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1ty OF ORLANDO

Memorandum
To: Frank Billingsley, Economic Development Director
From: Beryl H. Davis, CPA, CGFM

Director, Audit Services and Management Support
Date: July 9, 2008
Subject: Code Enforcement Management Study (Report No. 08-04M)

In accordance with our annual operations plan, the Office of Audit Services and
Management Support has performed a management study of the Code Enforcement
Division. Our objectives were to determine if officers and supervisors are efficient in field
operations, the use of technology has positively affected the quality and number of
inspections performed, customers are satisfied with the Division’s responsiveness to
customer-reported problems and concerns, and employees are satisfied with
supervision and management.

The work performed on this engagement is not an audit, as Government Auditing
Standards were not followed, and the work does not include a comprehensive review of
the risks and controls over the processes studied. This review focused on improving
operational efficiency and, therefore, control issues may exist that were not observed
due to the specific and limited nature of this Management Study.

We performed a comprehensive analysis of the Code Enforcement Division’s core and
supportive operational processes. We also reviewed the internal customer service level
of the Division by interviewing representatives of Departments that interact with the
Division on a frequent basis. The conclusions and recommendations that resulted from
the performed analyses are explained in this report.

We would like to thank the management and employees of the Code Enforcement
Division for their courtesy and cooperation during this study.

C: The Honorable Buddy Dyer, Mayor
Byron W. Brooks, Chief Administrative Officer
Brie N. Turek, Chief of Staff
Mayanne Downs, City Attorney
Rebecca W. Sutton, Chief Financial Officer
Brooke Rimmer-Bonnett, Economic Development Deputy Director
Mike Rhodes, Code Enforcement Division Manager
Conrad C. Cross, Chief Information Officer
Christian R. Oleck, Economic Development Manager



Purpose/Objectives

This Management Study was designed and performed to assist the Code Enforcement
Division in its efforts to improve operational efficiencies and individual performance.

The objectives of this study were to:

» Analyze the field operation efficiency of officers and supervisors.

» Examine whether the use of technology has positively affected the quality
and number of inspections performed.

» Determine the customers’ satisfaction with the Division’s responsiveness to
customer-reported problems and concerns.

» Determine employees’ satisfaction with supervision and management.

Background

The Code Enforcement Division (CE) is an important function of the Economic
Development Department. Its mission is to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the
citizens of Orlando, and to preserve the aesthetic character of the City through the
enforcement of housing, lot cleaning, parking, and land development codes. Each code
is a set of legal standards requiring compliance from all City residents and commercial
entities.

The following is a brief description of the purpose of each City code with respect to the
Code Enforcement Division’s responsibilities:

» Housing Code - to protect the public health, safety, and welfare by enforcing
minimum standards governing:

o the maintenance, appearance, and condition of housing,
commercial, business, and industrial premises;

o structural strength, stability, sanitation, adequate light and
ventilation, and safety to life and property from fire, nuisances, and
other hazards;

o conservation and maintenance of the viable housing stock to basic
standards essential for occupancy and use.

» Lot Cleaning Code - to prevent the existence of excessive accumulation of
untended growth of weeds, undergrowth or other dead or living plant life,
stagnant water, rubbish, garbage, refuse, debris, and trash on residential
and commercial properties.

» Parking Code i to regulate parking including ensuring that vehicles are not
parked in areas in which parking is prohibited.



» Land Development Code i to enforce sections on “Zoning Districts and
Uses” which are of primary concern to residential property owners. Common
violations include illegal, unpermitted additions or conversions to existing
homes, and running an unapproved business from a home.

To ensure that the authority of the local Government to enforce minimum standards for
property maintenance and development is balanced, Chapter 162 of the Florida
Statutes allows local governments to create a Code Enforcement Board. The Code
Enforcement Board of the City of Orlando is a quasi-judicial (“court like”) body that
hears and adjudicates cases involving code violations as identified and prosecuted by
various City agencies (primarily the Code Enforcement Division).



Executive Summary

Documentation Review

The study included a review of the internal and external regulatory documents of the
Code Enforcement Division. We briefly reviewed the documents to gain some
knowledge of the Division’s operations.

We concluded that the Code Enforcement Division is keeping abreast with municipal
and state regulatory documentation. However, we found that the Division lacks formal
internal Policies and Procedures to govern its daily operations.

Organizational Structure Analysis

We examined the management level and span of control to identify possible overlaps or
duplicated responsibilities. The Position Descriptions were reviewed to identify any
possible gaps between the documented functional responsibilities and those actually
executed by the employees.

We determined that the supervisors report directly to the Division Manager rather than
through the Assistant Division Manager, as documented in the Assistant Division
Manager Position Description and the Division’s Organizational Chart. We believe that
more supervisory responsibilities should be assigned to the Assistant Division Manager.

Performance Measurement System Review

A complete and objective review of the Code Enforcement Division’s performance
measurement system was performed. We examined the International City/County
Management Association adopted performance measures and compared them with
those currently used by the Code Enforcement Division, and analyzed the Division’s
employees’ performance measures.

Although we concluded that the Code Enforcement Division is using effective
performance measures, there is still a need to revise some of the measures that involve
the Division’s overall operational activities and individual performance.

Customer Satisfaction

A brief interview was performed of selected managers of the City departments which
interact with the Code Enforcement Division, to determine their satisfaction level with
the Division’s customer service.

Overall, the feedback received from the interviewed parties was very positive. Most of
those interviewed expressed their appreciation and evaluated highly the Code
Enforcement Officers’ work activity. The Division Manager also received high ratings for
his leadership skills.

Work Environment Analysis
This study included a comprehensive analysis of the Code Enforcement Division’s work
environment to determine the overall operational efficiency. To accomplish this
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analytical step, the Work Environment Analysis, we conducted interviews with the
supervisors and employees and participated in ride-along trips to observe the officers’
fieldwork. We divided the Division’s operation into two main categories - Core
Operational Processes and Supportive Operational Processes — and analyzed each
through determining work process steps and functional activities.

During our analysis of the Core Operational Processes, we noted that checksheets are
not used by the officers to record identified code violations because of their obsolete
format. In addition, two software applications are being used to develop incident reports
which creates a duplication of work.

The review of Supportive Operational Processes pointed to a need to improve the
current outdated phone system and develop proper work documentation.

The Work Environment Analysis also included a review of the quality assurance process
and employee training policy. We found the Division’s quality assurance process could
be further developed. Also, the Code Enforcement Division should adopt a formal
training policy for its employees.

Work Structure and Operational Time Analysis

In assessing operational efficiency, we performed an analysis of the officers’ use of
work-time. The current Division work schedule policy and daily officers’ work activities
served as the most important factors in performing the operational time analysis.

We noted that the actual operational time per officer is relatively low, mainly due to the
amount of time spent on administrative responsibilities. We suggest a revision to the
current Code Enforcement Officer workday schedule to increase the time spent in the
field conducting inspections.

Overall Conclusion

We conclude that, overall, the Code Enforcement Division’s operation is well organized
and the officers are making efforts to be effective and efficient in their work. Modern
technologies are used in daily enforcement operations to ensure the overall Division’s
efficiency. Based on the feedback and responses received from some City departments
and the Code Enforcement Board members, we concluded that the Division is
maintaining a high level of customer satisfaction. Employees are also satisfied with
supervision and management as determined through our interviews with the officers
and the results of an Employee Satisfaction Survey conducted by Economic
Development in the summer of 2007. We believe that the Code Enforcement Division
could alleviate its operational challenges by: developing proper working documentation
to govern its operation; revising the current workday schedule policy; adopting an
employee training policy; and developing a Quality Assurance function.




Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations

Each recommendation is classified with a “Criticality Factor”, defined as:

HIGH represents a needed improvement requiring immediate attention.
MEDIUM represents a needed improvement requiring attention in the next year.
LOW represents a process improvement that can be addressed at

management’s discretion.

# \ Conclusion / Recommendation
The Code Enforcement Division lacks formal internal regulations to govern its
daily operational activity.

1. | Establish a timeframe to complete the development of internal Policies and
Procedures and other appropriate work documentation. (HIGH)
Client Response: Concur. A draft document is being reviewed and a final will be
completed by or before August 1, 2008.

2. | Develop Standard Operating Procedures for all inspection processes - Housing,
Lot Cleaning, Parking and Land Development. (HIGH)
Client Response: Concur. Some processes (lot cleaning, housing, and DMV
cases for example) are well defined in code. Additional procedures will be
developed that provide an appropriate amount of discretion and incorporate
timetables associated with other City processes.

The Division Manager is often involved in coordinating officers 6 dai | y &
3. | Delegate more supervisory responsibilities to the Assistant Division Manager

and the subordinated supervisors to improve efficiency. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur.

Position Descriptions for the Code Enforcement Supervisor and the Code

Enforcement Division Manager refertonon-e xi sti ng fACode ENnf

Bureauo and fiCode Enforcement Bureau Ch
4. | Contact the Human Resources Division to request updates for the Division

name and Code Enforcement Division Manager position title. (LOW)

Client Response: Concur.

SomeoftheCode Enforcement Divisionbs cuamer e
outdated and should be revised.

5. | Develop meaningful performance measures that support and reflect the
Division’s mission, goals and the overall operational effectiveness. (HIGH)
Client Response: Concur. Existing performance measures were adopted
pursuant to a previous City effort with ICMA for comparative purposes. Current
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# \ Conclusion / Recommendation

performance measures relating to response time (1 business day rather than 24
hours ) have already been changed. Updated performance measures will be in
place in time for new FY.

The individual goals of officers and supervisors are outdated.

6. | Revise the “Number of Inspections Performed” employee performance indicator
to be more specific and categorized by type of inspection — proactive, reactive,
follow-up, lot, zoning, housing, etc. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. New performance goals and objectives will be
implemented with the employee evaluation planning period which begins
August 1.

7. | Revise the “Performance Expectations List” document, used by some
supervisors, and consider it for use by management as an internal work
document. (MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. This is in development in conjunction with policy and
procedures manual.

8. | Develop and document annual operational goals for supervisory staff.
(MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. New goals and objectives will be implemented with
the new employee evaluation planning period.

Current checksheets are obsolete and not used to record identified violations.

9. | Develop new user friendly and practical inspection checksheets for the officers
charged with inspecting multi-family residential units. Consider including the
multi-family officers in the checksheet development process. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. We will be working to automate an inspection form
that can be integrated with the existing database. This will coincide with the
upgrade of the database to a web fowamat
currently utilized for inspection input.

The process of entering inspection results data in the computerized system and
creating incident reports needs improvement.

10. | Research new technologies that could be used to make instantaneous
electronic records of identified violations directly into the computer database.
(MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. See response above.

11. | Work with the Technology Management Department to develop a methodology
to identify the time and date of when the pictures were taken. (LOW)

Client Response: Concur with exception. The current picture methodology




# \ Conclusion / Recommendation

assigns a file name which includes a time and date stamp. The naming protocol
and procedure is sufficient, but can be improved by eliminating unreliable
formatting from the individual camera equipment, and developing a more
efficient means by which to download and associate pictures with cases. This
will require a significant resource commitment from Technology Management or
the retention of outside consulting services.

The present inventory informationfort he Ci tyo6s apartment
better organized.

12. | Develop an electronic inventory database with a list of all City’s apartment
complexes and condominiums. (MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. We have obtained access tothe FireDe par t me n
SunPro database that will assist in our inventory development, particularly as it
relates to communications data. We will work with City staff and the Property
Appraiserodos office to refine our data c
database format that meets our needs.

13. | Improve the current yearly planning activity by determining in advance the
number of projects to be accomplished each year, the assigned research
needed and completion timeline. (LOW)

Client Response: Concur. This will be a component of the multi-family
supervisorbdés annual planning, and wil|l
standards.

Two software applications are currently being used to develop incident reports,
creating a duplication of work.

14. | Work with the Technology Management Department to establish a reasonable
timeframe for developing a single web-based case management software
application. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. As indicated previously, we are working with
Technology Management to eliminatethe fAmi-d¢at eo t hat prim
the transfer and association of picture files to the database. The web-based

interface is in development by TM.

The work documentation filing system could be organized better.

15. | Establish a file management system to allow the officers to store temporary
work files, cases and reports. (LOW)

Client Response: Concur. We will work with staff to improve individual storage
options.

There is a need for formal work documentation for the Supportive Operational
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# \ Conclusion / Recommendation

Processes.

16. | Develop work instructions for the two most critical Supportive Operational
Processes: 1) receiving and recording incoming code violation complaints; and
2) assisting customers with requests. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. The documentation is being developed as part of the
Divisionds overal/l policy and procedure

The current phone system is outdated.

17. | Enhance the current Interactive Voice Response (IVR) phone system by
improving the case status reporting system so that sufficient information is
available to the caller inquiring about the status of the filed complaint. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur with exceptions. The phone system is currently in the
midst of Citywide implementation. Any upgrade to the IVR system will require
coordination with this effort. In addition, call-takers have been advised that
guestions relating to cases should be directed to the officers involved in the
cases or their supervisors, and they should not put themselves in a position
where they are trying to interpret on their behalf. We will reiterate the
importance of the primary responsibility of the call-taking staff.

18. | Improve the current calls distribution system so that incoming calls are equally
distributed between all Staff Assistants. (MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. This has been implemented as part of the phone
system upgrade. Installation and utilization of the accompanying software will
further enhance this capability.

The Division does not have formally established customer satisfaction
standards.

19. | Develop, document and monitor relevant customer satisfaction standards.
(HIGH)

Client Response: Concur.

Quality Assurance work being performed needs improvement.

20. \ Develop work documentation to govern the Quality Assurance process. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. We will develop more user-friendly reporting and
monitoring capabilities to be utilized by management staff to provide quality
control and assurance.

21. | Require the supervisors to perform random fieldwork examinations to assess
the accuracy and quality of an inspection performed by a Code Enforcement
Officer. (MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. Supervisors currently perform this function but it is
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# Conclusion / Recommendation

not formalized. It will be formalized and made part of the annual performance
standards for each of the supervisors.

The Code Enforcement Division has not adopted a formal training policy for its
employees.

22. | Develop and adopt a formal employee training policy for new Code
Enforcement Officers and supervisors. (MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. The training policy will be incorporated into the
formal policy and procedures.

23. | Provide more training to the officers and supervisors, especially in the area of
understanding and applying the City Code. (MEDIUM)

Client Response: Concur. We currently provide training to the extent possible
within budget and time constraints. Training activities currently include ICC and
in-house training, as well as on-the-job training.

The actual operational time per officer is relatively low, mainly due to the
amount of time spent on administrative responsibilities.

24. | Revise the policy for the officers’ workday schedules to reduce the
administrative time and increase the fieldwork time. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. We will be workingtodevel op a Af |l ex 0 ¢
will provide concentrated office time in addition to extending coverage for
evening and weekend enforcement demands. This will be implemented with the
new FY.

25. | Eliminate the practice of having Code Enforcement Officers perform monthly
phone duty. (HIGH)

Client Response: Concur. This has been implemented.

10



Documentation Review

To better accomplish its mission and comply with Federal and State regulations, the
Code Enforcement Division (CE) uses several external and internal regulatory
documents. We briefly reviewed those documents to gain knowledge of the Division’s
operation.

External Regulatory Documentation

The CE Division’s operation is guided by several municipal and state regulatory
documents, such as:

» Florida Statues Chapter 162

» Orlando City Code Chapter 1.08

» Orlando City Code Chapter 5

» Orlando City Code Chapter 30A, Minimum Standards Code
» Orlando City Code Chapters 58-67, Land Development Code

We reviewed the two most important documents that establish the general procedural
guidelines for the CE’s operational activity: 1) Orlando City Code Chapter 5; and 2)
Florida Statues Chapter 162.

Orlando City Code Chapter 5

The Orlando City Code Chapter 5 was developed based on the Florida Statues Chapter
162 and is divided into two parts:

Part | - Code Enforcement Board
Part I — Code Enforcement Citations

Part | lists the rules, regulations, legal aspects, jurisdiction and authority for the Code
Enforcement Board (CEB) activity. The CEB plays an important role in ensuring that
City government enforces the minimum standards for property maintenance and
economic development. The CEB also ensures that private property owners due
process rights are protected.

The CEB is a quasi-judicial - meaning "court-like" - body that hears and adjudicates
cases involving code violations as identified and prosecuted by various City agencies. If
a property owner is found guilty of a violation, the CEB establishes a deadline for the
violations to be corrected. Per Florida Statutes, the CEB also has the authority to
impose a penalty fee up to $250 per day per violation, and up to $500 per day per
repeated violation. If the violation is not corrected by the established deadline, the CEB
may authorize a lien or foreclosure on the property.
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The CEB has seven members, which are appointed by the Mayor to serve a three year
term. The CEB members must be City residents and be employed as one of the
following:

1. An architect

A business owner
An engineer

A general contractor
A subcontractor

A realtor

o gk wn

The CEB has its own policy and procedures manual that contains detailed information
about organizational aspects and operational rules and procedures for the CEB.

Part 1l of the City Code Chapter 5 regulates the Code Enforcement Officer (officer)
activities. This part of the Code is the main legal guide for the officers that determines
means and authorities for enforcing certain ordinances and codes of the City of
Orlando, which are meant to ensure the protection of the public health, welfare and
safety of the citizens. It is important to note that Part Il of the Code is limited to
establishing only legal aspects of prosecuting City Code violators such as: citation
authorization; civil penalty; citation notices issuance procedures; fines and payments;
among other matters.

Florida Statues Chapter 162

Chapter 162 serves as a root for all other regulatory documentation for the CE Division.
This document has two parts:

Part | — Local Government Code Enforcement Board (ss. 162.01 — 162.21)
Part Il — Supplemental County or Municipal Code or Ordinance Enforcement
Procedures (ss. 162.21 — 162.30)

Part | of Chapter 162 only describes the Code Enforcement Officer’s legal authorities
and actions, but does not govern the officers’ daily operational activities. This document
provides statutory authority for the code enforcement process, and prescribes general
rules of procedure for the locally established Code Enforcement Boards.

Part Il of Chapter 162 establishes general guidelines for enforcement related activities.

Internal Regulatory Documentation

Presently, there is no formal, internally developed work documentation such as Policies
and Procedures to regulate the CE’s organizational and operational activities. We were
told by the CE Division’s management that such documentation is currently being
developed.

12



Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on the review performed above, we conclude that the CE Division is keeping

abreast with the regulatory documentation. However, the Division lacks formal internal

regulations to govern its daily operations. We recommend that the CE Division:
Recommendation #1

» Establish a timeframe to complete the development of internal Policies
and Procedures and other appropriate work documentation.

Recommendation #2

» Develop Standard Operating Procedures for all inspection processes -
Housing, Lot Cleaning, Parking and Land Development.

13



Organizational Structure Analysis

The Organizational Structure Analysis is directed towards examining the management
level and span of control and identifying possible overlaps or duplicated responsibilities
in the organization under study. A copy of the Division’s Organizational Chart used in
the study can be found in Attachment 1 and the most recent one can be found in the
Attachment 2.

We first looked at the existing managerial and supervisory levels. Analyzing the
Organizational Structure, we observed that the CE Division has two managerial level
positions — the Division Manager and the Assistant Division Manager — and three
supervisory positions. Currently, a team of officers report directly to the Division
Manager bypassing the supervisory levels. We were told that this was a strategic
decision made at a higher executive level.

Based on our interviews with the staff and management, we determined that the
supervisors report more directly to the Division Manager than the Assistant Division
Manager, as documented in the Position Description and the Division’s Organizational
Chart. We also observed that the Division Manager was often directly involved in
handling various operational issues with the Code Enforcement Officers.

We reviewed the Position Descriptions for the CE Division positions to identify any
possible gaps between the documented functional responsibilities and those actually
executed by the employees. In general, the Position Descriptions accurately describe
and establish functional responsibilities and duties for each existing position. The only
disconnect that we observed was the outdated terminology used in the Position
Description for the Code Enforcement Supervisor and Code Enforcement Division
Manager positions as multiple references are made to the “Code Enforcement Bureau”
and “Code Enforcement Bureau Chief”. Even though the disconnect does not represent
a critical issue, nor impacts the understanding of the position’s responsibilities, accurate
terminology should be used when referring to organizational structures and official
positions.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Overall, we concluded that the present Organizational Structure for the Division is
optimal and the functional responsibilities and duties are mostly clearly established.

We recommend that the CE Division:
Recommendation #3

> Delegate more supervisory responsibilities to the Assistant Division
Manager and the subordinated supervisors for efficiency.

Recommendation #4

» Contact the Human Resources Division to request updates for the

Division name and Code Enforcement Division Manager position title.
14



Performance Measurement System Review

To better evaluate and improve its operation, the CE Division has adopted a set of
performance measures. These measures were developed to reflect the Division’s
operational results as well as its employees’ individual performance.

For a complete and objective review of the CE Division’s performance measurement
system, we performed the following two steps: 1) Examined the International
City/County Management Association’s (ICMA) adopted performance measures and
compared them with those currently used by the CE Division; and 2) Analyzed the
Division’s employee performance measures.

ICMA Performance Measures Review

Based on our understanding of the CE operation, we reviewed ICMA established
performance measures for their usefulness and relevance, and compared them to the
CE Division’s current performance measures, while taking into consideration the
possible legislative differences in Municipal/State Codes and territorial geographic
specifics.

The following are some performance measures used by ICMA for benchmarking
purposes and their definitions:

» Rate of voluntary compliance — represents violations voluntarily brought in
compliance by a violator after the jurisdiction has issued a formal complaint
through a notice of violation or another type of citation without moving to the
administrative/judicial process.

» Rate of induced compliance — represents violation cases brought in
compliance through administrative or judicial actions.

» Number of elapsed calendar days from first report of complaint until
officer® first inspection — indicates the average number of calendar days
from first complaint report to first inspection (only for housing, zoning,
dangerous building, and nuisance violations).

The following are the performance measures presented in the CE Division’s current
business plan:

Number of properties inspected.

Average number of inspection per hour per officer.
Number of neighborhood meeting presentations.
Number of training classes conducted.

Average number of Board cases.

YV VYV VY
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Average number of days for case resolution.
Number of citizen complaint calls managed.
Average response time to citizen complaints.
Number of lien search inquires.

Number of time city owned lots cleaned.

YV V VY

Comparing the two sets of performance measures, we observe that the measures used
by the CE Division include most of the measures used by ICMA. It is important to
mention that, even though ICMA uses a different terminology to define its performance
measures, the essence of those definitions is comprised in the CE’s performance
indicators. For example, ICMA’s “Number of elapsed calendar days from first report
of complaint until officer6 s f i r st impasypeeegptressesrtiie same meaning

as the CE Division's “Aver age response ti me tperformantei z en

measure.

Some performance measures used by ICMA might be useful to the CE Division and
should be considered for integration in the performance measurement system. Among
those measures are:

» Ratio of voluntary compliance (in %) — calculated as: number of cases
initiated divided by the number of cases complied without additional judicial
action.

» Ratio of voluntary compliance before the Code Enforcement Board (in %)
— calculated as number of cases brought before the Code Enforcement Board
divided by number of cases in compliance before hearing.

» Ratio of induced compliance (in %) — calculated as: 100 (%) — Ratio of
voluntary compliance (%).

» Ratio of the Reactive and Proactive inspections performed — calculated as
total amount of first time initiated inspections performed divided by total
amount of self initiated complaints performed by the officer.

> Average response time to citizen complaints — measured in business days.

We also identified some performance measures that do not relate directly and support
the Division’s primary mission, goals and operational performance. Therefore, we would
recommend that the following performance measures to be eliminated:

» Average number of Board cases

» Number of lien search inquires
» Number of time city owned lots cleaned

16



Employee Performance Measures Review

At the time of our review, the CE Division had individual performance measures
developed only for the Code Enforcement Officers. No performance measures were
developed for the Staff Assistants and supervisory positions.

We learned that some supervisors are using a document called “Performance
Expectations List” to familiarize the officers with the performance expectations of the
supervisor. The “Performance Expectation List” is not an officially approved internal
document and is being used by supervisors at their discretion. We believe the document
contains relevant information that the CE Division may use to enhance the employee
performance.

Due to the lack of a standardized supervisory procedure, the supervisors use their own
judgment, experience and professionalism to monitor officers’ individual performance.
We found that one supervisor developed a quarterly employee performance appraisal to
monitor employee’s performance. The supervisor also keeps records of the
performance reviews.

The table below lists the performance measures and evaluation criteria officially used by
the CE Division management to evaluate the officers’ performance.

Performance Measure Evaluation Criteria
700 inspections — minimum standard
Number of inspections performed 900 inspections and above — exceeding
expectations
Response time 24 hours or less

We reviewed the current Division’s employee performance measures to determine their
effectiveness and completeness.

Number of Inspections Performed

Based on our fieldwork observations, we determined that the time it takes to perform
one code enforcement inspection varies greatly, depending on the object being
inspected. Each code enforcement inspection is performed differently. For example,
performing a zoning inspection might take considerably less time than performing a
housing inspection, which might also require supervisory assistance. We observed that
a zoning inspection is sometimes reduced to a simple task of just removing an illegal
sign from the City property.

It is also important to note that the geographical areas to which the officers are assigned
have their own variety of identified code violations. During our field trips, we noticed that
the code violations identified by a Code Enforcement Officer varied significantly in
nature and number from one residential community to another. Another considerable
difference noticed was that in some geographical areas there was a considerable
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amount of commercial properties as opposed to other areas with only residential
properties.

Considering the substantial differences between the geographical areas, we concluded
that the “Number of inspections performed” performance measure is not an effective
measure. In our opinion, geographical and other differences should be factored in when
analyzing the officers’ performance.

Response Time

According to the Division’s management instructions, an officer has to respond to a
recorded code violation complaint within 24 hours from the time it was received. We
observed that this objective is not always accomplished due to the existing work
schedule. The CE Division’s hours of operation are Monday through Friday from 7:30
a.m. to 4:30 p.m. An officer who received a complaint on Friday will not be able to
respond to it no earlier than Monday, which is more than 24 hours. Therefore, the 24
hours response time cannot always be honored as it might require the CE Division to
have a 24 hours operation schedule. Unless the Division expects its employees to work
on weekends, measuring the response time in business days might be more
appropriate.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Overall, the CE Division’s is using effective performance measures. Some of the
measures that involve the Division’s overall operational activities and individual

performance should be revised. We recommend the CE Division to:

Recommendation #5

» Develop meaningful performance measures that support and reflect

t he Divisionds mi s sveralloperaganal effectigenass.t he o
Recommendation #6
>» Revise the ANumber of | enployeepgeifaamascePer f or
indicator to be more specific and categorized by type of inspection 1
proactive, reactive, follow-up, lot, zoning, housing, etc.
Recommendation #7
» Revise the APerformance Expectations Lis

supervisors and consider it for use by management as an internal work
document.

Recommendation #8

» Develop and document annual operational goals for supervisory staff.
18



Customer and Employee Satisfaction

The CE Division frequently interacts with a number of City Departments and outside
clients. We interviewed some of the departments to determine their satisfaction level
with the Division’s customer service.

First, we administered a questionnaire to the Police, Fire, Permitting Services and Real
Estate departments/divisions that frequently interact with the CE Division.

Based on the responses received, we concluded the following:

1. Most of the Departments interact with the CE Division on a daily or
weekly basis.

2. Some of the CE Division’s provided services are:. a) examining
businesses and residences that are frequently involved in suspected
and or proven criminal activity; b) giving notice of buildings that are
structurally unsound or have special hazards; c) alerting departments
about unpermitted construction found in the City of Orlando and
discovery of hazardous and unsafe conditions in existing buildings
within the City; d) enforcing property maintenance codes and
performing property board up activities; and e) assistance in
understanding of the City Codes.

3. All of the surveyed City departments rated as “excellent” their overall
satisfaction with the CE Division.

4. Most of the comments were positive and referred to the good customer
services that the Division provides to the departments.

We also asked the Code Enforcement Board members to provide feedback about the
Division. All seven board members responded to our request. A summary of the board
members’ responses can be found in Attachment 3.

In the summer of 2007, the Economic Development Department has developed and
distributed an Employee Satisfaction Survey to all of its employees. We reviewed this
survey to determine the Division’s strengths and possible weaknesses in the opinions of
the employees who submitted the survey.

Based on the reviewed survey results, we observed that most of the employees are
devoted to their profession and are knowledgeable of their responsibilities. The results
also reflect the Division’s positive work atmosphere and a strong leadership.

The survey results also pointed to some challenges that the CE Division might
encounter. We noticed that a considerable amount of the responders expressed their
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dissatisfaction with the amount of training received and how performance evaluations
are managed. We believe that the Division management should address these
concerns expressed by its employees.

Conclusions

Overall, the feedback received from the customers and the Board members we
interviewed was very positive. Most of the persons interviewed expressed their
appreciation and they highly evaluated the CE Officers’ work activity. The Division
Manager also received high ratings for his leadership skills.

The employee survey, administered by the Economic Development Department, also
indicated a positive work atmosphere in the Code Enforcement Division. Though the
survey’s overall feedback was positive, some concerns were expressed by the Code
Enforcement Division employees and should be considered and addressed by the
management.
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Work Environment Analysis

We performed a comprehensive analysis of the CE Division’s work environment to
determine overall operational efficiency. To accomplish this analytical step, we
conducted interviews with the CE supervisors and employees and participated in ride-
along trips to observe the officers’ fieldwork.

We divided the Division’s operation into two main categories for analysis purposes: 1)
Core Operational Processes, and 2) Supportive Operational Processes.

The core operational processes relate to the following activities:

1. Responding to incoming code violation complaints.
2. Performing inspections and recording their results.
3. Bringing violations into compliance.

The supportive operational processes related to the following activities:

1. Processing incoming code violation complaints.
2. Assisting customers/citizens with their inquiries.
3. Assisting officers in their daily operational activities.

Both operational processes were individually analyzed through an analysis of work
process steps and functional activities. We also reviewed some other important areas of
the CE Division operation such as:

1. Employee training
2. Quality assurance

Core Operational Processes Analysis

As stated earlier, the CE Division’s main objective is to identify any violations of
housing, lot cleaning, parking, and land development of the City Code and ensure that
compliance is achieved. To accomplish its objective, the Division has strategically
organized its core operational processes into two main categories:

1. Multi-family residential code enforcement
2. Regular residential/commercial code enforcement

Each core operational processes category is focused on a certain type of
residential/commercial “clientele.” The multi-family operational area concentrates on
working with multi-family residential proprieties, such as condominium and apartment
complexes, and the regular residential/commercial operational area focuses on the
remaining properties.
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Multi-family Residential Code Enforcement

The CE Division maintains an inventory list of approximately 75% of the City’s
apartment complexes. In its efforts to have a more proactive rather than reactive
approach in enforcing City Codes, the CE Division has organized a team of Code
Enforcement Officers to only work with the City’s multi-family residential properties. The
proactive approach implies that the operational activity is generated as a result of the
Division’s own initiative to perform random inspections. In the case of a reactive
approach, the enforcement activity is performed based on the received citizens’
complaints.

There are five stages of the multi-family residential code enforcement operational
process:

Planning

Performing inspections
Documenting results
Informing the violator
Following up

agrwnE

Planning

The multi-family team consists of one supervisor and six officers. The supervisor
maintains the complete list (not an electronic database) of apartment complexes that
have to be inspected. When an apartment complex is selected to be inspected, the
supervisor prepares a memorandum for the Code Enforcement Officers, which serves
as a work assignment, containing general information about the property (number of
buildings and units), a physical map of the location, and the amount of units to be
inspected. A written note is also sent to the property management/owner informing them
about the upcoming inspection process.

At the planning stage, the supervisor prepares all the necessary project documentation,
which includes:

1. Detailed information about the apartment complex

2. The manpower required to handle the project:
a. a small apartment complex — less than 250 units — usually two
officers will be assigned
b. alarge complex — more than 250 units — the entire crew of six
officers will be assigned

It is important to note that the manpower allocation per project is a standard established
by the CE Division Manager. Once completed, the project documentation with a cover
memo is delivered to the assigned team members.
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Performing inspections

After the project team receives the inspection memorandum, the team proceeds to the
assigned location and performs the necessary inspections.

The performed inspections can be categorized into three groups:

1. Zoning inspections
2. Exterior inspections — buildings on outside
3. Interior inspections — apartment units

During the inspection process, the officers video record the surrounding area and take
digital pictures as documentation of the existing violations. In a team of two officers, one
makes visual records of a violation (filming and taking digital pictures), while the other
writes notes of the findings.

We observed that there are no formal work instructions or guidelines to regulate the
inspection process. Each officer is performing the inspection relying on his/her
professional experience and/or the on-the-job training they have received on other
inspections.

No formal checksheets are used to make written records of the violations found. We
were told that the existing checksheets are outdated and difficult to work with, so
officers use scratch paper as an alternative for written documentation.

Documenting the results

After completing the inspection rounds in the field, all officers return to the office to
develop the violation reports. These reports are developed using the “Oracle Database”
software, where the identified violations are recorded as individual cases. Depending on
the type of a violation report, each case is automatically assigned a unique number in
the database.

The officers then upload and attach incident pictures to the respective violation case.
We observed that many times the officer has to look through handwritten records made
and/or attempt to recall the link between a taken picture and an identified violation. The
entire process of entering the information in the computer and creating incident reports
is somehow lengthy due to the volume of information captured during the workday. We
were told that, depending on an officer's experience, it could take an average of three
hours to document one day’s worth of fieldwork information.

Once the information is entered into the computer, the system automatically creates a

violation report, which contains information about the inspection performed and
violations identified. In addition, the system automatically generates acknowledgment
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letters, to notify the violator about the violations discovered and the required actions
needed to correct the violations.

Notifying the violator

All developed violation reports are transmitted to the supervisor. The supervisor reviews
the report and creates a file that contains: 1) Type of inspections performed; 2)
Identified violations and incident reports; 3) Required corrective actions; and 4) An
acknowledgment letter.

The file is then mailed to the responsible party at the inspected site. The supervisor may
also take the initiative to call and/or fax necessary information to the site inspected.

Follow-up

The computerized system automatically assigns an initial follow-up date and posts it on
the officer's work schedule sheet. Owners are given a reasonable amount of time to
correct the violation(s). The first follow-up date to verify if violations were corrected is
usually scheduled 60 days after the initial performed inspection. The follow-up date may
vary depending on the type of violation. If the owner has corrected a considerable
amount of the violations, the supervisor may grant the owner additional time to bring the
property into complete compliance with the Code.

If no attempts are made to correct the violation(s), the supervisor forwards the case to
the Code Enforcement Board for further judicial actions and a Board hearing notice is
sent to the property owner, requesting his/her presence. The supervisor then prepares
the necessary paperwork for the Board hearing, which occurs once a month. At the
hearing, fines could be imposed on the property owner or additional time could be
granted to bring the property in compliance. Multiple follow-up inspections may occur,
depending on the Board hearing decision and the amount of corrective actions that are
needed to be accomplished.

We were told that the main reason most cases are brought before the Board is due to
owner negligence. Many property owners do not take the citation seriously and ignore
the need to bring the property in compliance with the City Code.

Although the multi-family operation is proactive, there are still some complaints received
from residents to which officers must respond. On average, two complaints are received
each weekday. In such case, the supervisor distributes the complaints received to the
officers, in a rotating order.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In summary, the multi-family operational process is generally efficiently organized. We
believe that some improvements could be made to enhance certain aspects of the
operational process. The following are conclusions and recommendations for
improvement:
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Recommendation #9

» Develop new user friendly and practical inspection checksheets for the
officers charged with inspecting multi-family residential units. Consider
including the multi-family officers in the checksheet development
process.

Recommendation #10

» Research new technologies that could be used to make instantaneous
electronic records of identified violations directly into the computer
database.

Recommendation #11

» Work with the Technology Management Department to develop a
methodology to identify the time and date of when the pictures were
taken.

Recommendation #12

» Developanel ectronic inventory database
apartment complexes and condominiums.

Recommendation #13

» Improve the current yearly planning activity by determining in advance
the number of projects to be accomplished each year, the assigned
research needed and completion timeline.
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Regular Residential/Commercial Code Enforcement

Although this operational area is similar to the multi-family operational area, there are
some major differences.

To gain a general understanding and knowledge about this area, we went on several
ride-along trips, accompanying Code Enforcement Officers in their fieldwork. We also
interviewed several Code Enforcement Officers and their supervisors, to gain additional
knowledge about the employees’ daily work activities.

The CE Division has three different office locations throughout the city:
1. Central office — located in the Downtown Orlando
2. East office — located in the Eastern part of Orlando
3. West office — located in the Western part of Orlando

The CE Division has divided the City into numbered geographical areas for CE officer
assignment purposes. All officers have an individually assigned geographical area to
monitor and enforce. Complaints are automatically assigned to the officers according to
their assignment area. To ensure a fair workload distribution between all the officers,
the CE management and supervisors monitor the trend of the workload generated
(amount of complaints received) from each area and make any needed adjustments.

Planning

The planning activity of the regular code enforcement operation is performed only for
short periods of time with some exceptions. This is due to the reactive approach of the
operation, where the officers chiefly respond to the complaints received.

A typical workday of an officer usually begins with downloading the daily inspection
schedule from the Oracle database. The officer then plans his/her work day based on
the received schedule. It is the Division’s policy to respond to all complaints received
within 24 hours. New complaints receive first priority and scheduled follow-up
inspections are secondary.

During our ride-along trips, we observed that officers are very knowledgeable and
familiar with the area they are enforcing and monitoring. The officers are well aware of
where the most frequent violations occur. We also noticed that officers have a high level
of independency in their work activities, with minimal direct supervision. This fact
indicates the importance of having a well-developed individual performance
measurement system.

On some occasions, if too many automatically scheduled inspections are assigned to an
officer, the supervisor will distribute some of the inspections to other officers to balance
the workload.
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Performing inspections

Once the officer has obtained the daily inspections schedule, he/she proceeds to the
closest location to perform an inspection.

As mentioned earlier, the inspection process is performed by visually surveying an area
for possible Code violations. If a violation is identified, the officer takes digital pictures,
which serve as documentation of the occurred violation, and makes necessary records
of the identified violation.

We noticed that in some instances the officer had to communicate with the owner of the
property in violation. We were told that before proceeding with an inspection, the
officers are required to make contact with the owner, if present.

It is important to mention that while driving to the inspection site, the officer was visually
screening the neighboring areas to notice other Code violations. In such cases, if a
violation is found, the officer will use his/her own judgment to stop and issue a citation to
the property in violation.

Documenting the results

During our several ride-along trips, we noticed that most of the officers, after each
performed inspection, return to their vehicles to record the inspection results in the CE
computerized system, using their portable computers. We also observed a different
approach by some officers in documenting their results. Some officers make brief
notations of any findings and wait until the end of the workday to record the results in
the computerized system.

We observed that there are two different software applications the CE officers use to
record the results of the performed inspections: 1) “Code track” — used mostly in the
field; and 2) “Oracle database” — which is the main software application used primarily in
the office to create incident reports. We were told that the Oracle application has some
field work limitations related to the network speed between the main server and a
remote computer, which significantly slows down the data entering process. Knowing
this, the officers do not use the system in the field. We interviewed the Technology
Management Department (TMD) liaison for the CE Division’s software applications and
she told us that currently, a transition is underway to fix the Oracle problems and to
eventually implement a universal software application that the officers can use in the
field and office. The TMD is also working on developing a Web based application for the
CE Division, which will significantly improve the data entry process and enable officers
to access information from any remote computer.

Below are some other applications that the officers use in their daily work activity:

1. “TideMark” — used for verifying if an owner has all necessary permits in
a case where the property is remodeled or suffered significant
structural changes.
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2. “Orange County Property Appraisal” web site — used for gathering
information about the inspected property.

In our opinion, most of the hardware technology and software applications currently
used by the officers in their daily activity are modern and appear to be effective. The
officers have sufficient tools to perform quality work in a productive manner.

According to the Division Manager’s instructions, all officers have to return to the office
no earlier than 3:00 p.m., except when approved by a supervisor. While in the office, the
CE officers spend their time performing administrative work, such as: making work-
related phone calls, mailing citations, organizing work files, and responding to work-
related emails.

While visiting the three CE Division office locations, we noticed that on some officers’
work desks, a considerable amount of important work documentation (i.e. violation
reports and work schedules) was stacked in a disorderly fashion. We observed a lack of
assigned storage space which forces the officers to store work papers on their desk. We
believe that important work documentation such as the violation reports should be better
organized and stored in an appropriate file cabinet.

Notifying the owner

According to the Florida Statues Chapter 162 and the City Code Chapter 5, when a
property is found to be in violation of the Code, the respective owner has to be notified
in writing, through a mailed citation, of the violations found and the required corrective
actions the property owner must perform to bring the property into compliance with the
Code. In most cases, the property owner has up to 45 days to correct a minor Code
violation and up to 60 days to correct a major Code violation. If appropriate, more time
could be granted by the CE Board to correct a Code violation.

Follow-up

The computerized system Code Track automatically assigns a follow-up inspection date
on the officers’ work schedule once the inspection is completed. The follow-up
inspection is intended to verify if the owner corrected the Code violation. If the owner
refuses to cooperate with the Code Enforcement Officer and makes no attempts to
correct the violation, the case is brought before the Code Enforcement Board for
hearing. The Code violation case is examined by the Board by hearing the testimonies
from the CE officer and the property owner and reviewing any supporting
documentation. If the Board finds the owner to be in violation of the Code, it will
establish a timeframe in which the violation(s) must be corrected. In addition, a penalty
for failure to comply could be imposed. If the Board finds the owner not in violation of
the Code, the case is closed.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Overall, the regular code enforcement operational process is well organized and the
officers are making efforts to be effective and efficient in their work. However, some
improvements should be made to eliminate existing operational challenges. The
following are recommendations for improvement:

Recommendation #14

» Work with the Technology Management Department to establish a
reasonable timeframe for developing a single web-based case
management software application.

Recommendation #15

» Establish a file management system to allow the officers to store
temporary work files, cases and reports.
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Supportive Operational Processes

The Code Enforcement Division has two full-time and one part-time Staff Assistant
positions that provide administrative support to the Code Enforcement Officers. All
administrative support staff is located in the Division’s central office. We performed a
comprehensive review of this functional area to gain a better understanding about the
supportive operational processes.

The Staff Assistants were interviewed and several workday observations were
performed to determine the position’s main work activities. The following work
processes were identified:

1) Receiving and recording incoming Code violation complaints

2) Mailing citation letters

3) Preparing documentation folders (for Lot violations and/or cases going to
Board hearings)

4) Providing informational assistance to Code Enforcement Officers (i.e.
checking a vehicle license plate number, finding out specific case
information)

5) Assisting customers with different requests

A comprehensive review of the supportive operational processes and related work
activities is presented below.

Receiving and Recording Incoming Code Violation Complaints

The Code violation complaints received over the phone or through the internet are
entered in an electronic database by a Staff Assistant. The software application used for
entering the data into the electronic database, automatically assigns an incident number
for the received complaint and assigns the case to the officer responsible for the area in
which the possible violation occurred. Sometimes, the program is unable to identify the
responsible officer for the violation area. In this case, the Staff Assistant assigns the
case to the appropriate officer by using a geographical area map.

It is important to note that the CE Division’s technological capabilities allow for
automatic complaint status verification. To check the status of a filed complaint, one can
use the regular phone line, through the IVR (interactive voice recognition) system, or the
Division’s web site. We were told that due to the limited amount of information contained
on the automated services, the person who filed a code violation complaint frequently
calls to inquire about the complaint filed. The automated services only provide
information whether cases are in compliance, not in compliance or that the case is
closed.
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We could not identify any work documentation that regulates the process of receiving
and processing the code violation complaints. Moreover, the CE Division does not have
formal written policies on how to handle customer service requests.

Most of the reported code violations are anonymous. Based on the information provided
to us by the Technology Management Division (TMD), we determined that for ten
months in 2007 (March through December) 7,835 complaints were filed. Only 834 (or
11%) of the complaints filed had contact information. Anonymous reporting obstructs a
Staff Assistant’s ability to follow up with the person reporting the violation and provide
him/her with information about the case status. Although some of the persons reporting
the violation wish to stay anonymous, they are still interested in how the case is handled
by the CE Division, which can result in an increased amount of customer service phone
calls. Consequentially, anonymous reporting could increase the workload of the Staff
Assistants.

The CE Division management has assigned three employees to handle customer
service phone calls: two Staff Assistants and one Accounting Specialist. Based on the
phone calls daily report, provided by TMD, we determined that, on average, 26 code
violation complaints are received per day over the phone. Due to technological
limitations, we could not obtain data on other types of customer service related phone
calls. Therefore, we were unable to determine the Staff Assistants’ workload generated
by other phone calls.

During our workday observations, we noticed that one Staff Assistant was answering
incoming phone calls much more frequently than the other employees. TMD reported
that the telephone system routes all incoming phone calls in a sequential method.
Incoming phone call are always routed to the first available phone line. If the first
available phone line is busy or the Staff Assistant logs out of the phone system for a
break, the incoming phone call is routed to the next available line. In our opinion, this
type of routing sequence causes an uneven workload distribution for the employees
charged with answering the phones.

Mailing Citation Letters

Another responsibility of the Staff Assistants is to mail citation letters to property owners
for the Code Enforcement Officers. The letters can be sent either registered or regular
mail according to the City Code Chapter 5. Copies of the citation letters must also be
kept by the Staff Assistants.

Preparing Folders

A Staff Assistant may be required to create a documentation folder if the case is: 1) a lot
violation; or 2) results in a Board hearing. In creating the folder, the Staff Assistant must
enclose all case related documentation and label the folder. Folders are filed in a
special room for three to four years and then stored in archive.
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Providing Informational Assistance to the Code Enforcement Officers

Occasionally, while in the field, the Code Enforcement Officers contact a Staff Assistant
to request information related to a specific incident. The most frequent requests are
vehicle license plate number verification and information on a specific property.

Assisting Customers with Requests

Currently, there are two automated ways for customers to inquire about a specific code
enforcement issue:

1. Using the automated Interactive Voice Responding (IVR) system.
2. Using the Division’s web site.

We were told that the case related information provided by the options above is very
limited. It provides general case information such as whether the case is in compliance,
not in compliance or closed. When customers call the IVR system, they are usually
seeking more information than is offered by the prompt message, which results in the
customer skipping the message to directly reach a Staff Assistant. The Staff Assistants
have indicated that they frequently receive case-related telephone calls which increase
their daily call-taking workload.

Conclusions and Recommendations

We concluded that the supportive operational area plays an important role in ensuring a
high level of customer satisfaction.

In our opinion, the following recommendations are needed to improve the effectiveness
and efficiency of the supportive operational processes:

Recommendation #16

» Develop work instructions for the two most critical Supportive
Operational Processes: 1) receiving and recording incoming code
violation complaints; and 2) assisting customers with requests.

Recommendation #17
» Enhance the current Interactive Voice Response (IVR) phone system by
improving the case status reporting system so that sufficient

information is available to the caller inquiring about the status of the
filed complaint.
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Recommendation #18

> Improve the current calls distribution system so that incoming calls are
equally distributed between all Staff Assistants.

Recommendation #19

» Develop, document and monitor relevant customer satisfaction
standards.
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Quality Assurance

Currently, the CE Division does not have any documentation to evaluate the Quality
Assurance process of its employees. The supervisors perform some quality assurance
work by conducting limited reviews of the incident reports developed by the Code
Enforcement Officers.

In our opinion, a Quality Assurance process to review case documentation needs to be
developed and implemented to help ensure that the CE Division’s objectives are being

accomplished effectively. Such a process would also ensure that a high quality of
services is provided to City’s residents and businesses.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The CE Division should develop the Quality Assurance process as part of the overall
operational activities. We recommend that the CE Division:

Recommendation #20

> Develop work documentation to govern the Quality Assurance process.
Recommendation #21

» Require the supervisors to perform random fieldwork examinations to

assess the accuracy and quality of an inspection performed by a Code
Enforcement Officer.
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Employee Training

The CE Division does not have a documented employee training policy. Currently, when
a Code Enforcement officer is hired the CE Division management assigns the new
officer to a senior officer to receive on-the-job training.

During our interviews with the officers, we discovered that the officers are dissatisfied
with the limited amount of training they receive both initially and on a continual basis.
The officers would like to receive routine training to help them understand the City Code
and receive any new information to advance their work skills.

According to the current Position Description for the Code Enforcement Officer, all
newly hired officers have to be IPMHI (International Property Maintenance and Housing

Officer) certified within one year from the date of hire. No other certifications are
required.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Considering the fact that the CE Division has not yet adopted a formal training policy for
its officers, we recommend the CE Division:

Recommendation #22

» Develop and adopt a formal employee training policy for new Code
Enforcement Officers and supervisors.

Recommendation #23

» Provide more training to the officers and supervisors, especially in the
area of understanding and applying the City Code.
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Workday Structure and Operational Time Analysis

One important step in assessing operational efficiency is to analyze how work time is
used.

The CE Division has established the following policy in regards to the officers’ workday:

1. From 7:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. — administrative work in the office
2. From 9:30 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. — fieldwork (includes 1 hour lunch)
3. From 3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m. — administrative work in the office

Based on this structure, we divided the officers’ workday into two categories:

1. Administrative Work - represents the officer’s time spent in the office
on activities such as finishing the documentation of any results of
earlier performed inspections, returning work-related phone calls and
sending citation letters.

2. Fieldwork — represents the officer’s time spent in the field performing
inspections.

As mentioned earlier, the officers’ performance is directly related to the amount of
inspections performed in the field. Therefore, the officers’ productivity will be directly
proportional to the amount of fieldwork performed.

First, we determined the actual available work time per officer by deducting the time off
an employee is entitled to from the total available work time per year, as presented in
the Table 1 below:

Table 1: Available Work Time per Officer

Allowed Time off Hours per year

Personal leave accrual — minimum of 2.62 hours per week 136

x 52 weeks per year

Paid City holidays — 11 per year x 8 hours per workday 88

Floater holidays - 3 holidays per year x 8 hours per workday 24

Total time off 248

Total available work time (52 weeks x 40 hours/week) 2,080
Actual available work time (2080 i 248) 1,832

Actual available work time in days = 1,832/ 8 = 229 days

In the next step, we categorized the officer’s daily activities and the time consumed on
those activities based on the CE Division’s management adopted workday policy. The
information is presented in the Table 2 below:
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Table 2: Officer6 ®aily Activities and Work Time Distribution

Activity Time (hours)
Administrative work 3
Travel time - between the office and the 1
designated inspection area
Fieldwork 4
Total 8

The values presented in the table above were not determined using a time study, but
were based on the work schedule that an officer is required to follow. During our ride
alongs, we observed that the officers indeed follow the Division’s workday policy. We
determined that: 1) Four hours or 50% of the officers’ workday is allocated to the
fieldwork; 2) Three hours or 37.5% of the time is spent on administrative work; and 3)
One hour or 12.5% of the officers’ workday is travel time between the office and
designated inspection area.

Among other activities that an officer performs on a monthly basis are:

1. Answer customer service phone calls at the front desk — one workday
per month.
2. Prepare for the CE Board hearing — one workday per month.

It is important to note that the activities mentioned above are performed by an officer in
addition to conducting the primary work responsibilities. We were told by the CE
Division management that although answering customer phone calls for an entire
workday is not an officer's job responsibility, this decision was determined by the
department’s Executive Management as a solution to ensure that phone calls are
effectively managed.

We believe that handling customer service inquiries should be the Staff Assistants’
responsibility and monitoring the effect of this change will be necessary to ensure the
Staff Assistants are able to keep to a high level of customer service. This change could
increase the officers’ available work time by approximately 5%: 96 hours per year phone
duty / 1832 available work hours = 0.05.

Based on the steps above, we were able to approximate officers’ yearly operational
time, non-operational time, time spent on other daily/monthly activities and the net
available work time per officer. The term “operational time” refers to the fieldwork
activities. The calculations are presented in the Table 3 below.
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Table 3: Officers &early Work Time Distribution

Activity | Frequency | Workdays | Hours per year
Direct Operational

: 4 hours per 229 916
Fieldwork day (Table 1) (229 x 4)
Total Direct Operational 916

Indirect Operational
- : . 3 hours per 687
Administrative/office work day 229 (229 x 3)
Travel (between office and . 229
designated area) 1 hour daily 229 (229 x 1)
Total Indirect Operational 916
Total Dlrect and Indirect 1832
Operational
Other Activities
8 hours per 96

Answer phone calls month 12 (8 x 12 months)
Prepare for the Board 8 hours per 12 96
hearing month (8 x 12 months)
Total Other Activities 192
Net available work time
(1832 192) 1640

Based on the calculations presented in the table above (Table 3) we observed that 50%
of the officers’ available work time is direct inspection fieldwork and the other 50% is
not. Also, the officers’ available work time per year is reduced by 10% (192/1832)
because of the amount of time spent on other activities such as answering customers
phone calls for a day and preparing for the CE Board hearing. In our opinion, while
preparing for the CE Board hearing is a very important task for any officer, answering
customer phone calls for an entire workday is not an efficient use of the officers’ work
time, especially when compared with their direct inspection time per year.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In conclusion, there is a need for improving the overall efficiency of the CE officers’ work

time. We recommend that the CE Division:

Recommendations #24

» Revise the policy fortheof f i cer s wor «td eegucestiechedul e

administrative time and increase the fieldwork time.

Recommendations #25

» Eliminate the practice of having Code Enforcement Officers perform

monthly phone duty.
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Attachment 3

Code Enforcement

Board Member so

Quest

Question

Response Other Comments

1. Please assess your overall satisfaction
level with the Code Enforcement

Excellent — 4

Divisionbds activity Good - 3
good, excellent).

Some CEOs struggle
2. In your opinion, how well prepared are with their presentations
the CE officers when presenting their Excellent—1 | (one comment).
cases before the Board (poor, Good -6 Officers should be

satisfactory, good, excellent)?

better organized (one
comment).

3. How would you rate overall CE
of f i pmfessidonal conduct during

Excellent — 3

Board hearings (poor, satisfactory, good, Good -4

excellent)?

4. Have you had any major Some differences in
disagreements with the CE officers or CE No — 7 opinions.

management in your experience? If yes,
how often?

5. In your prospective, what are the main
challenges that CE Division encounters
in its activity?

Being able to stay on top of a case
(too many cases at once).

Increasing volume of violations.
Dealing with repeat offenders.
Cooperation from the public.

Increasing number of multifamily
residencies

6. List any other comments, suggestions
or concerns.

Make presentation more concise.
Shorter meetings.

Consistency in enforcement, levied
fines and time for compliance.

More interaction between
departments.
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