposal with [sic] at the time of the final permit decision for the last two years, including all permits that are subject to hourly rate permit fees. The items shall include required permits, estimated costs and estimated timelines for permit processing, reviews and final decisions.
The executive must file the plan and motion required by this proviso by June 30, 2015, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff, the policy staff director and the lead staff for the transportation, economy and environment committee, or its successor.”
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Plan Overview

Under the direction of a Council budget proviso, the Department of Permitting and Environmental Review (DPER) has prepared a plan for participation in MyBuildingPermit.com (MBP).  

The groundwork for participating in MBP began with the Permit Integration (PI) Project, launched in 2009. The PI Project’s intent was to replace several legacy permitting systems in DPER, Department of Transportation (DOT)/Roads, Department of Executive Services (DES)/Records and Licensing Services Division (RALS), Public Health (DPH), Environmental Health Services, and Department of Natural Resources and Parks (DNRP).  The new permitting system was envisioned as a platform for implementing more efficient business processes and improvements to customer services.  Of particular interest to the participating departments and various user communities was the intention to put more permitting and licensing services online.  In the same timeframe, DPER implemented a number of business process improvement efforts, including substantive changes to the pre-application processes. 

From an IT perspective alone, consolidation of multiple legacy systems to a single system would represent significant savings both in terms of infrastructure and system support costs.  From the applicant perspective, the PI Project laid out a clear vision of improved customer services by leveraging new system capabilities, creating a new customer-friendly permit center (DPER), moving services online and leveraging the technological capabilities of the new system to improve workflows.  Perhaps more importantly, the PI Project sought to incorporate new continuous improvement philosophies and tools such as LEAN.

The PI Project has largely achieved these objectives, and has become the platform for further process and operational changes and improvements. A significant objective of the PI Project was to improve customer service.  The Project included implementation of online services for DPER, DOT/Roads, DES/RES, DNRP/Water and Land Resources Division (WLRD) and DNRP/Parks.  Implementing these new service channels has been made possible through a range of significant changes behind the scenes, including but not limited to:
· Simplified, fixed fees,
· Inspector field reporting using wireless tablets, and
· Numerous process changes and improvements such as replacing paper records with electronic records.

While significant progress has been made to improve the customer experience for development permitting, much work lies ahead.  The most significant body of planned work involves the implementation of online permits and digital plan review. Implementing online permitting involves far more that standing up a fillable application form and a shopping cart.  Due to the complex nature of development permitting, online permits must be implemented in a manner which steps an applicant through a contextual interview process to reduce the chance that something is missed or an error is made in the application process.

King County is fortunate in that it has several options for providing online permitting;
· Accela Citizen Access (ACA), the web portal offered by Accela, the same vendor from which the County currently licenses its back-end permitting software,
· A web portal developed by King County, or
· MyBuildingPermit.com (MBP), the regional development permitting web portal hosted by the eCityGov Alliance (Alliance), an inter-local agency based in Bellevue.

The plan presented in this report recommends joining and using MBP.  The County’s PI Steering Committee and Project Review Board support that recommendation, and the County has been working closely with the Alliance regarding this possibility.  To that end and at the invitation of the Alliance, County staff has regularly attended monthly MBP Management Committee and various sub-committee meetings.

Support for MBP

Since the County already licenses the ACA portal for permitting and other services, it is possible to expand online services without joining MBP.

The principal impetus to join MBP, however, is customer preference.

The Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties (MBA) has expressed a strong and consistent preference for local governments to join MBP over standing up individual web permitting portals.  The MBA’s 2015 Residential Builders Council ten adopted priorities include the following item: “Support King County in becoming a member of MBP…” The MBA has directly supported individual city and county fee increase proposals to support joining MBP.

The rationale for the MBA support is very simple: MBP offers the best opportunity to align and simplify permitting processes across multiple jurisdictions.  Rather than requiring MBA members to navigate individual permitting web portals across 2 counties, 56 cities and numerous special purpose districts, MBP has the potential to provide a one-stop solution, e.g. mechanical/HVAC contractors such as Bob’s Heating can apply and pay for multiple permits from multiple jurisdictions from a single web portal.  MBP currently serves 14 cities in King and Snohomish Counties, as well as Snohomish County.  



Plan Summary 

Joining MBP requires some business process changes, but no changes to County information technology systems or infrastructure. MBP is mature system. The County’s permitting software is a commercial off-the-shelf solution hosted by its vendor and fully implemented by the County. Both systems are designed for configuration by administrative users of client agencies. Development of an interface between systems would be implemented by MBP, Accela, and DPER business support staff.

Section B of this report describes in detail the actions and milestones to join MBP, estimated costs, and timeframe from mutual authorization by the County, Alliance, and Accela to proceed.

The over-arching elements of the implementation plan may be summarized by the following, generally sequential steps: 

Authorization and Procurement

County budget legislation is required for implementation and participation costs and funding provisions. An inter-local agreement must be executed with the Alliance to formalize the schedule for on-boarding the County and the terms of participation.  A scope of work and contract amendment with Accela must also be executed for development of an interface to MBP.

Interface Development and Testing

The schedule for development of an interface or interfaces is contingent on the availability of Accela and MBP resources.  The former resource has in past required substantial lead time to procure and schedule.  The latter resource is potentially affected by the on-boarding queue of other jurisdictions planning to join MBP.

DPER Business Process Alignment

Participation in MBP requires adoption of common permitting policies related to technical, administrative, and financial practices observed by all members.  While these policies reflect regional industry standards that are compatible with current DPER policies, some re-configuration and mapping of DPER business processes to MBP standards and systems must occur. Training of DPER staff is part of this alignment. The sustainable pace of internal process change will determine the timetable for migrating permit types to the MBP platform. Over-the-counter, no-review permits would be the first offered by MBP. Reviewed permits would be subsequently offered in a phased roll-out. Deployment would culminate in fully-digital plan review from application submittal to permit issuance for those customers using MBP.  

Outreach and Community Engagement

Current and future applicants require notification when permitting services become available via MBP. Outreach will be an on-going requirement as DPER expands the types of permits offered on MBP. Recent DPER experience with the on-line scheduling of permit inspections has shown that permit customers very rapidly identify and exploit on-line services as they become available. With its existing regional customer base, MBP itself will likely be the most effective means for promoting on-line permitting services for King County.  

Business process alignment and outreach efforts for MBP participation will both necessitate some modification and content update of DPER’s website. Public information and documentary requirements that are outdated or inconsistent with common MBP standards will require replacement.

Additional Detail

The following sections of this report include three detailed studies, as stipulated in the budget proviso: (A) evaluation of the completed PI Project, (B) a roadmap for participation in MBP, and (C) evaluation of the efficacy of pre-application permit reviews.


A. Evaluation of the Completed Permit Integration Project

The PI Project was formally chartered in 2009 to replace and consolidate several legacy permitting systems in DPER, DOT/Roads, DES/RALS, DNRP and Public Health/Environmental Services.[footnoteRef:1]  Legacy systems included the Permits Plus permitting software and DPER’s Informix-based finance system, both of which were obsolete in the technology industry and lacking vendor support. Other legacy software included DPER-built, stand-alone timekeeping, workflow tracking, and other miscellaneous software. [1:  Preliminary planning began at DDES in 2007.] 


The project also envisioned several opportunities for customer service improvements and efficiency gains.  In the broadest terms, the technological opportunities included, but were not limited to:
· Consolidating several legacy County systems to a single platform,
· Adding online permitting and licensing services,
· Adding electronic payments, both online and at the counter,
· Implementing electronic plan review and document management, and
· Implementing electronic field reporting.

In addition to adding the aforementioned functions, the new permitting system was envisioned as a platform for implementing more efficient business processes and practices for several permitting business groups.  From an IT perspective alone, consolidation of multiple legacy permitting systems to a single system would represent significant savings both in terms of infrastructure and system support costs.

From the applicant perspective the PI Project laid out a clear vision of improved customer services by leveraging new system capabilities, creating a new customer-friendly permit center (DPER), moving services online, and leveraging the technological capabilities of the new system to improve workflows.

Many of these opportunities have been realized and improved departmental efficiency:
· Consolidation of legacy permitting systems has materially reduced support requirements by both IT and administrative support staff, totaling 4.5 FTEs since 2012.
· Electronic field inspection capability has reduced staff time sending paper files and plan sets out into the field on a daily basis.
· Many clerical or administrative functions have been centralized, automated, standardized, or simplified to varying degrees, including: data entry for electronic permit record creation, status update, and closure; file routing, document storage and retrieval; preparation of custom permit correspondence and reports; timekeeping, billing, and associating records to customer accounts; affected property owner notification; applicant-notification of permit status; verifying contractor licenses and expiration with State Labor and Industries; and reporting and record research.

Other opportunities envisioned by the PI Project are now benefitting applicants, County agencies, and the public:
· On-line permitting status has prompted applicants to pick-up permits as soon as ready to issue, rather than waiting for phone or mail notification from DPER. Accurate information about permit status was one area highlighted for improvement in DPER’s most recent customer satisfaction survey in 2011.
· Applicants can schedule building inspections on-line within a two-hour window, and increasingly prefer the on-line option over the inter-active voice (telephone) option.  DPER customer service staff report fewer telephone inquiries regarding the inspection scheduling process since on-line scheduling was enabled. This enhancement is expected to improve customer satisfaction with DPER responsiveness to inspection requests, measured at 50% in the 2011 customer satisfaction survey.
· Inspection results are available on-line the day of inspection, instead of posted at the job-site, enabling construction managers to check status remotely, reducing telephone inquiries to DPER, saving them travel time to job sites, and down-time. 
· Public access to permitting information has reduced telephone inquiries and ad hoc reporting requirements. US Department of Commerce local representatives have expressed that DPER’s on-line permitting data is the most accessible and complete in the region.[footnoteRef:2] Like comments include: “Thank you so very much…The issued permits report [on-line] is absolutely perfect for our needs.”[footnoteRef:3]   [2:  Meeting in Snoqualmie with James Carey, Field Representative, Los Angeles Regional Office, US Census Bureau, US Department of Commerce, 06/08/15]  [3:  Email from Christy Hogue, Data Acquisition Analyst Sr., Cincinnati Midwest Data Operations, CoreLogic, 06/11/15] 

· The King County Department of Assessments now has direct access to DPER’s database to extract and upload construction data to its systems.
· Over 70% of code violation complaints are now filed on-line, instead of by email or phone, although these two traditional options remain available.
· Improved workflow management capabilities have reduced the number of permit records formerly required to track the various individual approval activities associated with a single development project, e.g. a new home permit that in legacy systems required separate building and site records, now requires only a single consolidated record.  This enhancement is expected to increase customer satisfaction with the accessibility and accuracy of information about permit status.
· Digitally scanning and immediately attaching documents to simple permit records upon intake, instead of shipping paper files to a third-party imaging company to process, is saving the County money and improving access to permit documents.

Aside from anecdotal expressions of appreciation for service enhancements, applicant and public use of on-line tools in preference to traditional methods of communication and transaction strongly suggests that many DPER customers are benefitting from the new technology.  The next DPER customer satisfaction survey should particularly assess the extent the benefit perceived by its customers.
 
Customers are also anxious for the on-line application and payment functions envisioned in the PI Project Charter but not yet realized. For regional builders and construction trades, the highest fulfillment of this objective is participation in the regional public permitting portal, MyBuildingPermit.com.
· The Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties convenes a Residential Builders Council (RBC) to advocate for regulatory policy and practices. For 2015, the ten published priorities of the RBC include supporting “King County…becoming a member of MBP...”[footnoteRef:4] [4:  RBC King County monthly meeting agenda] 

· MacDonald Miller Facility Solutions has written that they “strongly support and encourage the County to make on-line permitting a high-priority, as have the thirteen cities in King County that offer on-line permitting through the MyBuildingPermit.com portal.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Letter from Darla Doll, MacDonald Miller Facility Solutions, 10/31/2014] 

· Greenwood Heating and Air Conditioning has written in “support of the work underway at the King County Department of Permitting and Environmental Review to enable on-line permit application for…our customers in unincorporated King County.”[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Letter from Sean Moncrief, Greenwood Heating and Air Conditioning, 10/24/2014] 


The PI Project has laid the groundwork for expanded on-line services, including participation in MBP:

· In 2014, the King County Code requirement that property tax accounts be current before any type of permit is issued was abrogated to enable immediate no-review permits to be issued on-line.
· In 2014, DPER sought and has received approval to absorb credit cards fees incurred by on-line transactions so that on-line customers are not disadvantaged relative to walk-in customers, and to conform to the policy of MPB. 
· In 2015, DPER worked with its permitting software vendor to modify the Accela interface to EBS to accommodate electronic payments.
· DPER expects to begin offering on-line application for residential mechanical permits in 2015, including electronic payment. The range of permits enabled for on-line application will be expanded over time, commensurate with supporting business process redesign.
· Digital review for registered basic home plans is available now, and as on-line application for reviewed permits become available, fully-digital plan review will become possible for those customers choosing to submit electronically.

As stipulated in the budget proviso, the following section of this report offers a detailed evaluation of the PI Project in the following four respects:
1. Comparison of the proposed to the actual service implementation, schedule, project cost, and departmental cost savings;
2. Realization of deliverables in the information technology 2009 quantifiable business case;
3. Project performance per the benefit realization measurements; and
4. Unfinished project components and plans for resolution.


1. Comparison of the Proposed to the Actual Service Implementation, Schedule, Project Cost, and Departmental Cost Savings  

Service Implementation

The project plan called for the replacement of multiple legacy software systems with a single new software solution.  It was envisioned that the new software solution would feature the newest web-enabled system architecture, as well as the ability to provide online services and enable mobile field reporting.

The project vision also identified several opportunities to improve operational efficiencies by moving cross-departmental permit review functions to a single platform.  Services proposed for integration on a common platform included:
· Development Permits – DPER, DOT/Roads, DNRP/WLRD, and integration of the new platform with the pre-existing permitting software used by Public Health/Environmental Health for plumbing, gas piping, and septic permits
· Code Enforcement – DPER
· Business Licenses – DPER
· ROW and Over-Limit Permits – DOT/Roads & DES/Real Estate Services (RES)
· Special Use Permits – DNRP/Parks & DES/RES

[image: ]
Figure 1- 2008 PRB Vision Graphic

The planned systems replacement and integration were achieved by the Accela permitting software, although it was not integrated with the permitting software used by Public Health/Environmental Health for plumbing, gas piping, and septic permits. Mobile field reporting and some on-line services are in use, such as permit status, research and inspection scheduling, but on-line application and payment are not yet.


Schedule

Early planning for the PI project began in 2007, although the implementation contract with Accela was not executed until late 2009. According to the adopted 2009 project plan timeline[footnoteRef:7], go-live was anticipated in April 2011. The then-proposed timeline is depicted below. [7:  Permit Integration Detailed Implementation Plan, August 31, 2009 ] 


Proposed Project Timeline


As the PI Project progressed, the County and its vendor, Accela, discovered that the original scope of work did not accurately comprehend the degree of complexity in business process configuration, data conversion, or database support.  These challenges are described briefly below:

Business process: As planned, the Project moved existing data structure and business processes into the new system with little analysis of business process improvements and industry standard practices. The Accela permitting software was not as flexible as promised to accommodate the County’s divergence from industry-standard permitting requirements, especially with regard to the hourly-billing function upon which the majority of the County’s permitting records were then dependent.

Data conversion: Data was converted into the Accela software platform from four legacy systems: permit-tracking (Permits Plus), workflow-tracking (PRMS), timekeeping (TRS), and finance/billing. The effort required to reconcile the disparate and conflicting data sets was hugely time-consuming and not completely successful.  The former hourly fee structure significantly complicated the data conversion effort.

Database hosting: The project scope was amended in the fall of 2011 from a self-hosted solution to a vendor-hosted solution to remedy a gap in database support resources and reduce operating costs.  This decision after the project was launched caused a ripple of delays late in the project schedule.

Resource limitations also delayed progress:

Departmental IT staff: Technical staff assigned to support the Project had competing/conflicting duties to maintain and in some cases modify legacy systems until go-live.  Changes in business practice implemented in 2010 and 2011 impacted legacy systems and diverted technical staff from Project assignments.  None of the existing departmental IT positions were backfilled during implementation.

Business staff: Knowledgeable operations staff and leadership were not well integrated into Project management, and were not backfilled, limiting the amount of time business staff could dedicate to the design and implementation of the software. As a result, business process documentation, system configuration, testing and implementation work was slowed to a pace that could be sustained by the business staff concurrent with their operational duties.

Administrative staff: High-level department leadership changed after the Project began, and administrative resources were also encumbered with Oracle EBS, PeopleSoft, and Hyperion implementation during the PI Project timeline.  Declining permit fee revenue and staff downsizing (due to the recession and annexation) made the backfill or addition of administrative and technical resources infeasible.

The aforementioned complexity and resource challenges were significant factors delaying the initial go-live date for DES Real Estate Services by eleven months (from April 2011 to March 2012). Final go-live for the remainder of the County services occurred in July 2012, with Accela contract close-out in 2014. The attenuated timeline from final go-live to contract close-out reflected multiple post-go-live challenges:
· Non-critical report development and testing was deferred until after go-live.
· Data conversion inadequacies diverted technical and business staff from contract close-out tasks, such as report development, to critical data clean-up and system stabilization work.
· Project management and technical personnel turn-over occurred.

Full implementation of on-line permitting and digital plan review has been deferred as these challenges were addressed, and other major change initiatives completed, e.g. relocation of DPER offices to Snoqualmie, comprehensive conversion of cost recovery from hourly to fixed fees, and the reduction and re-organization of the agency workforce.

In retrospect, a number of factors played into the revised implementation schedule.  In summary, the software implementation was under-resourced and probably lacked sufficient business understanding of what was needed to translate existing business processes to the new permitting software.  Furthermore, the original work plan significantly underestimated the amount and scope of business, technical, and system configuration planning required for the addition of the new online permitting service channel.
Actual Project Timeline


PI Project Cost

The PI Project capital account and operating appropriation unit were closed at the end of 2014. On-going work to leverage software capabilities for customer service and efficiency is occurring within the DPER base operating budget. Actual PI Project capital expenditures were lower than projected largely because measures were not undertaken to integrate the Accela software the Decade software used by the Department of Public Health.

	Projected seven-year budget per the 2009 PI Project Plan[footnoteRef:8]: [8:  Sources: PI-ProjectPlanVersion1.6.pdf and UpdatedPermitIntegrationCBA2010.xls] 

	$6,323,925

	Actual expenditures:
	$6,048,165

	Budget surplus (deficit):
	$275,760



Departmental Cost Savings

In its original planning work, the PI Project was projected to obtain departmental cost savings after go-live in mid-2011. The implementation contract with Accela was not completed until mid-2014, however.  To evaluate cost savings from the PI Project, this report compares the first two years following planned go-live (2012-13) with the first two years following contract completion (2015-16).
	Two-Year DPER Cost Savings
	Projected for 2012-13
	Budgeted for 2015-16

	Electronic application submittal
	$170,394
	$22,048

	Systems support and maintenance
	$640,000
	$1,135,545

	Wireless inspection reporting
	$2,839,200
	$114,049

	Customer telephone inquiries
	$1,660,422
	$776,389

	Permit Processing
	$1,050,000
	$154,402

	Total
	$6,360,016
	$2,202,433



The projected cost savings for 2012-13 are taken from the PI Project plan, measured against the baseline costs of 2009. The budgeted cost savings of 2015-16 are measured from the baseline costs of 2014. 


2. Realization of Deliverables in the Information Technology 2009 Quantifiable Business Case

	Development Permits and Services
	Planned
	Implemented

	Core Permit System
	
	

	Public Access Web Portal (permit look-up and status, inspection scheduling and results)
	
	[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Online application for residential mechanical permits will be available via ACA in 2015.] 


	IVR Public Access
	
	

	GIS Integration
	
	

	Wireless Field Reporting (tablets)
	
	

	Data Conversion
	
	

	Reports
	
	

	Interface to EBS
	
	

	Code Enforcement and Business Licensing
	Planned
	Implemented

	Core Permit System
	
	

	Public Access Web Portal
	
	

	GIS Integration
	
	

	Data Conversion
	
	

	Reports
	
	

	Interface to EBS
	
	

	Right-of-Way, Over-Limit, Special Use Permits
	Planned
	Implemented

	Core Permit System
	
	

	Public Access Web Portal (permit status)
	
	

	GIS Integration
	
	

	Wireless Field Reporting
	
	

	Data Conversion
	
	

	Reports
	
	

	Interface to EBS
	
	






3. Project Performance per the Benefit Realization Measurements  

Benefit realization measurements were established and adopted by the Project Review Board in the PI Quantifiable Business Case of September 1, 2008, as follows:

	Benefit
	Baseline
	Measurement

	(a) Increase overall customer satisfaction within two years post implementation
	2007 DDES Customer Survey
	Annual DDES Customer Survey

	(b) Reduce the requirement for duplicate document submittal by the applicant
	Current document submittal requirements for a Single Family Residence (SFR) permit[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Building permits for a Single-Family Residence will be used in establishing requirement and processing time baselines.  ] 

	Published list

	(c) Reduce the number of in-person visits required by the applicant
	Typical number of visits currently required in the SFR permitting process
	Published list

	(d) Reduce the amount of key data managed in paper format by 50% within two years post implementation.
	90% of key data is currently managed in paper format.
	Permitting center survey

	(e) Receive 20% of all permit applications online within one year post implementation, 30% of all permit applications within two years post implementation, and 50% of all permit applications within three years post implementation
	No permits applications are received online through the business application today.
	Report from business application

	(f) Reduce the number of phone inquiries for permit status and general permit information by 50% within three years post implementation.
	DDES/DPH/DES collectively are responding to 350,000 phone inquiries annually
	Permitting center survey

	(g) Reduce travel time and data entry time for the inspection staff by one hour per day per inspector within one year post implementation.
	Currently the majority of inspection staff is spending one to two hours a day traveling to and from the office in order to perform duplicate entry of inspection results.
	Time keeping records

	(h) Reduce permit application review time by 5,000 hours annually within three years[footnoteRef:11] post implementation [11:  All metrics assume current work load and will be adjusted proportionately with work load at the time benefit realization measurements are calculated.] 

	DDES/DES/DPH collectively spend 28,000 hours annually performing manual research and data correction based on inaccurate and inaccessible data.
	Permitting center survey



(a) Increase overall customer satisfaction within two years post implementation.

The baseline for measurement should be updated to the most recent customer satisfaction survey by DPER conducted in the summer of 2011, the year before go-live.  Although the Accela permitting software became operational in 2012, the PI Project was not completed until the end of 2014.  Post implementation measurement should be conducted in 2016, subject to resource availability.

In addition to the enhancements implemented by the PI project, the conversion to fixed fees and relocation to Snoqualmie have enabled other customer service enhancements:
· Elimination of hourly billing and the 15 minute time limit for “no charge” consultations, so staff can spend more time with applicants that need extra assistance;
· Configuration of the DPER customer lobby in the Snoqualmie office for small and large group pre-application meetings;
· Daily schedule of review staff for drop-in applicant meetings; and
· Display of live customer queue status in the DPER lobby.

Recent anecdotal customer feedback has consistently indicated three themes:
· Staff is professional and helps applicants solve problems.
· Customers very much like the design and process changes associated with the new customer center at the Snoqualmie office.
· The online services and information are much appreciated, including inspection scheduling, permit status, and historical review times for single family permits.

(b) Reduce the requirement for duplicate document submittal by the applicant (for Single Family)

	2011 Submittal Requirements
	Current Submittal Requirements

	Certification of Applicant form
Critical Areas Compliance form
	Affidavit for Application form

	Zoning site plan
Drainage and access site plan
	Combined engineering and zoning site plan

	Minimum submittals: 4
	Minimum submittals: 2



(c) Reduce the number of in-person visits required by the applicant (for Single Family)

Early in the PI project, DPER staff conducted an extensive LEAN exercise focused at improving and streamlining the permit application process for single family home construction.  The LEAN work included both internal and applicant elements of the single family permit application process.  Of particular importance was to improve the customer experience.  Specifically the project sought to:
· Provide consistent information and direction to the applicant, and
· Reduce the number of times that the applicant would need to contact staff to successfully complete the permit application.

The LEAN exercise resulted in several changes to the application process for single family homes, including:
· Consolidation of required submittal forms and site plans;   
· Step by step instructions to assist applicants design site plans that satisfy the King County Surface Water Design Manual; and
· Elimination of the requirement for a pre-application conference.

These changes have reduced the quantity of in-person visits as follows:

	Purpose of Visit
	2009
	2014

	Pre-application conference
	1
	0

	Application intake session 
	1
	1

	Plan re-submittal
	0-2
	0-1

	Permit issuance
	1
	1

	Total Visits
	3-5
	2-3



(d) Reduce the amount of key data managed in paper format by 50% within two years post implementation.

Prior to implementation of the Accela permitting software, it was difficult at best to attach digital files and documents to the electronic permit record.  Furthermore the entire permit record was duplicated in a paper file. As of 2009, the permit center estimated that 90% or more of application materials were paper-based.

The Accela permitting software offers a number of easy-to-use options for reducing the quantity of paper records, including:
· Largely eliminating carbon, triplicate field inspection reports.  Inspection results are now posted directly to the permitting software using wireless tablets in the field.  Inspectors can email inspection results or applicants can check online, 24/7.
· Copies of many permit forms and letters are attached to the electronic permit record in the Accela permitting software without making copies for the paper file.  
· Plan sets for Registered and Basic[footnoteRef:12] single family homes may be submitted digitally.  Basic permits represent about 44% of all single family permits issued by DPER. [12:  “Registered” plan sets are pre-approved single family home construction plans which are typically used to build multiple homes in a single plat.  “Basic” refers to the specific building permit using a registered plan set.] 

· All of the simple, over-the-counter permit documents are now scanned and attached directly to the electronic record in the permitting software.  No paper file is created.

In 2014, the permit center estimates that 75% of application material was records are paper-based.

(e) Receive 20% of all permit applications online within one year post implementation, 30% of all permit applications within two years post implementation, and 50% of all permit applications within three years post implementation.

DPER plans to begin offering residential mechanical permits online in the latter half of 2015, within one-year of project completion, amounting to 20%-30% of total permitting volume.

(f) Reduce the number of phone inquiries for permit status and general permit information by 50% within three years post implementation.

The quantity of phone inquiries has fallen over 90% since the implementation of the Accela Citizen Access permitting web portal in 2012.  The vendor hosted portal allows applicants to check permit status, schedule inspections, and file code enforcement complaints online.

	Measurement Period
	Phone Inquiries

	2009 baseline
	350,000

	2011 baseline revised for reduction in permitting volume
	210,000

	2014
	12,805



(g) Reduce travel time and data entry time for the inspection staff by one hour per day per inspector within one year post implementation.

Wireless field inspection reporting was deployed in 2014, prior to Project completion, reducing data entry time and delays and enabling applicants to access status online as soon as the inspection is completed. With the technology implemented and proven, DPER is now also exploring arrangements to dispatch building inspectors directly from their homes to field inspection assignments every day, thereby saving additional travel time.



(h) Reduce permit application review time by 5,000 hours annually within three years post implementation.

From 2009 to 2014, DPER reduced its staffing contingent from 222 FTEs to 85 FTEs.  Much of the staffing reduction was driven by falling permit volume, in turn due to annexation of unincorporated service territory and the recession. Against the backdrop of rapidly declining permit workload, discerning statistically significant reductions in permit review times per unit is challenging, and was made more so by the following factors:
· In 2012, DPER re-organized entirely.
· From 2011 to 2014, its principal funding shifted from predominantly hourly fees to fixed fees.
· In 2012, PeopleSoft and EBS were implemented, replacing ARMS and the departments own TRS timekeeping system.
· The method and purpose of time-accounting in the Accela software was new and completely different from the legacy permitting and cost accounting software terminated in 2012.

Reduction of average unit time by review discipline since go-live or Project completion cannot be reported yet.


4. Unfinished Project Components and Plans for Resolution 

All PI Project core components have been implemented, and the permitting software is stable.

Post-implementation, departmental attention is turning to building-out features and leveraging functionality made available by the software to expand service or improve business processes. Objectives for the current biennium include:
· Enhance reporting, including performance measurement.
· Dispatch building inspectors from home.
· Offer online application for residential mechanical permits.
· Enhance and upgrade the Accela interface to EBS.
· Upgrade three County server environments for the EBS interface, IVR inspection scheduling, and GIS.

Potential objectives beyond the current biennium include:
· Expand online services to DOT/Roads and other lines of business.
· Expand the number and types of DPER permits available online via ACA, including permits that require review.
· Expand and institutionalize processes and system workflows for digital plan review.

DPER will accomplish the stated objectives for the current biennium using resources on hand.  Current staff resources may be retained and devoted to the longer-term objectives in the next biennium, contingent upon funding. 



B. Roadmap for Participation in MyBuildingPermit.com

The budget proviso directs DPER to describe particular aspects of the roadmap, as follows.

1. Method to Connect County's Permitting Software to MBP

DPER’s technical staff believes that the method for seamless connection would involve two key steps.  First would be Accela’s willingness and ability to establish their side of a bi-directional web service interface with MBP.  Second would be MBP’s ability to connect, transmit, and receive data using the Accela - MBP web service. Although MBP has not previously interfaced with Accela, it has been able to do so with several other vendor permitting systems, including Sungard (Trackit), Tyler Technologies (EnerGov), Municipal Software (CityView), and CSDC (Amanda).  

2. County Actions and Milestones to Interface Its Permitting Software with MBP

Because the permitting software used by the County is hosted by its vendor, Accela, and MBP is hosted by the eCityGov Alliance (City of Bellevue data center), the County would play a key role as facilitator between Accela and MBP.  The Alliance has already provided the County with business requirements and technical integration documentation, and the County has in turn provided the technical integration documentation[footnoteRef:13] to its permitting software vendor, Accela, for development and implementation of the vendor side of the MBP interface. No direct KCIT actions are required to accomplish the technical integration with MBP; however, DPER’s technical staff would closely consult with KCIT regarding the technical aspects of the integration to help ensure the security and stability of King County’s network. The following chart outlines the key actions and milestones. [13:  The County signed a non-disclosure agreement with the Alliance for MBP business requirements and technical integration documents.  The County’s agreement with Accela also contains a NDA clause which applies to the Alliance documents.] 




	Phase I Milestones – Over the Counter (OTC), No Review Permits

	DPER Business
	KCIT Technical
	Accela Technical
	MBP Technical

	Assign MBP roles to key staff 
	
	
	Assign key staff, including IT project manager

	Accept MBP business requirements
	Review technical elements
	Review technical elements
	

	Negotiate MBP agreement
	
	Negotiate service amendment
	

	Execute agreement
	
	Execute amendment
	

	Orient and train staff
	
	
	Provide trainer

	Update DPER web content & links
	Create generic email address for customer communications
	
	

	Configure & administer online OTC permits
	Provide addressing DB (GIS)
	
	Establish new agency and configure

	Establish/configure online banking
	
	
	Configure MBP

	Define OTC data field mapping (optional)
	
	Establish web service interface
	Provide specs & establish interface

	Testing, soft launch & go-live
	Test network
	Test
	Test





	Phases II and III Milestones – Permit Status and Inspection Scheduling
(Currently available via Accela Citizen Access)

	DPER Business
	KCIT Technical
	Accela Technical
	MBP Technical

	Define database fields for status

	
	Create database view in permit system 
	Provide DB view specs & establish interface

	Define inspection types and mapping.  Establish business rules.
	
	Develop/implement web services for inspection
	Provide specs & establish interface

	Testing, soft-launch, and go-live
	Test network
	Test
	Test



	Phase IV Milestones – Permits Requiring Plan Review

	DPER Business
	KCIT Technical
	Accela Technical
	MBP Technical

	Establish timing and order of permit types
	
	
	Provide training

	Acquire necessary software and equipment for electronic plan reviews
	Advise and support
	
	

	Begin process review and documentation for initial permit types
	Assist and advice regarding document management and storage  
	
	Advise and train

	Modify and/or create workflows for electronic reviews
	Evaluate network capacity and impacts with regard to large file transfers
	Create database view in backend permit system for invoice interface
	Support

	Testing, training staff, soft-launch, and go-live
	Test network
	Test
	Test




3. Alliance Actions and Milestones to On-Board King County 

The initial step would be negotiation of a membership agreement between King County and the eCityGov Alliance for MBP.  Exact phasing and timelines would be determined as part of the final agreement negotiations.  The preceding chart outlines the key actions and milestones.

4. Estimated County Staffing Requirements and Internal Implementation Costs to Join MBP and Potential Funding Sources

Additional County IT staff would not be required to implement the interfaces between Accela and MBP.  The County’s permitting software vendor, Accela, and MBP IT staff would be required to develop and implement this interface.  The County has requested a service quote for this scope of work, but Accela has not yet responded.

The MBP configuration for King County effort would require dedication of DPER business staff and resources.  At a minimum, for phases 1-3, the services of a project manager and functional analyst would be required for one year.  Phase 4 would extend the staffing requirement to a second year, and include desktop monitor upgrades for fully digital plan review. Support from operational staff, supervisors, and management would also be necessary, although these staffing requirements could be met through prioritization of business process improvements and by scheduling on-boarding activities for the winter months of slower permitting activity.  Backfill could be provided for re-assigned personnel, but would not be anticipated.  The internal, two-year implementation cost through phase 4 would therefore amount to about $350,000.

The most likely funding source for implementation would be King County permit fee revenue.

5. Estimated Implementation Fees Charged by MBP and Potential Funding Sources

MBP implementation fees depend on jurisdiction size and process complexity, ranging from $25,000 to $41,000. The fee is intended to cover the Alliance staffing cost for implementing a new jurisdiction. The Alliance estimated King County’s implementation fee would be $41,000.

Current MBP member jurisdictions have agreed to invest a total of $479,000 in 2015 and 2016 to update the MBP architecture and implement user enhancements. Each jurisdiction’s share of the investment is proportionate to its permitting fee revenue.  The Alliance estimated King County’s investment share would be $108,000.

The final amount of the implementation and investment fees would be subject to negotiation. The most likely funding source for the MBP implementation and investment fees would be King County permit fee revenue.

6. Estimated County Staffing Requirements and Internal Operating Costs of MBP and Potential Funding Sources

Business requirements for participation in MBP include:
· Accept and use the MBP-adopted building code interpretations, construction tip sheets, and inspection checklists.
· Agree to maintain the database of licensed professionals in MBP.
· Maintain jurisdiction content, links, fees, and all other configurable content of MBP.
· Provide monthly performance metrics to MBP.
· Report annual permitting revenues to MBP.
· Participate in all MBP committee meetings.
· Agree to adhere to the Alliance Technology Resource Usage Policy.

On the technical side, the online permitting functionality of MBP would supplant the online permitting functionality provided by the ACA web portal, i.e. instead of configuring and managing online permitting through the current vendor’s web portal, the same staffing resources would manage online permitting through MBP.

Additional staffing needs or costs are thus not anticipated for on-going support of MBP on the business or the technical side.

For those instances in which technical changes are required for the MBP – Accela interface, MBP, as part of the County’s annual fee, would bear the costs of the changes to the MBP side of the interface.  Whether the County would need to contract with Accela for technical changes to the MBP interface, or whether Accela would require an additional test environment, remains to be determined.

The expansion of on-line permitting envisioned via MBP would entail the added cost of absorbing credit card fees, as included in DPER’s electronic payment business plan approved by Council in the 2015-16 budget.  As applicants adopt on-line credit card payment, this cost would increase toward a potential maximum of $300,000 per year.  The credit card fees recently incurred by Snohomish County Planning and Development Services have ranged between $150,000 and $175,000 per year.

It is significant to note that any online permitting service, whether MBP or the Accela-hosted web portal, provides limited savings opportunities for the County.  The front desk and permit counter have minimum staffing requirements that DPER has nearly obtained. The benefits and savings derive mostly to the customer, who can transact more business with less travel.  As a result, online permitting alone would not provide material savings that could be used to fund MBP participation. The most likely funding source for internal County operations and maintenance would be King County permit fee revenue.

7. Estimated Annual Operations Fee Charged by MBP and Potential Funding Sources

MBP operating costs are allocated to participating jurisdictions in proportion to their permitting fee revenue. On November 7, 2014, the Alliance provided King County with an estimated annual operations fee of $144,000. The most likely funding source for the MBP operations fee would be King County permit fee revenue.

8. Requirement for Review, Coordination or Approval by the King County Information Technology Governance Process

The IT Project Review Board has approved the PI Project for online permitting and other online services.  The eCityGov Alliance is an established provider for these services via the existing MBP web portal. As such, participation in MBP would comprise business process change, not technology change. Interfaces between Accela and MBP would be developed and implemented by these vendors/service providers.



C. Evaluation of the Efficacy of Pre-Application Permit Reviews 

The budget proviso directs DPER to evaluate “the efficacy of pre-application permit reviews. The evaluation shall include a comparison of necessary permit-related items identified during a pre-application meeting for development or land use proposal with [sic] at the time of the final permit decision for the last two years, including all permits that are subject to hourly rate permit fees. The items shall include required permits, estimated costs and estimated timelines for permit processing, reviews and final decisions.”

Evaluation Method 

Five hundred forty-six pre-application conferences were initiated in the last two years.  To focus the evaluation on a useful and manageable set of records, the sample group of conferences excludes pre-application conferences were cancelled (12%), held after permit application (3%), had no ensuing permit application (34%), or had a permit application that was incomplete (7%) when the research for this proviso response commenced. Many pre-application conferences were held related to code enforcement matters not associated with a permit application (32%), so these pre-application conferences were also excluded.  Cell tower permit applications were also excluded by consent of Council staff (6%).  By this selection logic, 31 pre-application conferences were eligible for evaluation (6%).

The result of the record selection process is summarized below.

	Total Scheduled Conferences
	546
	100%

	Less: Conferences for code enforcement action
	(177)
	32%

	Less: Conferences cancelled, withdrawn, voided, or not held
	(67)
	12%

	Less: Conferences after permit application
	(15)
	3%

	Less: Conferences without associated permit application
	(186)
	34%

	Less: Conferences with associated permit incomplete
	(39)
	7%

	Less: Conferences with associated permit for cell tower
	(31)
	6%

	Net Conferences Subject to Evaluation
	31
	6%



Over a period of several months, the available documentation was reviewed for each of the 31 conferences subject to evaluation.  Documentation included application forms, correspondence, memoranda, plan sets, site plans, site maps, technical studies, fee estimate worksheets, and transactions dates recorded in or attached to records in the County’s permit-tracking system. 

Conference Efficacy – Permit Review or Approval Requirements

The “required permits” referred to in the proviso was interpreted by DPER to mean the review disciplines or constituent approvals required to issue the required permit(s).  These reviews or approvals were identified by the submittal documents or other information required to accept an application or to complete its review.

No recorded discrepancy between requirements was noted for 25 of the 31 permits in the sample group, as follows:
· homes or home additions initially built without a permit (8 records)
· grading or clearing work, often done without a permit (7 records)
· temporary uses (4 records)
· minor non-residential improvements (4 records)
· conditional use permits (2 records)

For six permits in the sample group, some discrepancy was found between requirements identified in pre-application conference and after application submittal:
· Two large commercial projects were required to provide supplemental information and plans, after application submittal, for bicycle parking and storage, recyclables storage, or detailed schedules of metal building components.  It is not clear from available documents whether these requirements were ascertained or could be ascertained during the pre-application conference.
· An applicant requesting a critical area designation was required to post the site address on the property, flag the property access point, and delineate the property line to facilitate an investigatory site visit by DPER staff.
· A home addition built without a permit was required to record a critical areas notice on title with respect to a wetland area apparently not known or disclosed by the applicant at the time of application submittal.
· For the Skyway Library project, technical information reports appear to have been requested, subsequent to the pre-application conference, for drainage, fire flow, and photometric site analysis.  A parking agreement was also requested. Available documentation does not indicate if the applicant was informed of these requirements during the pre-application conference.
· For a church project, bicycle parking requirements and detail of an existing bio-filtration swale were requested subsequent to application submittal.  No reference to these requirements was found in available documentation of the pre-application conference.

Thus, no recorded discrepancy between requirements was found for 80% of the permits in the sample group.  For two projects, approval requirements not documented in the pre-application conference were subsequently added due to discovery of site conditions unknown or undisclosed at the time of the pre-application conference.  Four large, non-residential projects (13% of the two-year sample group) apparently had some review or approval requirements identified subsequent to application submittal.  For large commercial projects such as these, the pre-application conference identified some, but not all review requirements.

Conference Efficacy – Permit Fees

Estimated fees include only the fixed or hourly fees for application review by DPER.  Only estimated and actual application review fees are compared in this evaluation.  Inspection, investigation, and other fees due at the time of permit issuance were not included in most binding fee estimates made by DPER under its former hourly billing system, so actual inspection fees cannot be compared to an estimate.

The study found that only 16% of the permits in the two-year sample group were subject to hourly fees.  For these five, major commercial or conditional use permits, the actual permit fees paid were on average $5,532 less than the permit fees estimated at a pre-application conference.  Another 26% of the permits in the two-year sample group were subject only to fixed fees, and had no associated permit fee estimate.  For the majority of the records in the two-year sample group (58%), actual permit fees totaled 98.5% of their combined fee estimates.   For these permits, actual fees averaged $74 less than their fee estimates.

	
	Actual Less Estimated Fees (Average)
	Number of Records
	Percent of Sample Records

	Permits subject exclusively to fixed fees
	($74)
	18
	58%

	Permits subject to hourly fees
	($5,532)
	5
	16%

	No recorded fee estimate
	NA
	8
	26%

	Total
	($1,261)
	31
	100%



Conference Efficacy – Review Timeline

By state statute, DPER has 28 days to screen some land use applications before accepting for review or rejecting for incompleteness. In addition, also by state statute, DPER has 120 days from acceptance of an application to reach a decision on certain types of development applications.  Aside from these statutory requirements, DPER does not provide prospective applicants with written estimates of timelines for review in pre-application conferences or otherwise.  DPER staff may estimate review timeframes when customers inquire, but do not record timeframe estimates in individual application files.  For some permit types, DPER has established target timelines for internal tracking purposes.  Five of the permits in the two-year data sample had internal target timelines, and obtained the following results:

· Three temporary use permits were approved in 30 days each, compared to target timelines of 17 days.
· Two conditional use permits were approved in 78 days on average, compared to target timelines of 46 days on average.

The other permits in the two-year sample group either had no target timelines established, or arose from code enforcement action and were subject to lengthy applicant delays. These results are presented in the following tabular format:

	
	Number of Records
	Percent of Sample Records
	Average Target Days
	Average Actual
Days
	Actual less Target

	Temporary use permits
	3
	10%
	17
	30
	13

	Conditional use permits
	2
	6%
	46
	78
	32

	ABC or other without target
	26
	84%
	NA
	123
	NA

	Total
	31
	100%
	
	
	



Conclusions

Pre-application conferences have been effective at culling out infeasible development proposals: Only 20% of the pre-application conferences scheduled during the two-year evaluation period ultimately resulted in permit applications. In brief, the conferences are a means to gather information and solicit expertise about development viability that is deeper and property-specific in ways that published information is not. Vetting complicated development proposals prior to application submittal certainly saves time and cost for both prospective applicants and the County. Conferences are widely used by permitting agencies for these reasons. 

Anecdotal information suggests that mandatory pre-application conferences are not equally useful for all development proposals, however. Preliminary plats are applied for by a dozen land development entities well-experienced with King County development code and permitting process. Pre-application conferences are more useful for conditional or temporary use permit applicants who are often churches, marijuana grow facilities, and public entities such as schools, parks, community housing and social service agencies, which have limited expertise or experience with complex development projects. 

Often commercial building permit applicants opt to have a pre-application conference, which is no longer required by code. The perceived benefit to the prospective applicant is predictability of review requirements, department contacts, code interpretation, or timeline.  The voluntary nature of these pre-application conferences suggests that while such conferences have not eliminated all uncertainty about prospective application requirements, clients see sufficient value to request them.

In this evaluation, half the permits in the sample group were non-residential permits, mostly commercial buildings, conditional use permits, and temporary use permits.  The pre-application conferences for commercial buildings present a mixed record of accuracy for fee estimation and permit requirements, correlating with the complexity of the development proposal. For temporary and conditional use permits, available documentation does not indicate that the estimation of required permits or fees has been materially inaccurate.  Note that since January 1, 2014 by ordinance, all permit fees are fixed amounts.  The application process involving preparation and customer appeal of binding fee estimates has been phased out.

The other half of the permits in the sample group were already-built construction permits for work initially done without a permit, mostly residential.  For these permits, the pre-application conference is viewed as a necessary and supportive step toward obtaining compliance for the property owner. The recent efficacy of these conferences is in part reflected by the rate at which code enforcement cases came into voluntary compliance, which was about 95% in 2014.

DPER has sought in recent years to increase assistance to customers preparing applications. A low-cost pre-submittal review option was launched in 2011 for simpler development proposals not required to hold a pre-application conference.  The pre-application conference itself is now also subject to a fixed fee, instead of hourly charges, to focus on providing useful guidance (and saving applicant and department time and expense later) more than maximizing immediate departmental fee revenue.

Customer satisfaction with pre-applications should be assessed in the next DPER customer satisfaction survey. 

Proviso Report – Plan for Participation in MyBuildingPermit.com – 20150630	20
image1.jpg
Improve the Delivery of Permitting Services

From This To This
Land U
(> Bldng Sics $898 Q@
A7 Addressing d
Drainage/Grading &
Engineering \r\
Concurrency (DOT) j
Septic/Plumbing Rep (DPH) \
Septic
Pumting 3388 Aepleant 5%
Ay Concurency 35S One Stop
| Traffic Impact Enhanced

Design

Customer Services

Water and land Resource Review

| > Finalize Piat Review
\ Representing All Regulatory Authorities

ANY

i Record Plat
Apphcam ‘ ™ Right ofWay $38$ ﬂ
U special use i





image2.emf
9/1/2009 6/30/2011

1/1/2010 1/1/2011

1/12/2010

Configuration Acceptance

8/10/2010

Customization Completed

5/6/2010

Final Configuration Acceptance

2/18/2010

Online Configuration Acceptance

10/1/2009

Initiate Project

11/25/2010

Data Conversion

7/2/2010

Data Conversion

12/28/2010

Report Acceptance

4/18/2011

Go Live


oleObject1.bin
�

�

�

￼�

￼�

�

�

�

￼�

￼�

�

�

�

�

￼�

￼�

�

�


image3.emf
9/1/2009 6/30/2014

1/1/2010 1/1/2011 1/1/2012 1/1/2013 1/1/2014

10/1/2009

Project Initiation

4/5/2011

Baseline Configuration

3/1/2012

Initial Go-live

12/14/2011

Change to Hosted Solution

5/12/2014

Contract Closeout

5/1/2012-4/1/2014

Amendments & Remediation


oleObject2.bin
�

�

�

￼�

￼�

�

�

�

￼�

￼�

�

�

�

�

￼�

￼�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

�

￼ - ￼�

�

￼�


