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Mayor and Members of the City Commission
City of Mimi Beach, Florida
Attention: Mr.Jorge Gonzdez, City Manager
you for this opptmity to assist the City of Miami Beach, Florida (the City") by
performing an Orgmhtional and Operational Revim and Adysis" of the Building
D w e n t . This report documents the results of out work.

Thank

To accomplish the objectives of this review md analysis, existing policies and pmcdms were
reviewed; practices followed by the deparhent's staff were observed and analyzed; h c i a l ,
management reporting and support system were reviewed., various analyses and reviews were
conducted of department's operations; the Mayor, City Commissionexs, departmental
management and s
wand 0 t h extemd stakeholders were interviewed.

The cooperation d v d h m the City Manager's office,the Buildjng Department, along with
assistance received fiom other departments was excellent. Staff of the building department are
highly motivated and professional, slnd W assistance was essentiai to the sucoessful
completion of this project. We want to also thank extend stakeholders for their time and
assistance which dm made this pmject swcessful. All suggestions and comments were
considered and, where appropriate, were incorpmtd in the o b s e m h s , findhgs, and
om documented in this report. We have also provided internal xmmgement's
responseto this report,

We hope that appropriate action will be taken to address the observations, hdhgs, and
recamendations embodied in this'report. Improved conditions within the Building Depwlmmt
will benefit dl of the buildmg department's stakeholders, the department's
the City
Commissioners and City administration, and citizens, as a whole.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have my questions regarding any aspect of this report.
Miami Florida
December 16,2008
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INTRODUCTION

For several years, the City of Miami Beach's Building Department and related departments
involved in the buildingJdevelogment process have been challenged by administrative and operating
issues. As a result, the City has engaged in several studies of its building/development departments
designed to improve their operations and senice delivery capabilities.

Fn January 2000, the then City Manager made a report to the then City Commissioners
(Commission Memorandum No. 55-00, dated January 12, 2000) on the status of implementing
recommendations made by its Business Resolution Task Force (BRTF). The task force's
recommendations, which were the result of a seven (7) month study by a group of fourteen (14)
individuals with varying backgrounds, were included in its report dated November 30, 1999. The
report's recommendations were grouped into five (5) categories: Expedite Permitting, Improve
Customer Service, Simplify Land Use Boards Process, Improve Staffing and Hiring, and Invest in
Technology. The chairperson of the task force noted in the cover letter to the report the following
statement: "Tangible results can only be achieved if the City commits to implementing the
recommendations and monitors the progress of their implementation."
On January 30,2006, the City Manager announced the creation ofthe Building Development
Process Taskforce (BDPT) in a " L e e r to Commission" (LTC No. 028-2007). The mission of the
task force was '\.. to improve the City's service delivery in the area of construction and
development services through a partnership and dialogue between City departments involved
throughout the process and industry representatives."
Representatives from the Building
Department, Public Works, Fire Prevention, and PlanninglZoning formed an interdepartmental
group charged with conducting a process review and recommending short, medium, and long-term
solutions to process challenges identified in their review. Interdepartmental recommendations were
to be tempered by input on issue resolution and strategy from industry representatives during public
meetings. The City manager anticipated that this process would result in "significant improvements"
to the building/development process. The efforts of this itask force are ongoing today.
The City's Internal Audit Division conducted a regularly scheduled audit of the Building
Department. Prior to the initiation of the audit, which was scheduled to start during the 200612007
fiscal year, Building Department management brought to the attention of Internal Audit concerns
surrounding the lack o f accountability, procedures, and controls in place impacting the integrity of
permit fees collected. The Internal Audit Division increased the scope of their audit to include an
assessment of the reliability and integrity of building permit fees collected, while considering the
implementation of a simplified building permit fee structure. The audit's findings and
recommendations were submitted to the current City Manager in a report dated July 3,2008. The
report covered the period October 1, 2006 through December 31, 2007. The audit mentioned
numerous areas where the Department faced operational challenges and challenges associated with
the proper assessment and collection of permit fees, and with the use and interpretation of the permit
fee schedule. The audit documented problems in the administration of the fee process, including,
but not limited to, use of n complicated, confusing, and inadequately designed system for the
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calculation of fees; improper assessment and under-collection of fees; and, general deficiencies in
the systems and controls in effect over the process.
In addition to the internaI audit, the Internal Audit Division provided the Building
Department with a separate audit staff person to conduct an ongoing review of the fee calculation
process for all permits at closeout. This activity has identified over $6 million of previously not
assessed and uncollected revenue for the fiscal year ended 2007. This process is ongoing.

The Miami Beach Chamber of Commerce also commissioned a review of the City
departments involved in the building and permitting process. The Chamber's Building and
Permitting Committee "... was created to voice its concerns and suggest balanced solutions and
improvements" to the numerous issues and complaints of dissatisfaction with City services the
Chamber received from the business and residential community. The committee's findings and
recommendations were addressed in a "List of Concerns & Solutions," which represented the body
of its report to the Chamber dated February 19,2008. Their report is being reviewed by the Building
Department.
Other factors have also contributed to the need for the Building Department to improve its
image and provide quality services to its customer base in an environment of trust.
In September 2006, a Chief Electrical Inspector in the Bui Iding Department was arrested for
allegedly taking bribes. In March 2008, two Building Department employees and a Planning
Department employee were arrested for participating in alIeged illegal activities and one Building
Department employee voluntarily resigned from the Department. The then head o f the Building
Department, whose performance was under question, resigned his position after being on the job
approximately two and a half years.

The Department has had five (5) department heads over the period 2005 - 2008; three of
which have been the City's Building Official. In 2001, the Department had approximately 49
employees. In 2008 the Department had or is authorized 79 employees. The Department has grown
so fast that its processes, systems, and procedures have not kept pace with the growth.
It is in this atmosphere that the City continues its efforts to restructure the Building
Department and improve its operations and operating efficiency.

The current City Manager's office has worked closely with Building Department
management and support staff to identify areas for improvement in operations and opportunities to
enhance and develop administrative systems. Through those efforts, City and Building Department
management have already identified issues at the Department that needed to be addressed. The City
Manager's office has sought to ensure that issues that are important to the organization's operations
are identified, analyzed, and resolved through organizational, administrative, and system
improvements. This project engagement was structured to facilitate those general objectives.
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The objectives and scope of services for thf s engagement were stated in a detailed work plan
which was included as "Attachment A" to this firm's contract forprofessionaI services with the City.
In summary, we were to address four areas in our review and analysis ofthe Building Department.
Those areas are identified as follaws.

r

Conduct an organizational and operational review of the Building Department.

r

Review and comment on the City's proposal for developing a new fee structure for
Building Department services.
Identify areas in the Building Department that might benefit from outsourcing.

r

Identify industry "best practices" that the Building Department could adopt.

This organizational and operational review was designed to document the major processes
of the Department's operating areas, assess their effectiveness, and pinpoint inefficient operations
and inadequate systems. The review of the Department's processes, systems, operations, and
strategies was primarily conducted at the level of the division chiefs and below. This was done to
betler identify areas for improvement at the staff level.
Although this review primarily focused on the Building Department, the departments that
work closely with the Building Department in the buildingldeveIopment process (Public Works,
PlanninglZoning, and Fire Prevention) were also subjected to limited reviews. These reviews
focused on the interrelationships between the departments and their respective impacts on the
individuals and entities who require buildingldevelopment services.
The approach to conducting these reviews included the fo1lowing.
2-

Learning about the organization, how operations function, how staff address
problems and meet standards, and how staff manage operational resources.

r

Gaining an understanding of the functional area's objectives, processes and
information systems, and how they integrate with overall operations.

*
r

Evaluating information from management and staff; procedural documentation;
reviews of departmental processes and performance measurement data.
Assessing thearea's total operational environment, its capabilities, requirements, and
how current efficiencies compared to the past or to standard benchmarks, where
applicable.

Identifying areas that can be effectively outsourced.
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The methodologies used in performing this project included interviews, information and data
analysis, and trend analysis. The consultants relied heavily upon the accuracy of data and
information contained in reports provided by staff. Extensive interviews were conducted with staff
of the four departments, departmental management, the Mayor and City Commissioners, and
external stakeholders who use the services provided by the departments. The study methodology
also included data and information gathering from other building departments and a peer review.
The peer review was conducted with the assistance of building department managers and staff from
other area municipalities and jurisdictions, and industry professionals,
Our observations, findings, and recommendations for improvement are based on the
collective efforts o f this review and analysis, and the active involvement and input from City
administration and departmental staff. Interim obserwations, findings, and recommendations have
been presented to City and departmental management over the course of the project so that critical
recommendations could be evaluated and, if approved, implemented immediately. The interim
observations, findings, and recommmdations, along with the comprehensive recommendations of
this report, are included in section VII of this report.

-

The field work on this project was conducted over the period August 1 I December 16,
2008. Except as noted in the body of this report, the status of the Building Department's
implementation of any of our interim recommendations was not specifically tracked.
An organizational and operational review and analysis, such as this project assignment, is
critical to the success of any organization because it can provide a method to do the following.

r
r
%

*
*
*
r

Evaluate specific operations independently and objectively.
Assess compliance with organizational objectives, policies and procedures.
Assess the effectiveness of management control systems.
Identify criteria for measuring achievement of organizational objectives.
Assess the reliability and usefulness of management reports.
Identify problem areas and their underlying causes.
Identify opportunities for improvement and cost reduction or containment.

As with any project of this nature, the desired end result is an honest picture of the organization's
current situation, including it's strengths and weaknesses, and challenges and choices it has for the
future. This assessment process was adapted to fit the needs and culture of the Building
Department's organization and environment.

To facilitate our work, the City Manager insured that any resources, data, reports, analyses,
studies, or other information we requested, was made available. We were aIso provided with
complete, unquestioned access to all City staff, especially staff ofthe BuiIding, Fire (Fire Prevention
Division), Public Works, and Planning/Zoningdepartments.AII staffcontacts were informative and
instrumental in conducting this review and analysis.
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Individuals and persons representing entities that use the services ofthe Building Department
were also key contributors to the successful completion of this project.

TI.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Over the period 1999 through 2008, the Building Department has undergone a number of
reviews, studies, and analyses of its operations. Many recommendations have been made and many
have been implemented. At feast five (5) directors have led the Department in Ithe past four (4) years
and organizational changes have been made throughout the structure. Operating and administrative
policies and procedures are also undergoing frequent changes. New software support systems have
been implemented and other technological innovations have been introduced into the Department.
Although there have been numerous changes made in Building Department operations over the
years, the public" perception of improved operations and change has not been realized.

This report provides a summary of the significant findings, observations, and
recommendations developed as a result of a detailed review and analysis of the Building
Department's organization and operations. The three departments that work closely with the
Building Department as part of the buildingldevelopment process (Fire, Public Works, and
PlanningSZoning) have also been reviewed, at a lesser level than that of the Building Department.
The report will also discuss the results of our review of the Permit Fee and Cost Allocation request
for proposal; present the considerations we have outlined regarding the outsourcing/privatization
of Building Department services; and, identify "best practices" the Department might consider to
improve its operations, This "Executive Summary" is structured to follow the above four main
elements of the scope of services of the project.

To complement our work, the Building Department prepared a summary of its short-term and
long-term initiatives. Some of the initiatives are the result of our collaborative efforts. Others were
inspired by the Building Department's new management philosophies and strategic planning efforts.
The Department's initiatives are included in 'Txhibit E" of this report.

A.

ORGANIZATIONAL AND OPERATIONAL REVIEW A N D ANALYSIS OF THE
BUILDING DEPARTMENT
1.

The BuildinglDevelopment Process

The building/deveIopment process is defined by a complex set of working
interrelationships between the Building, Fire, Public Works, and PlanningIZoning
departments. The departments are all autonomous entities, but they must work
effectively as a single unit to be effective. The Building Department serves as the
basic coordinating unit for the other departments because they are the primary user
department for the Permits Plus system, the system that generates the processing
flow and tracks the status of building permit applications. The Permits Plus system
also maintains control over all plan reviewer and inspector comments and permit
status.
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There is no Iead coordinator for the four departments. The departments work
with each other on a purely cooperative basis. One of the department heads or a third
party should be appointed as the coordinator of the group, who has the authority to
call the departments into meetings, analyze problems, and resolve inter-departmental
issues. They should operate under a formal "charter" that defines their coordinated
scope and responsibilities. Such an effort will go a long way towards the
development of an efficient and effective buildingldevelopment processing
mechanism, able to be responsive to customer needs.
[City Manages's Follow-up: As a reserlt of discussions with the Building
Director and his folbw-up discussions with the City Monager, the City
Manager sent a memorandum to the members ofthe Building Development
Task Force dated December 8, 2008, designating the Building Director a3
the chairperson of the inter-deparfmentd team. As stated in the
memorandum, rhe chairperson's role is to faciljtate communication and
guide process improvement initiatives of the inter-depar[mentalteam and to
coordinate responses and direct staff and resources on be ha6f of the City
Manager to facilitafe building development projects. (This action
aflJirmatively address one of the major recommendations stated in the
"Comprehensive Observations, Findings, and Recommendationsr " section of
this report, secfion V . . ) J
2.

The Building Department

OR GANIZA TION AND STAFFING
The Building Department has undergone many changes in the past several
years. These changes have included administrative changes, changes in the
organization structure, and changes in systems and procedures. Changes in laws,
rules, and regulations at the federal, state, and local level have also had their impact
on the Department. And today, the far reaching effects of the globat, national, and
locaS economic recession is manifesting itself in reduced construction and renovation
activities, a process that started several years ago.
The Building Department is divided into two major subdivisions:
Administration and Operations. The Administration division provides a variety of
staff/support services. It is composed of building records and plans routing,
engineering inspections, development services coordination, front permit counter
processing, structuralhuilding plans review, and information technology support.
The Operations Division provides minimum standards, provisions and requirements
for safe and stable design, method of construction and uses of materials in buildings
andlor structures erected, constructed, enlarged, altered, repaired, moved, converted
to other uses or demolished; and, it provides for the safety of workers and others
during these operations and regulates the equipment, materials, use and occupancy
o f all buildings and/or structures. Operations includes plan review and inspection
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services in ail disciplines and trade areas, accessibility plans reviewlinspections, and
building code compFiancelvioIations.

The Building Department provides supervision of construction activities,
acceptance of building permit applications, issuance of all building and trade
permits, verification of compliance with the Florida Building Code and enforcement
ofcodes promulgated by various regulatory agencies. Plumbing, building, electrical,
elevator and mechanica1 oficials inspect new and existing structures for compliance.
The Department also provides building code enforcement services for buildings
within the City.
Building code implementation includes plan reviews and site inspections for
building, structural, electrical, mechanical, plumbing, fuel gas, accessibility,
engineering and elevators; and, finaI review and certification of completion and
occupancy.

The Florida Building Code defines the role of the building official and the
operational relationship of those certified professionals who conduct the plans review
and inspection functions of a Building Department. The Code i s unambiguous about
the designation of the building oficial (building code administrator) as the direct
reporting authority for plans examiners and inspectors. Based on interviews with
staff and a review of the functional areas assigned to the Department's senior
management, the formal (and informal) organization structure of the Building
Department places certain reviewerslinspectors in a functional and structural
organizational relationship where they do not report to the building code
administrator, directly or indirectly; or, where they appear to report to more than one
assistant director.

The "Engineering " function (sometimes referred to as "Engineering
Inspections"), for example, reports to the Assistant Director for Administration. The
individuals who staff the function consist of the Chief of Engineering and
approximately five (5) engineering inspectors. The "Engineering" function, among
other activities, is responsible for "reviewing building and structural plans in
compliance with the provisions of the Florida Building Code." Additionally, based
on observations, interviews, and a review of internal documents, the Assistant
Director for Administration has been actively involved in the resolution of building
plans review and inspection issues deaf ing with projects under construction and plans
being reviewed. The Assistant Director for Administration does not report to the
building code administrator and the position is not accountable to the building code
administrator. This observation has been brought to the attention of City and
Building Department management. Although the Department's organization has
undergone some modifications since this point was initially brought to
management's attention, as of the end of our field work on December 16,2008, it did
not appear that the organization had been restructured andlor the structural unit
redefined to eliminate the concern that was raised.
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[Building Director 'sFollow-tip: On April 8,2009,we were informed that the
name q f the "Engineering Inspec f ions " unit was re-tided and its functions
redefined in January 2009, as part of the budget process. The unif w u . ~
renamedthe "Governmental Compliance Section. The new responsibilities
include reviewing projects submitted to the Building Departmenf for
compliance with the C i y of Mjami Beach Flood Plain Management
Ordinance, the Nationnl Fl~odln~~urance
Replations, and implemen tirtg the
provisions q f the Miami-Dade County 40-year building recert(fificafio
n
ordinance. R e section also determines that all approvals have been entered
into the Permits Plus system prior lo processing cert~jicates o f
occupancy/compie~i~~
and Occupant Content paperwork for the Building
Official's approval.J
"

[Additional Building Department Clar$cafion: In a letfer dated April 13,
2009, the Building Department provided us with information further
clartfiing the Department 3 organization structure. The letter is included in
"Exhibit F" ofthis report.]
Some of the Department's employees are covered by collective bargaining
agreements that currently cover the period October 1,2006 - September 30,2009.
The collective bargaining agreements are with the Communications Workers of
America (CWA) and the Government Supervisors Association of Florida (GSA).

The Department's budgeted staffing level has grown over the years and has
been at 79 since 2006. With reduced construction /renovation activity, the 2009
budget shows the impact of staffing and other cost increases as revenues decrease.
Data was not readily available to track functional stafing leveIs aver a time horizon
so that trends, if any, could be observed.
BUDGETAND FIRANCLAL OPERATIONS

The Department is funded through fees paid for the various services it
provides. The collection of, expenditure of, and accounting for fees of the Building
Department is guided by Section 553.80(7), F.S. In summary, that section of the
Florida Statutes does the following.

r
F-

Provides for the development of a reasonable fees for services.
Establishes that fees and related fines and investment earnings related
to the fees are to be used solely for carrying out the City's
responsibilities in enforcing the Florida Building Code.
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*
r

*

Establishes that amounts collected and earned may not exceed the
total estimated annual costs of allowable activities to operate the
Department.
Allows unexpended balances to be carried forward to future years for
allowable activities or may be refunded.
Establishes that Fees charged must be consistently applied.
Identifies activities that cannot be funded using fees collected by the
Building Department.
Instructs the City to properly account for and oversee the use of and
expenditure of Building Department fees.

Fees collected by the Department are included in the "Licenses and Permits"
section of the General Fund budget. As such, it is difficult to distinguish this specific
purpose revenue from other general fund monies accounted for in "Licenses and
Permits." Additionally, the matching of Building Department permit fee revenue
with related expenses of the Department in the year collected and expended becomes
a difficult, but not impossible, exercise.

In fiscal year 2008, the City Commission conditioned its approval of a
resolution (Resolution No. 2008-26771), which approved the use of a $1 5 million
surplus containing $6 million of building permit fee revenue, based on a review of
buildingldevelopment process revenues and expenses to ensure that
buildingJdevelopment process revenues were only being used for approved purposes.
A consultant's report served as the basis to support the use of all but approximately
$91 1,483 of fee revenue. The report was based on the use of an indirect cost rate
(34%) that was approximated as a result of a 1999 rate study commissioned by the
City. During the latter part of the 2008 calendar year, a new indirect cost rate study
yielded an indirect cost rate of 15.4%, substantially lower than the 34% rate used in
the consultant's calculations of the building fee surplus. Given an over 50%
reduction in the indirect cost rate, it is likely that using the 34% estimated rate
yielded total departmental expenses that were too high over a period of years.
Consequently, the $ 911,483 calculation was too low in 2008 and was probably
understated in prior years.
The Building Department's legal requirements in this area make the
administrative and accounting treatment for its fee revenue and operating
expenditures resemble those of an enterprise fund activity. Along with insuring that
the Cify's irtdirecf cost rate is updated on a periodic basis, we recommend rhar the
City record and repor? all revenues and related expenditures associated wirh fhese
activities similar fo an enterp-ise,find.Imp!emevrting this recommendation would
also facilitate the proper accounting for and use of interest earnings due to building
fee surpluses.
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The fiscal year 2008 budget anticipated a reduction in revenue due to a
possible slow down in new large construction projects. That budget anticipated that
based on the trend at the time, "... the City of Miami Beach will continue to
experience a multitude of new construction and renovation projects. The future
outlook may show a reduction in volume of large new construction projects, offset
in part by increased renovation project activity." The projected budget for 2009
anticipates a further erosion of the Department's revenue base. However, the
Department's projected expenses for 2009 have not been adjusted to reflect the
anticipated downturn in construction and renovation activity. The effects of the
current local, national, and global economic downturn may prove to be a challenge
in maintaining expenditure levels as high as those projected.
SYSTEMS AND PROCEDURES
Over the years, the Building Department has been on an active growth path.
Building activity over the years has been rapid. Improvements in the Department's
systems, processes, and procedures have not been able to keep up with the rapid
growth in the Department caused by dramatic increases in the need for services to
its customers. In many cases the Department has implemented procedures before
providing adequate documentation and training to staff andlor notification to the
public. This has caused confusion on the part of staff and customers.
The Department does not have formal policy and procedures manuals for its
administrative and operating areas. Although there is currently a manual that
addresses many of the Department's operations ("Manual of Policies and
Procedures"), it is not comprehensive nor is it all-inclusive. Additionally it continues
to undergo changes based on the current evolutionary nature of the Department. The
Department should generally commit fo an orgunizational structure; seftle en the
basic processflows, both overall and for eachfinctional area; and then, proceed to
formall,17 develop policies, systems, and procedures in support of each activiv.
Developing a comprehensive policies and procedures manual is a much needed
activig. It is afsoa time-cons~mingproce~ss
and resozdrces should be dedicated to
it, ifthe work is to be done in a timely manner. This is an activity that can be easily
contrac fed-out.

STA TISTICAL ANAL YSIS OF OPERA TlONS

In fiscal year 2008, the Building Department processed I 1,764 applications
for permits. During the same period, the Department approved 1 1,051 permits and
issued certificates of completion and certificates of occupancy for 337 projects.
Since 2005, the percentage change in "Permits Applied For" and "Permits Approved"
has slowed. Permit applications in FY2008 represented a 13.3% reduction over
FY2007 applications. Similarly, permit approvals were down by 13.1% over the
same period in FY2007. An analysis of the statistical data shows a trend towards a
decrease in buildingirenovation activity between FY 2004 and FY2008. The
Page 10
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decreases are consistent with the general decline in global, national, and local
economic conditions experienced over the past few years. The fact that the national
economy has been in a recession for over a year further supports this trend that has
also affected the south Florida area.

OPERA TTNG DIVISION REVIEWS
Detailed interview sessions were conducted with representatives of all of the
operating divisions of the Building Department and with representatives of Fire
Prevention, Public Works, and PlanningJZoning. The reviews were conducted in
such a manner to allow the consultants to gain a general understanding of each
operating division or Department in the following areas.

Staffing
Plan review responsibilities
Inspection responsibilities
Permit fee system and schedule
Single Point of Contact program
Use of Private Providers
Licenses and training
Workflow
Computer support systems
Other areas of interest to the divisionldepartment

The summarized comments of staff fol3ow.
BUILDING DEPARTMENT
Plans Review

*
r

Some staff felt the wal k-through process should be eliminated except
for small projects. Some aIso felt there was too much Interference
from individuals outside of the Department.

The Department does not have a checklist for each permit or
inspection type.

Fee System

r

The fee system and schedule is too complicated and should be
simplified.
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Permits Plus

r

Although it is a vital system to the Department's operations, staff
noted many security issues and processing issues with the system.

Single Point of Con tact (SPC)(This process has been di~contin
ued.)

r

The system shows favoritism to certain customers. It is a way of
giving certain customers special attention and treatment. There was
no consistency as to which prqjects were SPC and which were not.
There was no objective way ofdetermining which projects qualify for
SPG.

Inspections
P-

Some Indicated that automatically scheduling appointments through
the 1VWPemit.s Plus systems is problematic for several divisions.
In those divisions, the process does not allow for efficient scheduling
of staff.

r

Because of workload and lack of sufficient staffing, elevator
inspections are behind.

Miscellaneous
The morale of the Department i s low because of recent events. City
make them feel they are valued.

needs to encourage staff and

*

Supervisors do not pass information on to staff.

r

Communication between plan reviewers and inspectors is lacking.

*

During interactions with customers, management does not always
support staff when they follow the rules.

r

No processes and procedures in place. Process changes are word of
mouth, not written. Information not being relayed to permit clerks.

F-

There are morale and trust problems in the Department.
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FfRE PREVENTJON

r

Concern raised about the fact that Permits Plus does not have
functioning audit trails.
Additional space and drafting tables where permits are processed,
plans are reviewed, customer waiting area.

r

Generally satisfied with the fee schedule for Fire.

>

Would consider eliminating some walk-throughs.

r

Satisfied with the RFP for cast and fee study plan.

PUBLIC WORKS
Staff believe the fee schedule is inadequate and outdated.

r

Feel an adequate cost study is critical.

Public Works sometimes unnecessarily included in work flow.

*

Suggests creating a "Building Development Permit Issuance Group"
to manage the overall process with the other departments.

Would like to have projects in Permits PIUSbut system software i s a
problem.
2-

Would Iike to have a systematic approach to calculating the Parking
Impact Fee and the Concurrency Mitigation fee.

F-

Zoning inspections are not part of the IVRPermits Plus system.
inspections sometimes not scheduled.
Sometimes included in work flow when not necessary.

INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT (July 3,2008)
The July 3,2008 Internal Audit Report was conducted to determine whether
transactions, adjustments, and processing procedures were established, authorized,
and maintained in accordance with Iaws, regulations, contracts, and management's
policies; whether transactions were accounted for and were accurately and promptly
recorded: whether recorded balances were periodically substantiated and evaluated;
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and, whether City assets, records and files were properly safeguarded, controlled,
and access restricted in accordance with management's criteria. The overall opinion
concluded as n result of the audit was that accountability and controls over permit
revenue collections need to be addressed. A related review has identified millions
of dollars in permit fees that were not assessed; and therefore, were not collected,

QUALITY COJVTROL REVIEW (Ocraher 2008)

In early October 2008, the permit clerk supervisor and the Assistant Director
for Administration started to perform spot ("random") audits of permit fees other
than building permit fees. As of mid-October, they noted errors in calculations of
the sanitation impact fee, the fee for alterations1remodeliMg for single family,
duplexes, and areas incondos; and, the fee for alterationslrepair to marine structures.
Fnvestigations into the discrepancies revealed that the problem with properly
calculating the fees was related to a mis-interpretation of the proper methodology
for calcuIating the fee; errors in the Municipal Code Book, errors in the Ordinance
that was presented to the Commission for approval; and/or the municipal code
information on the web site (Municode). Errors were also found in the "Rlue Book"
of fees that was distributed to the pubIic and there were errors in the manner that
Permits Plus calculates certain fees. These and other errors in the method that$es
are calculated should be identified and corrected immediately.
3.

Customer Processing

Customers have several points at which they interface with the Building
Department. Information on the Department and its overall operations can be
obtained using the internet and the City and Department's web site.

The Department's offices are located in close quarters on the second floor of
City Hall. The main processing starting point in the Department is too small for the
volume of people served. Large numbers of customers occupy this space for
extended periods of time, giving the impression of general chaos and confusion.
Because of the lack of seating and general work space, customers sit on the floors
and crowd the halls in the immediate area, making the smooth flow of traffic
impossible. With large numbers of people waiting to be served and the Q-Matics
system calling out processing numbers and giving directions, the noise level is high
and one gets the impression that the operation i s inefficient and disorderly. Given
the number of people sewed by the Department, the cramped service areas create
logistical problems that get translated into actual or perceived service delivery
problems.
Consideration should be given to relocating the Department to a first floor
location En n building where the Department would be in space that is not
uncomfortably crowded and where customers can be easily served.
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The Building Department receives an average of 80,000 calls per year.
Currently the Department does not have the resources to answer and respond to all
the calls it receives. The abandon rate of calls is currently at 31%. AdditionalIy, the
City's IVR system receives approximately 77,000 calls per year with an abandoned
rate of 80%. As a result, the Department's image suffers and customers go unserved
and are frustrated. Staffing limitations prevent the Department from assigning more
resources to this function. Alrhough a vitalfunction of the Department, the Call
Center is prof afuncfioglthaf the City has to perform internally. The fincfion could
be easily confracted-out.
4.

Technology Solutions

The Department embraces the use of techno !ogy to increase the efficiency of
its operations. In 2007, the Department introduced the use of computers to be used
in the field to accumulate and transmit inspection status information to the
Department's central computer operation. This a1lowed the Department to have upto-date status information on projects under construction. Other technological tools
introduced to the Department included on-line pennit application for certain permit
types, Q-Matics (a customer queuing program application), Permits Plus (a process
control system), Interactive Voice Response (IVR - a customer call-in scheduling
application), Permit Manager - Online Permitting, and BuildFax.

The Permits Plus system i s a critical tool in the smooth operation of the
buildingldevelopment process. It is the primary support system for the Building
Department's operations. It is also a tool used by other City departments.
The Building Department uses Permits Plus to, among other things, manage
a project from application to completion (final approved occupancy). Its effective
operation is critical for the Department to effectively carry-out its responsibilities.
The software handles tasks such as calculating permit fees, issuing permits,
managing the plan review cycle, and recording plan review and inspection results.
It is also used for monitoring the inspection process. Permits Plus has been used by
the Department for approximately ten years. Staff find it to be complex and not user
friendly. As currently configured, it lacks the security needed to properly manage
the buildingldevelopment process.
During the course of this review and analysis, several significant issues
related to the Department's use of the Permits Plus system were identified and
brought to the attention of City and Department management. Those issues include
the following.

r

The current permit fee schedules, which are the basis for inputting
much of the permit data into Permits Plus for the purpose of making
fee calcutations, do not match the current fee screens En Permits Plus.
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Building Department inspectors use of the inspection assignment
module does not result in the effective and eficient use of inspectors.
Human intervention is required to efficiently assign inspectors. One
inspector is solely responsible for manually assigning inspections to
projects.

r

The system does not have a functioning audit trail to determine what
changes have been made and by whom.

r

The approval screen within Permits Plus i s virtually open to all
employees of the Department and likely any department that uses the
shared system.

r

The July 8, 2008 internaI audit report on the Building Department
revealed significant deficiencies that left the Department open to
abuse.

*

There is concern about the security of Permits Plus in all of the City
departments that use the system. One of the major concerns raised
among departments was the belief that anyone in any user department
has access to input data into the various screens within Permits Plus.

Due to the significant role Pennits Plus plays in the buildingldeveloprnent
process for the City, interim recommendations have been made to City and Building
Department management to address the security and processing issues found En
reviewing the system.

The Q-Matics system is capable of generating reports which show waiting
times, transaction times, customer flow patterns and trends for each service category.
Decisions concerning staffrng can also be made based on the data. Although the
system has these reporting capabilities, the features are not being used effectively or
at all. Staff responsible for supporting the system are not familiar with the basic
operations of the reporting system. The system's management reports are not being
utilized and the types of data the system maintains is not well known by support
personnel. Such data was not utilized as part of the analyses in this report because
the data and its interpretation could not be relied on. Therefore, we were without
sufficient information on which some basic analyses of stafing patterns, waiting
times, and processing times could be conducted.
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The effective use of technolo# can assist the Department in reducing he cosf
uf its operations and in providing more eflcienf and effective services to the
Depar fme~tt
's customers. Ad&tional&, the Department cow M increase its operating
efjciency by better urnderstandingfhe.featuresof Tfhe technology it curre~tEyhas and
using those features to enhance the Department's operations and sewice delivery.
5.

Building Development Process Focus Group

In February 2007, the City created n Building/Developinent Process Focus
Group. This represents another step in its efforts to work with City departments and
user representatives to improve the systems and procedures involved in the
buildingfdevelopment process, This is the first formal undertaking by the City since
impIementing the recommendations of the Business Resolution Task Force, whose
efforts concluded in November 1999. The BuildinglDevelopment Process Focus
Group is primarily a City staff effort composed of representatives of the Building,
Planninglzening, Fire Prevention (Fire Department), and Public Works departments.
However, the meetings are open to the public to receive their feedback. Members
of the four City departments form the nudeus of a team that is charged with
conducting a process review to provide the City Manager with recommendations for
the short-term (recommendations that can be implemented immediately or "easy
fixes"), medium-term, and long-range (recommendations geared toward the future
vision of the respective processes, which could be implemented over the next five
to seven years).
Many of the issues identified by the Building/Development Process Focus
Group, are similar to ones identified in the earlier study by the Business Resolution
Task Force. They are also similar to issues identified and discussed at a Building
Department retreat held in late 2005JearFy 2006.
The City's management has exercised wisdom in undergoing periodic
reviews of the Department's operations to ensure that service improvements are
identified and implemented in a timely manner. However, the degree to which
identified changes have improved the Department's operations, and the public's
general perception of improvements in the Department and the services it provides
has not been realized.
6.

Stakeholder Interviews

In an effort to obtain input from the individuals most affected by the
operations of the Building Department, we interviewed Department stakeholders.
Lists of individuals and entities who represented a broad spectrum of Building
Department stakeholders were developed. A cross-section of the prospective
participants was selected. They represented many of the groups who interface with
the Department. The pool of possible external participants included individua!
homeowners, large and small property owners, builders, developers, lawyers,
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expediters, architects, engineers, and similar individuals and professions. From the
pool, a finaI list was developed and individuals were contacted to participate in the
interview process,
Our requests for interviews was greeted with appreciation by some
individuals and apprehension from others. Some refused to participate for fear of
possible retaliation or retribution by the City or the Department, even though they
were assured their participation would be anonymous. Some felt their participation
was their civic duty. All who participated appeared to havc the best interests of the
City and the Department in mind. There was no indication that any participants were
vindictive or were in any way trying to cast a negative ctoud over the Department.
Respondents premised to be honest and candid in their responses to questions.

Same ofthe comments received are anecdotal and may not be supportable by
specific evidence; however, some comments were based on supportable
documentation that was reviewed by the interviewer. The comments received are
important because they represent people's perceptions of the nature of the
Department, its staff, and its activities, Perceptions that are held by a large enough
group of individuals tend to become viewed as "reality" in peoples' minds.
The Miami Beach Chamber of Commerce (the "Chamber") was one of the
externaI stakeholder groups identified. A Chamber committee had recently
completed its own review of the City's Building Department. The findings and
rec~mmendationsof the Chamber's committee report are included in this report.
Although they are not external participants, the Mayor and all City
Commissioners participated in the interview phase of the project. As elected
oficials, they serve constituency groups and receive input from constituents that is
important to this project. Their comments and perceptions are also included in the
body of the report.
Except for the comments contained in the Chamber of Commerce report, to
ensure anonymity, the comments received from stakeholders were not attributable
to any individual or group.

Many ofthe comments from the Chamber of Commerce's report were echoed
in comments from the individuals and entity representatives interviewed.
Interviewee comments were generally critical of the Building Department's staff,
processes, and procedures, However, on a number of occasions, staff were praised
for their fairness, knowledge. and work attitude.
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Although the comments received from interviewees were made in 2008, some
ofthem are representative of comments that have been documented by the City since
the review conducted in 1999. While some who were interviewed were
complementary about the staff and operations of the Department, most interviewee
comments were not. The Department's perceived ability to perform its services
efficiently, effectively, and courteously is in doubt.

B.

PERMIT FEE AND COST ALLOCATION REVIEW

The current permit fee schedule is very complex consisting of numerous and varying
fees for different types of projects and scopes of work. Although the actual calculation of
the fees is automated (calculated using the Permits Plus system), the accuracy of the data that
is entered into the system is difficult to accurately determine because of the fee schedule's
complexity and the lack of standardized processes and procedures for calculating it.
Consequently, the accurate cot lection of permit fees is very dificult. Additionally, the
Building Department fee schedule was last revised on October 1,2003.
A basic component of the Building Department's cost structure is its indirect cost
rate. The City currently does not know if the existing fee structure covers their costs,
particularly indirect costs. Endirect costs were last calculated in a fiscal year 1999 study.
They have not been formally updated since that study.

The City's objective in having its permit fee structure and system reviewed was to
ensure that fees are set at a level and in a manner to cover the direct and indirect costs of the
building development process, are implementable, are understandable, are easily updated in
response to change, and can ensure the integrity of the permitting process and collection of
fees.
Building Department management officials and staff from the various Building
Department disciplines, as well as building development oficials in other departments,
opined almost universally, that they need and are in favor of having a simplified fee schedule
developed.

We reviewed the Request for Proposal for a Building Development Process Cost
Allocation and Fees Study (REP) and made recommendations on it during the first few
weeks of the project engagement. In the process of developing our recommendations, we
reviewed the RFP document and the existing fee schedule, in detail; analyzed the pertinent
findings and recommendations of the Internal Audit report which addressed the proposed
projects; and, obtained input from the other departments who are part of the
buildingldevelopment process. Our findings and recommendations, which were presented
to City and Department management in the early stages of the project, included the
following.
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r

*

The RFP's statement of scope of .yenices and its requiremenfs of the
successful proposer are adequate for accomplishing management's
objectives.
The study should be sepamted into two distinct projects and separafeRFPs
should be imued. One project would be the development of a ciy-wide and
huilding/developmenf process specific indirect cost rate plan. The second
project ,would be #he development of a simplified permif fee struciure and
calcerlafionmechapli~w.

The resulting RFPs should he released Smmediately,

This aspect of the project was devoted to performing a detailed review of the
Building Department and identifying those areas the City might be able to receive benefit
from by contracting-out the activity. To provide a basis on which to evaluate the
significance of privatizing activities and estabIish the City's exposure to having a core
function outsourced, City and BuiIding Department officials were asked to identify the
"core" functions of the Department. The "core" functions were identified as follows.

r
k*-

*
P
F
F

Insure that all construction projects comply with Florida Building Code
Review building plans
Perform building inspections
Issue permits
lssue occupancy certificates
Collect proper fees

The BuiIding Department currently participates in several activities that can be
categorized as outsourcing or "contracting out." The Department has develuped a
contractual relationship with companies that provide staff support in the plans review and
inspection areas. The Department also uses contractors to provide inspection services for
certain projects requiring expedited treatment. In these cases, the deveIoperlowner
reimburses the Department's costs billed by the contractor.
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As a result of our review, several areas were identified as possible prospects for

outsourcing. An outsourcing feasibility table was created showing the "Reasons to
Outsource" and the "Reasons to Retain as a City Function." Since a decision to outsource
should be based on a series of analytical determinations, it is not in the scope of this analysis
to make a formal recommendation to the City to contract-out or retain a function. However,
as a result ofanalyzing the infirmation in the rable, some of the areas where the Depar/menl
might benefirfrom contracting ouf are fhejdIowing.

*

Permit Counter
Records hfanagement
Call Center

These areas are not core functions of the Department; they are support services; staffing can
be flexible depending on activiv; the collective bargaining considerations are not onerous;
and, the functions easily lend themselves to outsourcing.
Also, given that building activily is undergoing a slowdown due to global, national,
a d local economic conditions, the City .rhowld consider sfaflng the review and inspeclion
areas at minimum levels required to conduct a base level of m i c e delivery and contracting
out, as requip-ed,fo meet periodic higher level staffing needs or the need to staflpnrticu Ear
projects. Appropriafe anaiyses should be conducted to determine the feasibility of this and
other ejforts to reduce costs and to determine the resultmi impacts on the Department and
its operations. In iwplemenfing any oursourcing activities, the Cify must consider any
requirements placed opt it by fhe co Elective bargaining acqrpernents if has in place.

D.

BEST PRACTICES (BENCHMARKING)

Tn an effort to find ways to improve its operations, policies, and procedures, the City
wanted to compare certain operational aspects of its Department to comparable cities. The
City wanted to know what it could learn from other Building Departments. The intent of
such a review was to identify the "best practices'VoIlowed by these organizations so that,
where possible and where applicable, they could be incorporated into the City's Building
Department operations. To accomplish this objective, two projects were undertaken. One
project utilized a survey questionnaire which was sent to ten (10) carefully selected
jurisdictions. The other project utilized a "peer review" process in which knowledgeable
building professiona1s were invited to meet with the Building Department and comment on
certain processes followed by the Department.
The seven (7) jurisdictions who responded to the survey provided the City o.FMiami
Beach and the Building Department with a wealth of information that can serve as the basis
for improving some of the Department's systems, procedures, and operations. The survey
information will be turned-over to the Building Department. The benefit to be derived from
the information in the survey responses will come as the Department's staff analyzes the
information, in detail, and does formal follow-up work with the respondents. This survey
represents the first step in developing a meaningful dialogue with peer organizations.
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A peer review i s the process of submitting one's work to the judgment of another who
is equally qualified. The point of peer review is to help each other understand and improve
the quality of their work. A peer review identifies any deviation from standards; suggests
improvement opportunities; and, promotes the exchange of techniques and education of the
participants. The process can be used to diagnose weaknesses; provide a supportive
environment within which possible improvements can be determined; and, provide acontext
within which one can reflect upon the practices the Department follows.

The senior staff of the Building Department demonstrated their dedication and
support for the Department by subjecting themselves to such a process. Opening onself to
the critical review of peers was not easy, but the outcome of the process we think was
rewarding.
Several building professionals participated in the peer review discussion. Topics
were offered for open discussion. As a resuh of the interchanges between participants,
recommendations were made that may be of benefit to the Department. The
recommendations are summarized in the body of the report.
Now that closer relationships have been established among the parficipanfs, this
efoort can be continued on an informal basis between the sbafof the Miami Beach BuilGding
Department and the respecrive stqff qf peer entifies. Process participants should be
expanded to include mem hers q f the Fire Depar f ment, Public Works, and PianningRoning.
To be comprehensive in its approach, s t 4 at all levels of the organization should be able
to participate in an appropriately struc fured program. This initial peer review session
should be considered as the beginning of a "erosscultural" educaf ional process, not the end,
Expanding the Depa~-tment~s
experientia! base would go a long way fo creafing a
Department able to development more innovative,eficient, and effec f ive processing ,~y.~fems
andprocedures and a departmental environment more open to heingresponsive to customer
needs.
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E.

OBSERVATIONS, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Our observations, findings, and recommendations are found in section VII of this
report. They include the observations, findings, and recommendations from the two interim
meetings with City and Department staff, and the comprehensive observations, findings, and
recommendations developed for presentation with this final report. The comprehensive
observations, findings, and recommendations of this report are summarized below.
1.

Ensure that the Building Department's formal (and informal) organization
and responsibility reporting sfructure is in compliance w ith the Florida
Building Code.

2.

Separate the duties of fee ~~ssessment
and receipt offee payments,

3.

Implernenf cusfomer service improvements.

4.

Develop and irnplernenr a dmpl$ed permit fee structure aand cal~ulation
methodologv.

5.

Develop policies and procedures to implement the Private Provider process.

6.

Develop a system of exception reporting and sbqf accountabili~and
re~pon~~ibilify
reporting.

7.

Require in.~pectorsand reviewers to ducument and support plan or
construcfionrnod~$cationsthat are in excess of estaahlished rhreshholds or
requirements.

8.

Provide adequate and timely paining for.stqff

9.

Enhance monitoring and confro1over B~j/dingDepwfment$.~cal
epe~.ation.~.

10.

Condzdcf a comprehensive review qf the methodology used to calculate all
fees andensure thaf all documents containingfee i~forma~ion
are con.~j.~tenf.

1 1.

Provide adeqlmte physical space,for Building Department operations.

12.

Create and sfaff a high-level customer advocate {ombud~mapl)positiovt
responsive to customers interacting with buildiug/development process
departments.

13.

Require inspectors and reviewers to internally resolve inferdisciplinay,
inter-departmental and/or intra-deportmental conflicts before they are
communicated to the customer.

Page 23

City o f Miami Beach Building Department

Use issues or conjlicts as material for .training of inspector,^ and plart
reviewers.
Consider outsourcing the Call Center operation
Consider outsourcing the permit counfer and records management service
areas.
Analyze the effecfjveness of the Department's technologv solutions fo
providing customer support.

Increase operating eficiency through the efiective use qf technology
Review and analyze sfafjng levels.

Appoinf an individual 60 coordinate the eforts of the building/deveEopmePrf
p r o c e . ~depar
~ tments.
Develop formal policies and procedures
building/deveEopmenfprocem disciplines.

manuals

for

all

Complete the proces-Tof developing plan review and inspection checklisfs.
Enhance staff knowledge and use of Department rechnolo~y.

Perform a comprehensive review and analysis of the Permifs Plus sysfem.

Global Recommendation
Based on our detailed review and analysis of the Building Department, we
recommend thefollowing sfrategic approach to improving the Department's
operations and effecriveness.

Stabilize senior management.
Create a friendly and open work environment, for srqf and clients.
Train and properly equip staff
Create an open and non-congested work environment for sfaf and
clients.
Gain the trust and respect of s f u f a n d clients.
IncEude stakeholders in developing process improvements.
Make customer service one of the Department 's highest priorities.
Undersfandand ejfeectively use the Department's systems.
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In+ ORGANIZATIONAL AND OPERATIONAL REVTEWAND ANALYSIS

(217THE

BUILDING DEPARTMENT

A.

THE BUILDTNG/DEVELOPMENTPROCESS

There are four (4) City departments that comprise the basic functions involved in the
building/developmentprocess. They are the Building Depment, Fire Prevention (which
is part of the Fire Department), Public Works, and Planning/Zoning. Each department i s
responsible for a particular and specialized portion of the building/developmentprocess and
each has an independent governmental function within the City structure. Each has its own
processesand procedures for insuring compliancewith all appIicablelaws, rules regulations,
and directives; processing project plans; and, monitoring project construction and
completion. Each department is also inter-dependent of the other departments. Although
the departments are autonomous, they must operate as a unit to insure that
building/deveIopment activities in the City are compliant with the numerous laws, rules,
regulations, and directives of the City of Miami Beach and the federal, State, and local
governing bodies that regulate their activities. They must adhere to many, and sometimes
conflicting, legislative and admillistrative constraints, on one hand, and at the same time,
they must make the process workable for the customers they serve.
There is no one controlling department in this group of four. They work with each
other on a purely cooperative basis. Additionally, based on the City's organization structure,
they do not report to one single higher-level authority, such as an assistant City manager.
The Building Department and the Fire Department report directly to the City Manager,
PlanninglZoning reports to one assistant City manager; and, Public Works reports to a
different assistant City manager. The complex interrelationship between the four
departments is illustrated below.
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The Building Department generally serves as the coordinating unit in the permitting
and inspection phase of the buildingldeveloprnent process. The Department is the public's
basic interface point. Plans are submitted to the Building Department; controlled and
'monitoredby the Department to ensure that they are processed by all required departments
in a timely manner;project plans are permitted; construction activities are inspected; and,
upon completion of construction, occupancy is granted through a final review and
certification process. The developerlowner interfaces with the process according to specific
protocols developed by the individual departments, but coordinated, in general, by the use
of a computer-based system maintained by the Building Department (Permits Plus).

The general responsibilities of each of the four departments, as they relate to the
building/development plan review, inspection, and final certification process, are
summarized as follows.
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Building Depamerst:
The Building Department provides supervision of construction activities, acceptance
of building permit applications, Issuance of all building and trade permits, verification of
compliance with the Florida Building Code and enforcement of codes promulgated by
regulatory agencies such as the Hotel and Restaurant Commission, Miami-Dade
Environmental Resources Management, State Departments of Health and Professianal
Regulation, Board of Adjustment, and the U.S. Army C o p of Engineers. Plumbing,
building, electrical, elevator and mechanical officials inspect new and existing structures for
compliance.
E r e Prevention:

Fire Prevention, which is a division of the Fire Department, is responsible for the
ongoing review of all plans submitted for permit to insure compliance with applicable fire
and life safety codes; and, it performs a11 new construction inspections. The review of all
plans submitted for permit serves to insure compliance with applicable fire and life safety
codes.
Public Works:
The Public Works Department perfoms planning; design; construction; maintenance
and repair; and, operation of the City's infrastructure, including utility systems and the
City's buildings and facilities. The Deparhnent is also responsiblefor the City's cleanliness,
and manages the solid waste collection and disposal program. The primary interface with
the Building Department and the building/development process takes place in the Right of
Way (ROW) Division and Right of Way Management (ROWM).

The Right of Way Management Section is responsible for managing the activities
associated with the use of the City's rights of way. The Right of Way section reviews all
residential and commercial construction plans, reviews Planning Board and Zoning Board
items, issues right of way permits, and manages activities within the City's rights of way.

The mission statement.for the PlanninglZoning Department is as follows.

"We are dedicated to developing, refining, and effectuating a comprehensive urban
planning vision for Miami Beach with the goal to preserve the integrity of the City's
unique design heritage, enhance the quality and diversity of the urban experience,
inclusive of its residential neighborhoods, business districts, and resort, recreation
and entertainment areas."
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The PlanningJZoning Department generates and applies regulatory standards and
pol Ecies that are designed to ensure that the city perpetuates its tradition of progressive urban
design and planning. The Department is also responsible for providing professional analysis
and recommendations to the City Manager and City Commission on at1 land development
issues. Staff of the Department serve as staff to the City's Planning Board, Board of
Adjustment, Design Review Board and Historic Preservation Board.
The Department reviews all building permits for compliance with the City's land
development regulations and for consistency with architectural review guidelines and
preservation criteria.

The following flow chart illustrates the buildingidevelopment process.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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Follow-up Action by the City Managec
As a result of discussions with the Building Director and his.follow-up discussions
wlth the City Manager, the City Manager sent a memorandum to the members of the
Building Development Task Force dated December 8, 2008, designating the Buiiding
Director as the chairperson of the inter-departmental ream. As stated in the memorandum,
the chairperson's role is to facilirate communicafion and guide process improvement
initiatives of the infer-departmental team and to coordinate responses and direct stafand
resources on behaEfofthe Cify Manager to facilitate buf'Edingdeveiopmentprojec$s. ('This
acfion qfirmatjvely address one of the major recommendations stated in the
"Compehensive Observations, Findings, and Recommendations" section of this report,
section VII.)

B.

THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT

The Building Department was established in 1925, at a point when the City had its
own building code. The Florida Building Code was mandated by the State under chapter
2000-141 of the Laws of Florida, which amends Chapter 120, F.S. As of March 1,2002, the
Florida Building Code superseded all local building codes which are developed and
maintained by the Florida Building Commission. The code currently in effect is the Florida
Building Code, 2005 revision. The Department provides building code enforcement services
for construction projects within the jurisdiction of the City of Miami Beach. The mission
statement of the Building Department is as follows.

"We are dedicated to efficient and effective supervision of construction activities
within the City limits to assure compliance with the Florida Building "ode."
1.

Organization and Staffing

The Building Department is divided into two major subdivisions: Administration and
Operations. The Administration division provides a variety of staff/support services. Per
the fiscal year 2008 "Departmental Work Plan," it is composed of building records and plans
routing, engineering inspections, development services coordination, front permit counter
processing, strwctural/building plans review, and information technology support. The
"Departmental Work Plan" states that the Operations Division provides minimum standards,
provisions and requirements for safe and stable design, method of construction and uses of
materials in buildings andlor structures erected, constructed, enlarged, altered, repaired,
moved, converted to other uses or demolished; and, it provides for the safety ofworkers and
others during these operations and regulates the equipment, materials, use and occupancy
of all builclings andlor structures. Operations includes plan review and inspection services
in all disciplines and trade areas, accessibility plans review/inspections, and bui!ding code
compliancelviolations.
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A functional organization chart, that reflects the Department's structure based on the

'Departmental Work Plan," follows. A functional organization chart, that reflects the
Department's structure at the time the field work on this project was underway, follows the
"Departmental Work Plan" structure and is based on modifications to the structure as a result
of our discussions with Building Department management.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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The Building Department provides supenision ofconstruction activities, acceptance
of building permit applications, issuance of all building and trade permits, verification of
compliance with the Florida Building Code and enforcement of codes promulgated by
regulatory agencies such as the Hotel and Restaurant Commission, Miami-Dade
Environmental Resources Management, State Departments of Health and Professional
Regulation, Board of Adjustment and the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers. Plumbing,
building, electrical, elevator and mechanical officials inspect new and existing structures for
compliance. (Source: City of Miami Beach web site.)

The Department also provides building code enforcement services for buildings
within the City of Miami Beach" jurisdiction.
Building code implementation includes plan reviews and site inspections for
building, stmctural, electrical, mechanical, plumbing, fuel gas, accessibility, engineering and
elevators; and, final review and certification of completion and occupancy.
The Florida Building Code defines the role of the building official and the
operational relalionship of those certified professionals who conduct the plans review and
inspection functions of a Building Department. Title XXXII, Chapter 468, Part XII, Section
468.604 of the Florida Statutes specifies the responsibilities of building code administrators,
plans examiners, and inspectors as follows.

468.604 Responsibilities of building code administrators, plans examiners, and
inspectors.--

(1) It is #heresponsibility of fhe building code administrator or building oficial to
administrate, supervise, djrect, enforce, or peflurm the permitting and inspection of
construcfion, afteralion, repair, reinodeling, or demolition of strucfures and the
installation of building xystems within the boundaries of their governmental
jurisdiction, when permitting is required, to ensure complia~lcewith the Florida
Building Code and any applicable local technical amendment to the Florida
Bu Elding Code. The building code adm inisti-ator or building oflcial shall faithfully
perform these respo~lsibilities without interference from any person. These
responsibilities include:
(a) The review of construction plans to ensure compliance with all
applicable sections of the code. The construction plans must be reviewed
before the issuance of any building, system installation, or other construction
permit. The review of construction plans must he done by the building code
administrator or building ofticiul or by a person having the appropriate
plans examiner license issered under fhis chapter.
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(b) The inspection of each phase qf consfruction where a building or other
construction permit has been issued. The building code administrator or
building oflcinl, or a person having fhe appropriate building code inspector
license issued under this chapter, shall iuspect the construc!ion or
installation to ensure that the work is performed in c~ccordancewith
applicable sections of the code.

(23 It is the responsibili@ qf the building code inspector to conduct inspections qf
consfP.ucdion,alferation, repair, remodeling, or demolition of sfructtares and the
imtallation of building systems, ~vhen permitting is required, to ensure compliance
with the Florida Building Code and any applicable local technical amendment to the
Florida Building C o b . Each building code inspector musf be licensed in the
appropriate cafegoy as defied in s. 468.603. The building code inspecfor's
responsibiljties must be performed under the direction of the building code
adm inistraforor building official without i ~ l t e r f e n c o m
any unlicensedperson.
(3) It is the responsibiEi6y of the plans examiner to conduct review of constructioa
plans submitted in thc permit application to assure compliance with the Florida
Buildifig Code and any applicable local fech~ticalamendment to the Florida
Building Code. The review of construction plans must be done by the budding code
administrador or building official or by a person licensed in the appropriate plans
examiner catego~yas defined in s. 468.603. The plan.$ examiner's responsibilities
must be performed under the supervision and authuriw uf the building code
administrator or building oftcia1 without interferencefmm any unljcensedperson.

The above portions of the Code are unambiguous about the designation of the
building official (building code administrator) as the direct reporting authority for plans
examiners and inspectors. Based on interviews with staff and n review of the functional
areas assigned to the Department's senior management, the formal (and informal)
organization structure of the Miami Beach Building Department places certain
reviewers/inspectors in a functional and structural organizational relationship where they
do not report to the building code administrator, directly or indirectly; or where they appear
to report to more than one assistant director.
The "Engineering function (sometimes referred to as "Engineering Inspectidns"),
for example, noted in the charts above, reports to the Assistant Director for Administration.
According to Department documentation, the individuals who staff the function consist of
the Chief of Engineering and approximately five (5) engineering inspectors. Based on the
fiscal year 2008 "Departmental Work Plan," the "Engineering" function, among other
activities, is responsible for "reviewing building and structural plans in compliance with the
provisions of the Florida Building Code." Additionally, based on observations, interviews,
and a review of internal documents, the Assistant Director for Administration has been
actively involved in the resolution of building plans review and inspection issues dealing
with projects under construction and plans being reviewed. The Assistant Director for
"
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Administration does not report to the building code administrator and the position is not
accountable to the building code administrator. This observation has been brought to the
attention of City and Building Department management. Although the Department's
organization has undergone some modifications since phis point was initially brought to
management's attention, as of the end of our field work on December 16,2008, it did not
appear thaE the organization had been restructured andtor the structural unit redefined to
eliminate the concern that was raised.
[Building Director 's Follow-up: On April 8,2009, we were i~forrnedthat the
name of the "Engineering Jnspections unit was re-titled and its functions
rede$ned in Janefay 2009, as part of the budget proce.w. The unit was
renamed the "Governmental Compliautce Section. " The new responsibilifies
include reviewing projects submitted lo the Building Department for
compliance with the Ciiy qf Miami Beach Flood Plain Managemant
Ordinance,the National Flood Insurance Regulatious, and implementing the
provisions of the Miami-Dude Counly 40-year building recerf cation
ordinance. f i e section also determines that all approvals have been entered
into the Permits Plus system prior to processing certflcates of
occupancy/cotnptetion and Occupant Content paperwork far the Building
Oficial's approval.]
"

[Additional Building Department Clarification: In a letter dated April 13,
2009, rhe Building Department provided us with information further
clarifiin~
the Department 's organizallon srruccture. The lefter iLyincluded in
"Exhibit F" gFthis report.]
Based on information provided by the Building Director, the Department has three
(3) general classes of employees. The classifications are Not Repre.setzted,CWA (Union Communications Workers of America), and GSA (Union - Government Supervisors
Associatian of Florida). Based on staffing levels in 2008, the Department's genera1grouping
of personnel according to these classifications was as follows.
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The City operates under union contracts with five ( 5 ) bargaining units. As noted
above, the two bargaining units that currently operate within the Building Department
include the CWA and the GSA. Both bargaining agreements cover the period October 1,
2006 - September 30,2009.
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Historical staffing levels in the Department over the period 2000 - 2008 were
as follows. The projected staffing level for 2009, per the adopted budget, i s also
included.

Source: City of Miami Beach Environmental Scan 2000 m

Page 38

City of Miami Beach Building Department

The functional breakdown of staff in FY 2008 was approximately as
folIaws.

Call Center

Total Budgeted Staff

79

Source: Building Department - Employee List by Section (08/2008)

Data was not readily avaiIable to track functional staffing levels over a time
horizon so that trends, if any, could be observed.

The general responsibilities of the Building Department's functional units,
as described in the Department's fiscal year 2009 "Current Service Level" budget
schedules, follows. If an organizational unit (identified with an "*")was not defined
in the "Current Service Level" budget schedule, its description was taken from the
Department's 2008 fiscal year "Departmental Work Plan."
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Functional Area

Director's Office

The Building Director supervises the Administration and
Operations Divisions of the Department to ensure the efficient and

Administration

The Building Department Administration Division consists of an
Assistant DirectorofAdministration who supervises Administrative
Services which includes the Permitting, Plans Review Section,
Finance, IT technology, Records& Microfilm, General Phone

direction to staff, monitoring and evaluating eficiency and
effectiveness, and establishing internal controls and coordinates and
oversees the budget process and ensures efficient and effective
operations of daily financial activities including but not limited to
revenue collection, accountability for inventory of fleet, computers,
phones and radios, establishing policies and procedures, enforcing
the City's Work Rules, overseeing the Department's Quality
Control and training staff to facilitate operations and enhance
internal controfs.
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building and structural plans processing, 40-year recertification
program and plan review enforcementfunctions of the Department,
supervising staff in various professional and non-professional
positions. A Senior Section Chief provides direction and
supervision of the plans permit processing functions in order to
comply with applicable ordinances and codes, and to protect life
and property in the most responsible manner possible and resolves
numerous individual problems with industry and private citizens,
relates to the Board of Rules and Appeals and several other boards
and government agencies and determines priorities for the efficient
utilization of resources required to review construction drawings
and enforcement in a thorough, competent and professional manner.

customer service by ensuring that permit applications are received,
reviewed, processed and issued and that building permit fees are
properly collected as well as receiving, reviewing & updating of all
information related to contractors licenses, liability insurances and
workman compensation insurance. This section supervises the
effective intra-departmental routingiassigning of both walk-thru
plans and dropped-off construction plans, shop drawings,
specifications, engineering documents & calculations to a11
applicable internal plans-reviewing disciplines that form the City's
Development Review Process consisting of the Building
Department, Planning Department, Public Works Department, and
Fire Prevention Department to maximize efficiency of resources
utilized & minimize plans review turn-around times.
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Supervises Section Chiefs and Inspectors for the Building,
Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, Elevator and Code Compliance
Sections. The Operations Division is responsible for the daily
operation of the Building, Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, and
Elevator field inspections, and Code Compliance Section, and
enforcement functions of the Department, supervising staff in
various professional and non-professiona1 positions. The Assistant
Director of Operations gives direction to Section Chiefs and
Inspectors, resolves numerous individual problems with industry
and private citizens, relates to the Board of Rules and Appeals and
several other boards and government agencies and determines
priorities for the eficient utilization of resources required to
perform inspections and enforcement in a thorough, competent and
professional manner.

VioIations - Cade

Review!Inspection

The Violations Section is responsible for the code enforcement
functions of the Department by serving the public by processing
expired permits, permit renewals, issuing Stop Work Orders,
responding to Customer complaints, closing violations and
preparing cases for Special Master.

*

issuance of building permits in compliance with the Accessibility
provisions of the Florida Building Code. Responsible for
performing inspections of building and structures in compliance
with the accessibility provisions of the Florida Building Code.

functions in order to comply with applicable ordinances and codes,
and to protect life and property in the most responsible, cost
beneficial manner possible.

and to protect life and property in the most responsible, cost
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Plumbing Inspections and
Plan Review

Direction and supervision of the Plumbing field inspection
functions in order to comply with applicable ordinances and codes,
and to protect life and property in the most responsible, cost
beneficial manner possible.

Building Inspections and
Plan Review

Direction and supervision of the Building field inspection
functions in order to comply with applicable ordinances and codes,
and to protect life and property in the most responsible, cost
beneficial manner possible. Interpretation of the Building and
Roofing provisions of the FBC and various provisions of the City
of Miami Beach Ordinances for the purposes of resolving
differences of opinion between private parties or implementing
policies and procedures for in-house staff.

Engineering

*

Responsible far reviewing building and structures plans in
compliance with the provision of the Florida Building Code, the
City of Miami Beach Flood Plain Management Ordinance, DEP,
D E W and the National Flood Insurance program regulations.
Responsible for implementing the provisions of the Miami Dade
County 40-year building recertification ordinance. Responsible for
issuance of all demolition and partial demolition permits within the
City of Miami Beach. Responsible for issuance of at I Certificates
of Occupancy, Certificates of Completion and Occupant Content
Certificates.

Elevator Inspections and
Plan Review

Direction and supervision of the Elevator field inspection
functions in order to comply with applicable ordinances and codes,
and to protect life and property in the most responsible, cost
beneficial manner possible.

Information Technotogy *

Responsible for maintenance, troubleshooting and upgrade to
user side of all applications system software used in the Building
Depafiment including permitting software, hand-held computer
inspection software, internet permitting software, queuing
management software and any other future technology initiatives
taken by the Department.
-
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Front Permits Counter *

Responsible for receiving, reviewing, processing and issuance
of all building permit applications including analyzing, computing
and col1ectingofall building permit fees. Responsible for receiving,
reviewing and updating of all information related to contractors
licenses, liability insurances and workman compensation insurance.

Building RecordslPlans
Routing *

Responsible for receiving, reviewing, processing and routing of
all plans and records through the Walk-through plans processing
and drop-off plans processing programs. Responsible for storing
maintenance and retrievaI of aIl Building Department records
including blueprints, microfilms and permit application records and
documents. Responsible for scheduling, coordinating and shipment
of at1 building records required for conversion to microfilm by
approved vendors, and follow-up quality control of converEed
records.

Phone Receptionisetter
Place *

Responsible for receiving all incoming calls made to the
Department and pro~essingof all complaints received through the
Better Place System.

inspection Services
Coordinator *

Responsible for effectively coordinating, scheduling, assigning
and monitoring all the inspection requests received by the
Department. Responsible for providing on-site dispute resolutions
for all inspection related issues.

Building and Roofing
Inspection *

Responsible for performing inspections of buildings and
structures in compliance with the building and roofing provisions
of the Florida Building Code.

L
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2.

Budget and Financial Operations

The Department i s funded through fees paid for the various services
it provides. The fee schedule for the Department was last amended in 2003.
The collection of, expenditure of, and accounting for fees of the Building
Department are guided by the following section of the Florida Statutes,
553.80(7).

553.80(7)
Tke governing bodies qf local governments muy provide a
scheduie of reasonable fees, as authorized by s. J25.56(2) or s. 166.222 and
this section,for eqforcing fhis part. These$es, and any_finesor investment
ear~ting.~
related fo the fees, shall be used solelyfor carrying out the local
government's responsibilities in enforcing the Florida Building Code. When
providing a schedule of reasonablefees, the total estimated annual!revenue
derivedfromfees, and the j?finesand investment eornings related to fhe fees,
may not exceed the total estimated annual costs of alIowahle activi~iles.Any
unexpend~rlbalances shall be carriedforward tofurure years for allowable
activities or shall he refunded at the discretion of the locaE government. The
basis for afee structure for allowable activities shaI1 relate to the level of
sewice provided by the localgovernment and shall!include consideratioofor
refunding fees due to reduced sewices based on sewices provided as
prescribed by s. 553.791, Ewt not provided by the local government. Fees
charged shall be consistently applied.
As used in this subsection, the phrase "enforcing the Florida
Building Code" includes the direct costs and reasonable indirect
costs associated with review of huildingplans, building jmpectiuns,
reinspections, and building permit processing; building code
enforcement; andfie inspections associated with new constmctiun.
The ph~asemay atso include training costs associated with the
e~forcementqf the Florida Building Code and enforcemenf aciion
pertaining to unlicen.~edconlractw acrivity to the extent nofjknded
by other userfees.

(a)

The following activities may not he<furrdedwith-fees adopted
(bl
for enforcing the Florida Building Code:
1.

Planning and zoning or other general government
activifies.

2.

I n s p c t o s ofp~Alicbuildings for a reducedfee or no
fee.
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Public information requests, community functions,
3.
hoard^, and any program not directly reluted to enfor cement
qf the Florida Building Code.
4.
Eyforcement and implementation of any other local
ordinance, excluding vaEidIy adopted local amendments to the
Florida Building Code and excluding any local ordinance
direct[v related to enforcing the Florida Building Code as
depned in paragraph (a).

A local government shall use recognized management,
(c)
accounting, and oversight practices to ensure that fees, fines, and
investment earnings generated under this subsecfionare maintained
and allocated or used salelyfor fhe purposes described in paragraph

la).
In summary, the above section of the Florida Statutes does the following.

>

Provides for the development of a seasonable fees for services.

)

Establishes that fees and related fines and investment earnings related
to the fees are to be used solely for carrying out the City's
responsibilities in enforcing the Florida Building Code.

>

Establishes that amounts collected and earned may not exceed the
total estimated annual costs of alEowable activities to operate the
department.

>

Allows unexpended balances to be carried forward to future years for
allowable activities or may be refunded.

Establishes that fees charged must be consistently applied.

>

Identifies activities that cannot be funded using fees collected by the
Building Department.

>

Instructs the City to properly account for and oversee the use of and
expenditure of Building Department fees.
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Fees collected by the Department are included in the "Licenses and Permits"
section o f the General Fund budget. As such, it is difficult to distinguish this specific
purpose revenue from other general fund monies accounted for in "Licenses and
Permits." Additionally, the matching of Building Department permit fee revenue
with related expenses ofthe Department in the year collected and expended kcomes
a difficult, but not impossible, exercise. The Building Department" legal
requirements in this area make the administrative and accounting treatment for its fee
revenue and operating expenditures resemble those of an "enterprise fund" activity.

In addition to the above, the fact that Building Department revenues are
included in the general fund creates the situation where Building Department monies
may be inadvertently used to support activities prohibited by law. In the City
Manager's Letter to Commissioners No. 152-2008 dated June 3,2008 (Analysis of
Building Fee Revenues), the City Manager noted that an operating budget surplus
in fiscal year 2007 of $15,504,725 was partially due to the inclusion of over $6
million of previously uncollected building permit fee revenue. The revenue was
generated as a result of "inconsistencies in the application of building permit fees in
the City." The City Commission adopted Resolution No. 2008-26771: which
approved the use of the $1 5 million surplus to fund the City's capital reserve, replace
Capital Investment Upkeep Account funds, reimburse the City's fiscal year 2008
operating contingency, and other City purposes not related to Building Department
operations. However, the City Commission's approval of the resolution was
conditioned on a review of buildingJdevelopment process revenues and expenses to
ensure that buildingJdevelopment process revenues were only being used for
approved purposes.
To determine the amount of building/development process funds that should
be retained and held uncommitted in the General Fund, the City relied on a 2003
consultant's study that was updated by the consultant in 2008. (The consultant's
study is referenced by the City Manager in his '"Adopted Budget Message" for fiscal
year 2009 to the Mayor and City Commission, dated September 17,2008.) The 2008
update noted that, based on an average indirect cost rate approximated by the
consultant at 34%, the Building Department was projected to have a carry-over
deficit in fiscal year 2007. However, due to the City's comprehensive review of
multiple years of open permits, approximately $6 million of previously unrecognized
revenue from prior years was collected during fiscal yeas 2007. As a result of the $6
million collected in fiscal year 2007, the consultants projected a revised carry-over
of $2.8 million in fiscal year 2007, and n projected deficit of $3.5 million in fiscal
year 2008. The final conclusion of the updated report was that the Building
Department would have a cumulative annual carry-over of $91 1,483. This was
determined to be the amount of buildingldevelopment process fees to be retained by
the General Fund. The report also showed that there was a positive cumulative
carry-over each fiscal year for the 2003 - 2008 fiscal year periods.
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The preliminary Building Department financial information for fiscal year
2008 and the adopted budget for fiscal year 2009 reflects that a 15.4% indirect cost
rate is being used, substantially less than the 34% "average" rate used by the
consultant over the fiscal year period 2003 - 20Q7. The 15.4% rate is based on a new
indirect cost rate study completed by the City since our field work concluded in midDecember 2008. If the new indirect cost is 1 5.4%, it is likely that the rate used by
the City over the years since 199811.999(34%), may have been too high. Given the
above, the cumulative carry-over should probably be greater than the amount
projected by the consultant and relied upon by the City.
In governmental accounting, an "enterprise fund" is used to account for any
activity for which a fee is charged to external users for goods or services. Given the
fact that historically buildingfees collected have Aeen in excess of expendifures,and
the fact that the indirect cost rate may have Aeen oversfated over fhe years, we
recommend that the City implement the use of an enterprise fupld or other special
purpose revenue fund to account for and monitor building fee co~lectiopasand
expenditures, separatefiom the General Fund. Implementinp this recommendation
would aIso facilitate the proper accounting for and use of interest earning due to
building fee surpluses.

We further recommend that the Ci@have an indirect cost stu* performed
on aperiodic basis. Special studies of the type conducted by the City's consultant
would be unnecessary and the ongoing status of building fee collections compared
to related expenditures would be more transparent and easily monitored on an
ongoing basis.
A schedule showing the results of the Building Department's financial
operations over the period 2001 - 2008 follows. The source of the "Revenue,''
"Expenditures," and 'Tersonnei" data was the "Departmental Financial Summaries Fiscal Year Budgets" (2008 Building Revenue and Expense History). The new
15.4% indirect cost rate was used for the period 2006 - 2008, rather than the
historical 34% rate.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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Fiscal Year
Actml

2001

Actual

Actual

Actual *

Actual

Actual

Actual

2002

21HF3

2004

2005

2W **

2007 **

Preliminary
2008 **

Revenue:

P m its
Certifi rates af CkcupancylCom pletinn
Rui Iding Ci tat ions/Code Violations
Other Income
Total Revenue
Exwnditures:

SalariedSa larim and Renefik

$2,178,372
808,174
605,809

$2.774.086
466,434
734,13 1

$3,15 1,502
238,350
75 8,472

$3,333,765
425,813
798,127

$4,002.688
636,484
929,3 t 5

$4,395.949
900,473
1,168.143

%5,190.830
90 1,907
1,570,371

$5,774,173
906.04 1

$1,227,944

$1,349,696

$1,425,352

$1,658,586

$1,899,158

$ 1,029,963

$1,20 1,998

$1,3 12,611

4,839,544

5,319,391

5,AI 7,563

6,536,780

3,484,916

9,007,182

9,836.056

Revenue in Excess of Expenditures, Support and
Indirect <l~:ost

$273,3 04

($496,994)

($11,102)

$376,462

$762,902.

$1,643,324

$4,245,469

$2,631,047

Cumulative Revenuein Excess of Expenditures, Support
and Indirect C o s t

$273,104

(!)223,890)

($234,992)

$141,470

$904,372

$2,547,697

$6,793,165

$9,430.2
- 13

Operating Expenses/Other Operating Expenses

Internal Services
Capital

1,605,238

Total Expenditurn
Estimated Support and Indirect Cost (34%)

Total Expenditures, Support and Indirect Cost

Personnel:
Full time
52
56
1
I
Part-time
* Note: Revenue moants adjusted since prior budget year.
** Notc: 2006 - 2009 financial information includes indirect costs at 15.4%rather than 34%
Source: Depmmental Financial Summaries Fiscal Year Budgets

-
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56
1

63
1

71
0

7,7 18,033

79
0

79
0

79
0

Building Department
Revenue and Expenses by Fiscal Year
$l4,000,000 /J
$12,000,000
$10,000,000
$8,000,000

I

#
'

/

Revenue
Expenses

$6,000,000
$4,000,000
S2,000,000

S-

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

* Note: 2009 Budget Data
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Except for fiscal years 2002 and 2003. the Department has historically
generated an excess of revenues over expenditures. The significant increase in 2007
is due to the City's efforts at recovering permit fees that were inaccurately
calculated.

The fiscal year 2008 budget anticipated a reduction in revenue due to a
possible slow down in new large construction projects. That budget anticipated that
based on the trend at the time, "... the City of Miami Beach will continue to
experience a multitude of new construction and renovation projects. The future
outlook may show a reduction in volume of large new construction projects, offset
in part by increased renovation project activity." The projected budget for 2009
anticipates a further erosion of the Department's revenue base. However, the
Department's projected expenditure level for 2009 is greater than its anticipated
revenue and does not reflect the anticipated downturn in construction and renovation
activity. The effects of the current local, national, and global economic downturn
may prove to be a challenge in maintaining expenditure levels as high as those
projected.
3.

Systems and Procedures

Over the years, the Building Department has been on an active growth path.
Building activity over the years has been rapid. Improvements in the Department's
systems, processes, and procedures have not been able to keep up with the rapid
growth in the Department caused by dramatic increases in the need for services to
its customers. In many cases the Department has implemented procedures before
providing adequate documentation and training to staff andlor notification to the
public. Staff noted instances where customers have informed them of procedural
changes made by management. This has caused confusion on the part of staff and
customers.

The Department should generally commit to an organizational structure;
settle on the basic process flows, both overall and for each functional area; and then,
proceed to formally develop policies, systems, and procedures in support of each
activity. Developing a comprehensive policies and procedures manual is a much
needed activity.
4.

Statistical Analysis of Operations

In fiscal year 2008, the Building Department processed 1 1,764 applications
for permits. During the same period, the Department approved 1 1,051 permits and
issued certificates of completion and certificates of occupancy for 337 projects.
Since 2005, the percentage change in "Permits Applied For"' and "Permits Approved"
has slowed. Permit applications in FY2008 represented a 13.3% reduction over
FY2007 applications. Similarly, permit approvals were down by 1 3.1 94 fiver the:
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same period in FY2007. The following table and associated graphical
representations of the data in the table shows a trend towards a decrease in
buildinglsenovation activity between FY 2004 and FY2008. The decreases are
consistent with the general decline in global, natianal, and local economic conditions
experienced over the past few years. The fact that the U.S. economy has been in a
recession for over a year further supports this trend that has also affected the south
Florida area.

(This space has been intentionally left blank,)
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Source: Building Deaartment Re~ortingSvstem
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In addition to the above, the following data on Building Department plan
reviews and inspections over the period FY2003 - FY 2008 further illustrates the
general decline in total departmental activity. The data i s not analyzed at the level
of the individual inspection areas or plan review areas.
The tables include plan review and inspection historical data and the
percentage changes in that data over the period of the data series. Graphical
representations of the data follows the tables.
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Building Department Inspections by FiscaI Year

Source: Miami Beach Building Department, Building & Trade Inspections Report
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I Source: Miami Beach Building Deeartment, Building: & Trade Insnections Reoort
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5.

Operating Division Reviews
Detailed interview sessions were conducted with representatives of
all of the operating divisions of the Building Department and with
representatives of Fire Prevention, Public Works, and PlanninglZoning. The
reviews were conducted in such a manner as to aflow the consultants to gain
a general understanding of the operating division or department in the
following areas.
Staffing
Plan review responsibilities
Inspection responsibilities
Permit fee system and schedule
Single Point of Contact program
Use of Private Providers
Licenses and training
Workflow
Computer support systems
Other areas of interest to the divisionldepartment
The observations and comments of division and departmental staff
follow. On occasion it was necessary to protect the anonymity o f staff
because ofthe sensitive nature oftheir comments. Therefore, staff comments
are presented in summary form and are not attributable to any one person.
Where it was necessary to address a specific operational issue, the discipline
area is identified. Some of the views expressed are anecdotal and may not
be supportable by specific evidence; however, some comments were based
on supportable documentation that was reviewed by the interviewer.
Discussions with Fire Prevention, Public Works, and PlanningiZoning
organizational units are presented separately from those of the Building
Department.

Building D ~ p a r f m e ~ t f
Plan Reviews

The current plan review process is in chaos. Walk-throughs should
be eliminated except for homeowners and small projects.
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r

Plans are reviewed in a normal manner unless the City Manager or a
Commissioner intervenes and says a certain project should be done
"NOW." This happens regularly. (Although this view was expressed
by several staff members, there was no evidence presented to
substantiate the comments. However, it is possible that other staff of
the Department or customers affected by a decision made by the
Department might have made such assertions to facilitate action on
behaIf of a project.)

Staff are required to look at project square footage and project value
information to determine reasonableness of the calculated permit fee.

*

The Department does not have a checklist for each permit or
inspection type.

Fee System
2-

The current fee schedule and system is too complicated and needs to
be simplified. (A universal comment from most divisions.) Two
divisions had no problem with the fee schedule.

r

The fee schedule and system is absurd,
A simplified fee schedule could be based on vaIue andlor square
footage and then trade permits could be a percentage of the overall
master permit.

There is a problem with the fee sheets matching the Permits Plus
screens that are used to calculate fees.
'B

Elevator permit and inspection fees are very simple and straight
forward. No change i s needed.

Permits Plus

r

The Permits Plus security has been improved but there are still
problems. The workflow screens seem to have more securi9 but the
approval screens do not. Edit and delete functions in the approval
screen are not secure.

r

Permits Plus security is a big issue. The approval screen has
problems. Edit and delete functions in the approval screen are wide
open to manipulation.
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r

Special event permits are entered into Permits Plus but are not
removed after an event is completed. They remain in the "Approved"
status.

Private Provider
Examiners have used it before and there were problems. The City
reviewed the work of Private Provider pIan reviewers and found
serious issues that were overlooked and not properly approved.
Consequently, the City had to take a closer look at those projects.
The Private Provider process i s not being used much now.
Private Provider projects are rare and when it was used it was
problematic. Private provideslplan reviewers overlooked a number
of items, some related to accessibility and some not. The program
has inherent "conflicts of interest" associated with it.

*

One private provider project did not work well. Problems were found
in both the plans review and inspection areas.

Single Point of Contact (SPC) (This process has been discontinued.)

No problems were found with SPC projects that were City projects.

r

Does not like the SPC process because it was perceived as blatant
favoritism towards a contractor. This perception was held by many
employees. It was simply a way of giving some clients preferential
treatment. (Almost a universal comment across all disciplines.)

r

There are no objective criteria as to which projects were eligible for
SPC and which were not.

r

The City had this program for a while to ensure large projects would
get done on time. There did not seem to be any consistency to which
projects were SPC and which were not.

F

Only involved with City projects that utilized a SPC. This was done
to facilitate and coordinate the project through the Building
Department process. Saw no problems with it. Did not recall any
SPC projects that were not City projects.
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Inspections

r

Automatically scheduling appointments using the Permits Plus and
the IVR system interface is problematic and does not allow for the
efficient scheduling o f staff. Schedules are re-done by hand.
Based on the elevator division's workload requirements and the need
for timely inspections, the division is understaffed. As of October 6,
2008, the division was approximately 10 months behind with
inspections.

>
>
>

Annual periodic inspections - 691 overdue (this is an actual
count)
Annual witnessing of tests - 250 overdue (this is an estimate)
5-year witnessing of tests - 250 overdue (this is an estimate)

There are approximately 1,800 elevators within the City
subject to the division's inspections.
Miscellaneous

Morale of Department employees is felt to be very low because of
recent events (employee arrests and allegations of wrong-doing).
Afier all the studies are done and the criminal allegations are
adjudicated, City management needs to step up and clear the air and
encourage the employees and make them feel they are valued and
hard working folks just trying to do their jobs. This would help with
the public's and the press' perceptions as well.
Supervisors do not pass information on to staff.
Z-

Communication between plan reviewers and inspectors is lacking.
During interactions with customers, management does not always
support staff when they follow the rules.

r

No processes and procedures in place. Process changes are word of
mouth, not written. Information not being relayed to permit clerks.

>

There are morale and trust problems in the Department.
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FIRE P R E M T I O N
Organization Structure and Operations
The Fire Prevention Division's organizational structure is
documented on the organization chart that follows. The organizational units
that are most related to building development and permit processing
functions are New Construction, Special Events and High Kise Buildings.
Seven full-time and one part-time Fire Protection Analysts report to the Chief
Fire Protection Analyst in the New Construction Section. Three Fire
Protection Analysts serve as plan reviewers at the Building Department. Two
of the three accommodate walk-through permit processing during the
mornings and work on drop-offs in the afternoons and one works on drop-off
processing all day. The other four conduct field inspections all day.
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The Building Department uses two methods for plan reviews and
permit approval. For substantial projects, plans are dropped off for review
to be picked up (with plan review comments) at a later date. For smaller, less
complex projects, a walk-through process is utilized. Staff estimate that
many ofthe walk-through permits are obtained by permit expediters, working
on behalf of contractors or developers seeking permits. Contractors,
developers and permit expediters using this method will wait at the Building
Department to have the permit approved the same day.
The division does not issue the permits or accept permit fees. All fire
permits are issued by the Building Department. However, fees collected for
fire permits are recorded as fee revenue for the Division.

The division must see all pIan review comments by other departments
and agree with revisions made by other departments, before final approval
and issuance of a permit, Fire permits must be approved and issued in
accordance with Florida Statute Chapter 633 - Fire Prevention and Control.
Permits Plus System
Inspections are requested through the Interactive Voice Response
(IVR) system which integrates directly with the permit scheduling tables in
the Permits Plus system. The system automatically compiles a list of
inspections scheduled for the following day. On the morning ofthe day the
inspections are scheduled, a supervisor accesses the system and assigns the
inspections to individual inspectors and prints the inspection schedule, The
supervisor is the only person with access to the inspection schedule module.
If a supervisor is not available, other senior division officials print the
schedule and manually write in the inspection assignments. The inspections
are assigned based on geographic zones when expedient but inspector
workload is also a consideration.

On rare occasions, due to emergencies, inspections are requested and
performed on an ad-hoc basis outside of the IVR system.
Security permissions/system access is controlled by the Fire
Marshall's secretary. The secretary is the only person who has the access
and ability to add or change permissions. She receives verbal instructions
from the Fire Marshall to add or change permissions and access. The Permits
Plus system does not have functioning audit trails to indicate and track
changes and updates to the system and who makes the changes,
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Currently there are only two types of access permissions, '"read only"
and "enter." Read only allows users to view only. Enter allows users to
perform all system functions such as entering, changing information
(including dates), and deleting information. According to the "Fire
Department User Groups" list, six fire protection annlysts have read and enter
permissions, as do four pIan examiners and five secretaries. All other active
personnel on the list have read only access.

The division does not use Tough Books at this time to enter the
results of their inspections into the Permits Plus system. Initial attempts to
use the laptops were not as successful due to unreliability of the data.
Currently, the inspectors return to the office approximately 30 minutes before
the end of the day to enter the results of their inspections. The division
intends to resume using the Tough Books when the next (new) version of the
software is installed.
Observations and Recommendations for Changesflmprovernent
The following staff observations and recommendations for
operational improvements have been made.
Provide additional space and drafting tables on the second
floor (Building Department) of City Hall where permits are
processed, plans are reviewed and customers and permit
expediters wait and conduct business.

A system of audit trails should be created (in Permits Plus) to
indicate and track changes and updates to the system and who
makes the changes.

r

Simplification of the fire portion of the permit fee schedule
does not appear to be a problem for the Department; it i s not
complicated. The fee for fire permits is based on the number
of components because it represents the complexity of the
system. Administration of that portion of the fee does not
appear to be an issue.

r

In favor of eliminating certain projects from the walk-through
process to reduce the crowding and the chaotic atmosphere at
the Building Department. Consideration might be given to a
drop-off with n 48 hour turn-around requirement as an
alternative method.

r

Consider changingJrecIassifying the fire suppression permit
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from a mechanical (Building Department) permit to a fire
permit.

r

Satisfied with the requirements laid out in the draft RFP for
a building development process cost allocation and fees
study.

PUBLIC WORKS
Organization and Plan Review

One licensed engineer concentrates on the technical aspects of large projects.
The Right of Way Management (ROWM) team deals with smaller, less
complex projects (waIk-thought), although they do drop-offs as well. In
addition, they are responsible for sidewalk cafeslnews racks and utility
locates. ROWM currently has seven people technically assigned as follows:
three to the permits processing section; two to sidewalk caks/news racks;
one to utility locates; and, one general inspector. The three in the Permits
Processing section spend most of their time doing plan reviews; both walkthought and drop-offs. They do both all day. One of the two in sidewalk
cafeslnew racks section also does plan reviews. The division's manager
emphasized that even though these individuals are technically assigned to
these sections he has attempted to cross train them all and uses most of them
in all functions now.

Public Works is on the Q-Matics system and their clients have to come up to
the 4thfloor, where Public Works is located, from the 2"dfloor where the
Building Department is located. They have not had an issue with Q-Matics
but they do not get the volume that is experienced on the 2" door, where the
Building Department is located.
Inspections

Public Works has one inspector, but others are on-call as needed. Public
works is not tied into the IVR/Permits Plus automated inspection assignment
system except for COlCC inspections. Clients calkin and schedule an
appointment for an inspection. Public Works does not get the volume
experienced by the Building Department. Public Works averages
approximately ten (1 0)inspections per day.
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Permits Plus
Many permit fees charged by Public Works are not on the Permits Plus
system. The ROWM division double-checks as many calculations as
possible, especially those associated with large fees. Issues with Permits
Plus security city-wide continue to be an issue. It is believed that all of the
ROW Management employees have full access to the system to do theirjobs,
but they are not sure precisely what that access is.
In addition, it is
believed that City employees, other than Public Works Department
employees, have full access to their approval screens and vice-versa. This
has been verified through testing.
Fee Schedule
It is believed the fee schedule is inadequate and outdated. The Department
does not charge costs associated with plan review. In addition, other fees
charged may be too low to cover costs and should be reviewed, A simplified
fee schedule would be welcomed as long as it covered all departmental costs.
An adequate cost study is critical.
Payment o f Permit Fees
After the permit fee is calculated at the front desk, the client takes the
paperwork to the City cashier and pays the fee. The client receives a receipt
from the City cashier and takes it back to Public Works and the permit is
issued.

Q-Matics and Workflow Processing

Public Works is on the Q-Matics system and the system routes clients to
Public Works as appropriate. However, problems exist with the process
workflow that is created when the Building Department permit clerks create
the workflow in Permits Plus. Sometimes the permit clerks put Public Works
in the workflow when their clearance is not needed and sometimes they are
not included when they should be.
BuildingJDeveIoprnent Process

The buildingldevelopment permitting process could be improved by making
it more seamless and transparent to clients. Representatives of all of the
buildingldevelopment process departments should possibly be housed in the
same location so clients would not have to go to different floors or different
departments to get plans approved and permits issued. This would help
clients in their process flow as well as improve communication among the
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various departments.
Consideration should be given to putting a "building development permit
issuance group" together under one person to manage the overall process.

Responsibilities

The Planning Department (Planning) has 3 primary responsibilities:
they provide professional analysis and recommendations to the City Manager
and Commission on a11 land development issues; they serve as staff support
to the City's Planning Board, Board of Adjustment, Design Review Board
(DRB), and Historical Preservation Board (HPB); and, they review the
majority of building permits for compliance with land development
regulations, and design and historical review guidelines.
Workflow

When a project is first initiated it wouId typically go to Planning first.
Planning decides whether or not the project needs to be reviewed by the
Department. If it comes under their purview, they enter the project into an
Excel spreadsheet for tracking purposes and begin the appropriate review.
Projects are not entered into the Permits Plus system until the
Building Department receives an application for a building permit. At that
time, the Building Department enters the project into Permits Plus and sets
up a project review workflow. Although it would be desirable to have
Planning projects tracked by the Permits Plus from their inception, the
system does not have the capability of tracking projects at multiple levels.
Planning has four (4) planners who review building permits, but other
planners help, as needed. Planning is required to review most of the building
projects in the process of permitting.

Fee Calculation and Collection
The calculation and collection of DRB and HPB fees is not
automated. The DRB and HRB fees are relatively straightforward and do not
present a problem in terms of calculating the correct fees. Parking Impact
fees and the Concurrency Mitigation fees however, are not as straightforward
and a more systematic approach, especially for Concurrency, i s needed for
calculating and verifying the amount of the fees. In addition, the amount of
the fee should be updated regularly.
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Planning calculates the various fees but they do not collect the fees.
Fees are collected by the City cashier located on the first floor. After the
applicant pays the cashier they return with the receipt from the City cashier
and they then receive the appropriate paper work from Planning.
Permits Plus

The degree of access to the Permits Plus system by Planning staff i s
uncertain. It is fet t that other departments, particularly the Building
Department, have access to their approval screen and may have approved
projects. Also, it would be helpful if he Zoning approval screen had a
separate line for approving the Concurrency Mitigation decision and fee.
Inspections
Currently, PlanninglZoning has two inspectors. Zoning inspections
are not part o f the IVWPermits Plus system. Their inspections are only
included when it is part of a Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of
Completion. This has created problems because clients thought they had
approval but Planning had not done their inspections.

Planning is on the Q-Matics system and the system routes clients to Planning,
as appropriate. Sometimes the permit clerks put Planning in the workflow
when their clearance is not needed and sometimes they are not included when
they should be.
Concurrency Mitigation

In a memorandum dated March 27, 2008, Planning and Zoning
proposed several changes to the Assistant City Manager regarding the way
Concurrency Mitigation fees are calculated, verified, and collected.
F

Planning proposed adding a separate line item for concurrency
review to the building permit review screens in Permits Plus and that
the amount of the fee and the method of its calculation be added to
Permits Plus.
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6.

2,

Planning proposed that the payment of fees procedure be changed to
require that the receptionist process the payment and,
after verification of payment, the appropriate information would be
entered into the staff planner's approval comments in Permits Plus.
At present, the receptionist normally handles the payments and the
Planner enters the comments into Permits Plus.

r

Planning further proposed that the GIS based Concurrency
Management System (CMS) computer be returned to the Public
Works Department, to enable the review of the calculations made in
the Planning Department.

Internal Audit Report (July 3,2008)

The Internal Audit Report covered the period October 1, 2006 through
December 31,2007. The audit's findings and recommendations were submitted to
the City Manager In a report dated July 3 , 2008. The purpose the audit was tu
determine whether transactions, adjustments, and processing procedures were
established, authorized, and maintained in accordance with laws, regulations,
contracts, and management's policies; whether transactions were accounted for and
were accurately and promptly recorded; whether recorded balances were periodically
substantiated and evaluated; and, whether City assets, records and files were properly
safeguarded, controlled, and access restricted in accordance with management's
criteria.

The overall opinion concluded as a result of the audit and the areas of
deficiency that were noted in the'audit are stated below as they appeared in the audit
report.
mespite the efforts made by the department to improve the procedures,
accountability, and control.^ over the permit revenue collecfions, Internal
Audit found rhe following areas that still need to be addressed. As an
intermediate control in place, the ongoing review of permits at close ouf is
minimizing any loss offee revenues.

I.

Inaccurate iqformation is being .fiarnished and used for permit fee
calculaf ions.

2.

Systemfee calculationsfor cornbined projects were not correct.

3.

Space is not provided on the application for proper allocation of job
values and square footage for projec#.s combining v~novarionsand
new c~nstr~ction.
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4.

Corrections to applications:were ohsewed after the application had
been signed, notarized, and u p y i n tfees have been calculafcd.

5.

Incomplete building permit applica tions are being accepted.,

6.

Original permit applications are not kept in lhe departmenr '.T filing

system until ajer the plans haw been reviewed and the permif isr
approved.
7.

Insuficient supporting documentation is kept onJle as part uf the
perm if application package.

8.

The Building L)epcxrtment'sadopfedfee schedule is complex and lacks
regulm revisions.

9.

Minor discrepancies were noted between the deparfment'sfee
schcdzrlc and currently distribute Mechanical, Electrical and
Plumbingfee sheets.

10.

Insqficient and inconsisrent use and application qf thefee schedule
for rhe calcularion of buiEding pernaiffees.

11.

No policies and procedures are written and in place that are well
known and consistently followed by department personnel.

12.

Inconsistency in dofa enhy to the sysfem.

13.

Poor computer system control.^ in place.

14.

Insufficient seregation of duties exists within the permit clerks'
positions that impact department processes.

15.

Long processing cycles for Non Suficien f Fund WSF) chech.

16.

Outdated permit data was found on the department's computer
.~ystem.
"

7.

Quality Control Review (October 2008)

In early October 2008, the permit clerk supervisor and the Assistant Director
for Administration started to perform spot ("random") audits of permit fees other
than building permit fees. As o f mid-October. they noted errors in calcuIations of
the sanitation impact fee, the fee for alterationslremodeling for single family,
duplexes, and areas in condos; and, the fee for alterationslrepair to marine structures.
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Investigations into the discrepancies revealed that the problem with properly
calculating the fees was related to a mis-interpretation of the proper methodology
for calculating the fee; errors in the Municipal Code Book, errors in the Ordinance
that was presented to the Commission for approval; and/or, the municipal code
information on the web site (Municode). Errors were also found in the "Blue Book"
of fees that was distributed to the public and there were errors in the manner that
Permits Plus calculates certain fees. These and other errors in the method that fees
are calculated should be identified and corrected immediately.

C.

CUSTOMER INTERACTION

Customers have several points at which they interface with the Building
Department. Information on the Department and its overall operations can be
obtained using the internet and the City and Department's web site. The following
flowcharts illustrate the processes followed by the Department in providing services
to its customers. The process flowcharts are described as follows.

r

Process FIowcharf No.l - Tickef R o u f i ~ gProcess: Customers
arriving at the Department for services are issued processing tickets
that identify the basic service(sl they require and the associated
processing number maintains their processing order in the various
processing queues.
Process FIo wcharf N0.2 - Q-Matics Customer Processing: The QMatics system takes customers through the processing cycle in an
ordered fashion. Customers are processed according to the time they
are logged into the system. As a customer moves from one waiting
line to another, their place in line is determined by the time they
initially entered the system. Therefore, as a customer moves from
one waiting line to the next, the customer is moved in front of any
customer who arrived after them, when they first checked-in with the
pemit clerk. This can become confusing to customers who see their
position in line moved back in favor of a customer just entering that
particular waiting Iine.

>

Process Flowcharf No.3 - Initial Permit Fee Calculation Review:
This process flowchart describes the process for the initial calcuIation
of the permit fee. The updated amount of the pemit is verified prior
to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy/certificate of
completion.
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r

Process Flu wcharf No.4 - Overall Plan Review Processing Work
Flow: Process flowcharts No. 4 and No.5 are related. The overall
plan review processing consists of two processing options: drop-off
and walk-through. These flowcharts take a customer through each
process from initial customer contact through final permitting.
Process Flowchart No.5 - Overall Plan Review Processing Work
Flow, Walk- Through Processing:This process flowchart represents
the walk-through portion of the permitting process.

Note: The Department has implemented changes to its operating processes
since the start of this project, therefore the processing flowcharts that
follow may not represent the actual processes currently followed by
staff.
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The main processing starting point for customers in the Department is the second
floor lobby, which is too small for the volume of people served. Large numbers of
customers occupy this space for extended periods of time, giving the impression of general
chaos and confusion. Because of the lack of seating and general work space, customers sit
on the floors and crowd the halls in the immediate area, making the smooth flow of trafic
impossible. With large numbers of people waiting to be served and the Q-Matics system
calling out processing numbers and giving directions, the noise level is high and one gets the
impression that the operation is inefficient and disorderly. The following pictures of the
space illustrates the close quarters in which customers must conduct business.

Page 84

City of Miami Beach Building Department
Organizational and Operational Review and Analysis

The Building Department receives an average of 80,000 calls per year. Currently the
Department does not have the resources to answer and respond to all the calls it receives.
The abandon rate of calls i s currently at 3 1%. Additionally, the City's IVR system receives
approximately 77,000 calls per year with an abandoned rate of 80%. As a result, the
Department's image suffers and customers go unserved and they are frustrated. Staffing
limitations prevent the Department from assigning more resources to this function. Akhough
a vital@nction ofthe Department, the Call Center is not afunction that she CitJ?has ro
perform infernally. Thefincfioncould be emily confructed-out.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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D.

TECHNOLOGY SOLUTIONS

The Department embraces the use of technology to increase the efficiency of its
operations. In 2007, the Department introduced the use of computers to be used in the field
to accumulate and transmit inspection status information to the Department's central
computer system. This allowed the Department to have up-to-date status information on
projects under construction. Other technological tools introduced to the Department
included on-line permit application for certain permit types, Q-Matics (a customer queuing
program application), Permits Plus (a process control system j, Interactive Voice Response
(IVR - n customer calt-in scheduling application), Permit Manager - Online Permitting, and
BuildFax. A more detailed overview of these applications follows.

The Q-Matic system is used to manage customer processing at the permit
counter and throughout the permitting and plan review process. The system
schedules the customer's waiting line status at the various stations the customer must
visit for processing, tracks the processing time at each station, and assists in moving
the customer from one processing station to the next, as defined in the work-flow for
a particular customer.
The system provides on-line information and stores customer processing
statistics that allow the Department to cater to the individual customer's needs and
helps to optimize departmental staffing. The system is designed to automatically
provide essential data necessary to make decisions that will increase efficiency,
improve the effectiveness of the organization, and increase customer satisfaction by
improving the level of service. If set-up properly, managers can receive online
information concerning activities at the workstations: number of customers waiting,
waiting times, number of windows open for each service category, and similar data.
Managers can receive instant warnings if waiting times exceed or fall below pre-set
values. They can then reschedule workstation staff directly to correct the situation.
Q-Matics uses LED displays, TV monitors, and audio announcement devices
in the lobby and processing areas to direct customers to the appropriate processing
workstations.

The system is capable of generating reports which show waiting times,
transaction times, customer flow patterns and trends for each service category.
Decisions concerning staffing can also be made based on the data. Managers or
other persons with overall responsibility can study every aspect of a customer's
activities and receive reports on the cubent service levels and customer flow patterns
and trends for each service category. Decisions concerning stafingcan also be made
based on the data.
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Although the system has reporting capabilities that are designed to give
management statistical tools that can be used to efficiently manage the flow of
customers through the process and to schedule staff in a productive manner, the
features are not being used effectively or at al!. Staff responsible for supporting the
system are not familiar with the basic operations of the reporting system. The
system's management reports are not being utilized and the types of data the system
maintains is not well known by support personnel. Such data was not utilized as part
of the analyses in this report because the data and its interpretation could not be
relied on. 'I'herefore, we were without sufficient information on which some basic
analyses of staffing patterns, waiting times, and processing times could be
conducted.
2.

Permits Plus System

Permits Plus is a tracking software system used by approximately eleven (1 1)
City departments, including the four buiIdingJdevelopment departments. The
software is a useful tool for mapping-out a process and controlling the interaction
between the steps in the process. The Building Department uses Permits PEus to,
among other things, manage a project from application to completion (final approved
occupancy). The Department uses Permits Plus for tasks such as calculating permit
fees, issuing permits, managing the plan review cycle, and recording inspection
results. It can also be used for inspection routing. Permits Plus has been used by the
Department for approximately ten years. Staff find it to be complex and not user
friendly. As currently configured, it Iacks the security needed to properly manage
the buildingldevelopment process. Permits PEus is the primary support system for
the Building Department's operations. Its effective operation i s critical for the
Department to effectively carry-out its responsibilities.

The buildingldeveloprnent process departments, in particular the Building
Department, use Permits Plus to track projects and issue permits. Other departments
that use Permits Plus include Code Enforcement, Capital Improvement Program,
Police, Parking, City Attorney, Finance, and the City Clerk.
Our initial work on Permits Plus sscurity focused on the Building
Department. The Building Department internal audit report dated July 3, 2008
revealed a number of deficiencies. Some of the deficiencies "represent significant
weaknesses that, if not corrected, could negatively impact the integrity of permit
fees, opening a great window of opportunity for unscrupulous behavior." The
following are some of the deficiencies noted En the audit report.

r

Several fees were identified as erroneously calculated by Permits
Plus.
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r
F

Permits Plus does not allow the allocation of costs or gross areas
when two scopes of work are combined into one permit. As a result,
there were occasions in which data provided for fee calculation
combined both new construction and alterations or remodeling.
Therefore, separate fee calculations could not be made.
Data entered into Permits Flus can be overwritten by anyone that has
edit privileges without leaving an audit trail.
Payments or adjustments for outstanding fees can be posted to a prior
date. Consequently, payments or adjustments that are backdated to
a prior date or period would not 'be included on the current daily
activity report. Therefore, backdated transactions would not be
noticed unless prior reports were re-printed and reviewed.

Based on initial disczlssions with Information Technology personnel who
have responsibility for Permits Plus, some of the system's deficiencies, which have
been identified, are being corrected. However, given some of the functional and
operational problems experienced with the system, a comprehensive review and
analysisofthe ~ y ~ f e m
features,
3
internal control capabilities, and the extent to which
the system's features are being used by the Building Department has never been
conducted. As a result, it is unclear how other departments that use the system are
affected by deficiencies in the Permits Plus software.

Given [he significant issues identtfied within the Building Depar f ment, we
recommend the C i p perform a comprehensive review and anaIysis of Perm its Plus
to determine weaknesses and vulnerabilities in the system and develop short, mid,
and long term strategies .to en,Ture the City is protec fedfrom abuse while it confinues
fo provide sewices to the buifding/developmentc o m m u n i ~ .
During the course of this review and analysis, several significant issues
related to the Department's use of the Permits Plus system were identified and
brought to the attention of City and departrnenta! management. Those issues include
the following.

>

The current permit fee schedules, which are the basis for inputting
much of the permit data into Permits Plus for the purpose of making
fee calculations, do not match the current fee screens in Pemi ts Plus.
Consequently, permit clerks are required to create a work around to
record and collect the proper fees.

)

The use of the inspection assignment module does not result in the
effective and efficient use of inspectors in some divisions of the
Department. In those instances, human intervention is required to
efficiently assign inspectors.
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>

The system has an audit trail feature to determine what changes have
been made and by whom. However, an attempt to implement the
audit trail feature built into Permits Plus caused a significant
degradation in the system's operation. Use of the system's audit trail
feature was discontinued.

>

The approval screen within Permits Plus is virtually open to all
employees of the Department and likely any department that uses the
shared system. This represents a lack of security control over the
systems access and use.

>

The July 3, 2008 internal audit report on the Building Department
revealed significant deficiencies that left the Department open to
possible abuse.

>

There is concern about the security of Permits Plus in all of the
buildingldevelopment process departments. Discussions with
officials from the Planning, Public Works, and Firc Dcpartmcnts,
noted possible Permits Plus security issues within those departments.
One of the major concerns raised among departments was the belief
that anyone in any user department had access to input data into the
various screens within Permits Plus.

Due to the significant role Permits Plus plays in the buildingldevelopment
process for the City, interim recommendations have been made to City and Building
Department management to address the security and processing issues found through
interviews with buildingldevelopment process departmental personnel and IT
personnel. These recommendations are included in the "Observations, Findings, and
Recommendations" section of this report, section VII.
3.

Interactive Voice Response (IVR) System

As a service to its customers, the Building Department utilizes an automated
call-in system that allows the user to schedule inspections, cancel inspections, or
obtain information on inspection results. There is no need to speak to a customer
service representative. The system is available for use seven days a week, twentyfour hours a day. Inspections are scheduled on a "first come - first served" basis.
The system guides the caller through the steps involved in properly using the system.
Inspection areas covered by the system include building, electrical, mechanical,
plumbing, and elevator. This service does not cover inspection scheduling and
inspection results for the Fire Department, Public Works, or PlannindZoning.
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4.

Permit Manager - Online Permitting

Permit Manager gives a user the ability to file for permits and check permit
status online. Inspections can also be scheduled. To check a permit's status, a user
simply creates an account and accesses permit status information anytime, day or
night. Filing for a permit can only be done by licensed contractors who are
registered with the Building Department. Once registered, licensed contractors can
apply for, pay for, and print online permits anytime, day or night. Some departments
require that licensed contractors register with the City and obtain authorization to uuse
Pemit Manager before filing for a permit. Those departments issue a personal
identification number (PIN) that will provide the contractor with appropriate
authorization.

An online system through the City's web site that provides building permit
and property information. Simplified property information is made available to the
general public.
The effective use of technology can assist the Department in reducing the cost of its
operations and in providing more eficient and effective services to the Department's
customers. One area the Department has started to review is the use of electronic plans
review technology. This is a relatively new area of technology being used by some building
departments. Its use should be studied for possible implementation in the future.
Additionally, the Department could increase its operating efficiency by better understanding
the features (and limitations) of the technology it currently has and maximizing the use of
that technology.

E.

BUILDINGIDEVELOPMENT PROCESS FOCUS GROUP

The City's creation of the BuildinglDevelopment Process Focus Group represents
another step in its efforts to work with City departments and user representatives to improve
the systems and procedures involved in the building/development process. This effort
commenced in February 2007. It was the first formal undertaking by the City since
implementing the recommendations of the Business Resolution Task Force. The Business
Resolution Task Force's efforts concluded in November 1999. The City Manager made a
report to City Commissioners (Commission Memorandum No. 55-00, dated January 12,
20003 on the status o f implementing the recommendations made by its Business Resolution
Task Force (BRTF).
The BuildingJDevelopment Focus Group is primarily a City staff effort composed
of representatives of the Building, PlanninglZoning, Fire Prevention (Fire Department), and
Public Works departments. However, the meetings are open to the public to receive their
feedback. Members of the four City departments form the nucleus of a team that is charged
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with conducting a process review to provide the City Manager with recommendations for
the short-term (recommendations that can be implemented immediately or "easy fixes"),
mediurn-term, and long-range (recommendations geared toward the future vision of the
respective processes, which can be implemented over the next five to seven years).
A preliminary list of opportunities for improvement was developed by the group.
The list included the following.

Complexity in the permit application process.

Unnecessary Permitting

>
>

Incomplete inspections.
Improvements to walk-through process.
Inconsistency in information provicled to customers.

Plans Review

>
>

Inconsistency of review process.
Excessive comments.
New comments identified during subsequent reviews.
Lack of information to architectslengineers on what City reviewers
expect to see on drawings.

Inspections

P

>
>

*

Re-inspections andlor inconsistencies of inspections.
Conflicts between permitted drawings and what an inspector
enforces.
New requests on subsequent inspections.

TCOs, Expired TCOs, CO Process

>

Refusal to sign-off on Final C/O due to minor issues.

Need for access to information electronically while in the field.
"Y

Need for additional on-line services (including plans review, payments,
change o f contractor, etc.).
Improvements to departmental web sites.
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4

Internal communication

>

Need for improved communication between all departments that
"touch" the development process.
Need for coordination between departmentsldisciplines to eliminate
redundancy and conflicts within the development process.

External Communication

>
)

>

Lack of live customer service representatives (voice mail, phone
system, etc).
Lack of or incomplete information provided to different customers.
Need for improved front counter assistance.

Specific areas the Building Development Process Focus Group has sought to address
include the following.

Ilripmvernents derived from implementation of the concurrent review
process.
Development ofplans review, inspections, and customer submittal checklists.
Single Point o f Contact
Work Flow and the re-review process.

Building Department permit countcr: cxpress lane for trade permits, online
registration for tickets, and setting maximum number of projects to be
processed per personlcompany per day.
Recognized the challenges being faced by the complicated fee schedule.
Issue when there is a different person performing second and subsequent
reviews of plans and "issues" are noted.

*

Changes made across disciplines,

How to effectively resolve issues when staffhaving different interpretations
of the City Code, Florida Building Code, life safety code, and other rules,
regulations, or requirements.
One department, on a subsequent review, makes changes in their
disciplinelrequirements that has an impact on another discipline overseen by
another department.
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A review of the meeting notices for the Building Development Process Focus Group
revealed that many meetings were of the "internaF" group and they were not open to the
public.

By way of comparison, recommendations made by the "Business Resolution Task
Force" in its November 30, 1999 report included the following.
Expedite permitting by doing the following.
Limit the number of plans for walk-through processing per customer.
Substantially limit Design Review Board review to exterior work and
interior public spaces.
Empower staff to make broader decisions during walk-through to
back-up counter person.
Have a senior planner avaiIable during walk-thtw to back-up the
counter person.
Develop walk-thru process guidelines and, if Design Review Board
approval is required, allow applicants to choose what order to get
plan review approvals.
Actively involve the plans router in monitoring the progress of the
plans review.
Offer more competitive salary ranges.
Co-locate Fire Prevention staff within the Building Department to
facilitate the plans review process.
Improve customer service.
Improve staff~ngand hiring.
Invest in technology (in particular, provide field inspectors with hand-held
computers).

In addition to the above, the Building Department conducted a retreat in late
20051early 2006. Processing issues were discussed and recommendations for improvements
to operations and procedures were suggested. Same of the issues that were discussed
induded the following.

1
.
s;..

Customers waiting a long time for service.
Customers missing documentation.
Responding to customer questions regarding review processing times.
Process workflow issues.
How to handle customers who only require information.
What customers require tickets to be prrxessed.
Customers going through multiple processing steps for simple projects.
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Many of the above issues, which have been identified by the BuildinglDevelopment
Process Focus Group, the Business Resolution Task Force, and those raised in the retreat,
continue to be issues today. Over the years, the Department has not been able develop the
necessary policies, systems, and procedures to effectively address and resolve the issues.
The City's management has exercised wisdom in undergoing periodic reviews of the
Department's operations to ensure that service improvements are identified and implemented
in a timely manner. However, the degree to which identified changes have improved the
Department's operations is questionable; and, the public does not have a general perception
that there have been improvements in the Department and the services it provides.

F.

STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

A n important part of insuring the success of any project endeavor is to involve
external stakeholders in all phases of the project. In the case ofthe Building Department and
the C.ity, s~keholderscan be internal (staff, division chiefs, managers, etc.) or they can be
external (homeowners, builders, developers, expediters, etc.) to the CitylBuilding
Department. Stakeholders are the end-users or clients, they are the people for which a
process or procedure is developed. Stakeholders are the people who will influence the
design and, ultimately, the people who will reap the benefits of an effectively run
department, a successful project, a sound process or procedure, or other beneficial activity.
In an effort to obtain input from the individuals most affected by the operations of
the Building Department, we set out to interview Department stakeholders. Lists of
individuals and entities who represented a broad spectrum of Building Department
stakeholders were developed. A cross-section of the prospective participants was selected.
They represented many of the groups who interface with the Department. The pool of
possible external participants included individual homeowners, large and small property
owners. builders, developers, lawyers, expediters, architects, engineers, and similar
individuals and professions. From the pool, a final list was developed and individuals were
contacted to participate in the interview process.

The response to the request to be interviewed was greeted with appreciation by some
individuals and apprehension from others. Some refused to participate for fear of possible
retaliation or retribution by the City or the Department, even though they were assured their
participation would be anonymous. Some felt their participation was their civic duty. All
who participated appeared to have the best interests of the City and the Department in mind.
There was no indication that any participants were vindictive or were in any way trying to
cast a negative cloud over the Department. Respondents promised to be honest and candid
in their responses to questions.

The comments that follow are representative of the points stressed by interview
participants. Some are anecdotal and may not be supportable by specific evidence; however,
some comments were hased on supportable documentation that was reviewed by the
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interviewer. All of the comments presented are deemed to be important input into this
process because the statements represent people's perceptions of the nature of the
Department, its staff, and its activities. Perceptions that are held by a large enough group
of individuals tend to become viewed as "rea1ity"iin peoples' minds.

The Miami Beach Chamber of Commerce (the "Chamber") was one of the external
stakeholder groups identified. Quite coincidentally, a Chamber committee had recently
completed its own review of the City's Building Department. Their review had been
presented to the City earlier in the year, but the City had not commented upori it as of the
compIetion of the field work on this project (mid-December 2008). The findings and
recommendations of the Chamber's committee report are included later in this section of our
report.
Although they are not external participants, the Mayor and all City Commissioners
participated in the interview phase of the project. As elected officials, they serve
constituency groups and receive input from constituents that is important to this project.
Their comments and perceptions are also included in the comments that follow.

Except for the comments contained in the Chamber of Commerce report, to ensure
anonymity, the comments that follow are not attributable to any individual or group.
1.

Stakeholder Comments
There should be a contact point for people who are not building
professionals.
Customers need an advocate in the Department.
Small project customers and homeowners find the permitting process
so difficult they opt to risk being fined for not obtaining permits.
Fire Department reviewerslinspectors are most difficult to work with.
They sense the power they have over you and the process and they
intimidate you.

>

All customers should be treated equally. Favored status is given to
large developments and projects.

r;-

The inspection process is not standardized. Inspectors do not appear
to have guidelines they follow.
T feel the Department is at the threshold of providing exceptional
service, but it is not there yet.
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Too much time is wasted between points of service at windows.

They will not work with you if all of your paperwork is not in place.
The are no work areas available for customers to use.
If you miss your number being called, your ticket is killed. You have
to remain in the area as crowed as it is.
Miami Beach has the potential of being the best Building Department
in the area.

Issuance of permit cards is sometimes slow.
1question whether the follow-up audit of the permit fee is accessing
only those items that are appropriate for the caiculation of the permit
fee. I think they are capturing items that are not appropriate per the
building code,

I have a great deal of respect for the staff and the work they are
doing.
1 feel the staff processing permits in the Building Department are fair
and I feel the Fire Department staff are absolutely fair.

The process must be fair and legal, not personal. Some senior
departmental management have made the process personal in some
cases.

The audit department is making changes to application data. In one
case, I noted that application data was changed on a project from six
years ago.

I think the auditors are targeting projects for audit.
Inspections are being held up because of the auditing process.
Inspections are being delayed on projects until fees are paid on
audited projects.
Pemits are expiring and customers are not being notified. Current
economic times are making it difficult to proceed with some projects.

Things were doable and workable before the last director and some
of his staff were in charge.
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Staff morale was affected by management favoritism. Staff do not
feel secure in their jobs.
It appears that high level administrative positions are being filled
with sptaffwho do not have the necessary qualifications for the
positions.

The current workflow system is a disaster. Customers not able to
address questions because the workflow process is not completed.
Plans must remain in process. Workflow cripples the system. There
is no flexibility. Why do projects need to go through Public Works
and PlanninglZoning when they are not affected?
Rules as to what gets dropped-off and what can be walked through
are not clear or adhered to.
The last director created many problems. Why was he selected for
the position? He was not the most qualified person applying for the
job.
The Department had great and honorable leadership at one time.

The fee structure is too complicated and must be simplified.

Repeat reviews by different inspectors are a problem. One inspector
identifies problems that you correct and later another asks you to do
more things related to the same issue. Why can't the inspectors agree
on what needs to be done before they leave us with comments.

Fire review and Planning reviews take extended periods of time to
complete.
The City Manager is not in touch with how badly some Building
Department managers treat customers.
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Some high level management in the Department are vindictive. I am
concerned about raising issues on my projects because I do not want
them to be delayed by the Department. They do not appreciate that
time delays cost money. I make changes on my projects not because
I or my architects/engineers/contractorsagree with the changes
mandated by Building Department reviewers and inspectors
(especially fire reviewers/inspectors) in all cases, but I make them
because 1 cannot afford to sIow down a project or stop it to appeal
decisions, especially decisions that are based on desire or preference
and not the building or fire code. The Fire Department is of primary
concern.
%

The Department needs an appeal process.
What I want as a developer is orderly, evenhanded treatment by the
City.

r,

The Department rleeds better leadership and more education for
people on the "front line."

The most important thing the City can do is live up to i t s mission
statement and the values it lays out on the City's web site.
Although these comments were made in 2008, some of them are representative of
comments that have been documented by the City since the review conducted in 1999.
While some who were interviewed were quite complementary about the staff and operations
of the Department, most interviewee comments were not. The Department's perceived
ability to perform its services efficiently, effectively, and courteously i s in doubt.

In August 2005, a "Benchmarking and Customer Service Analysis"was prepared by
a consultant for the City. Some of the issues identified in that analysis continue to be
identified as strengths andlor deficiencies by customers today. Some of the findings and
recommendations presented in the "Customer Survey Analysis" section of the report
included the following.
The analysis demon,c@~fed?hat the Cify has professiona!, knowledgeable, nnd
dedicated personnel r wvolved in the construction permifting pvoces.~.However, as
previously stated, only 62% of customers surveyed are satisfied with the level of
service they receive.
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Among the most prevalent feedbacWconcerns receivedfiom customers was:

The inability to contact City personnel via the telephone;
The maximum walk-through review time of 15 minutes, even though some'
reviewers take 45 minutes to review;
The needfor additional personnel at the perm if counter;
The need for creation of an express lane-for small items;
Q-Matic system's lack o f holds or pauxes, to allow custowievs I'o attend
meetings with Qfficials or visit other oflces.
The Department nor allowingpermit applications to be dropped offor later
processing; and,
The Department not 0110wing simple permit applications to be processed and
paid for the same day.
The following are some of the recommendations that are provided within the report.
The City should consider:

I.
2.
3.
4.

5.

6.

Implementing a simplified fee schedule to allow for Plans Examiners to
expedite the review of plans(eliminating the need for them to determine
fees);
Assessing the stqfit~glevels at the @and counter ando cross-training the
clerical staflto cover peak demand times;
Staggering lunch hours ofpont counter personnel to allow the front counter
to remain open longer hours;
Providing an information counter that allows access the compute^ system fo
check and track the status ofpermits, plans, and inspections, and can be
assigned t o f l e r customer sewice calls;
Enhancing its education efforts on the permittingprocess to the public; and
Determining the validity and addressing some general concerns with the
process which are listed in section 4i2.2 6.

r

r
.P-

66% of customers surveyed felt satisfed with the plans review
process.
73% of cetrstornersfelt rhe plans examiners were accessible; 77% felt
they were courteous and professional; and, 69% felt they were
knowledgeable.
54% of customers felt the perm itfing process was easy to follow.
67% of customers felt their plan review requests were processed in
a timely manner; hut, several customers complained that the 15
minute review time was insuflcient. Customers noted that the
reviewem would spend more time with customers in spite of [he 15
minute time limitafion, resulting in longer waiting rimes.
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2.

Chamber of Commerce Report (February 19,2008)

The Miami Beach Chamber of Commerce created aNBuildingand Permitting
Committee" to address numerous concerns and complaints from the business and
residential community concerning dissatisfaction with City services that affected
both members and nonmembers of the MBCC. This committee was created to voice
its concerns and suggest balanced solutions and improvements." The complaints in
the report, which was dated February 19,2008, "...primarily dealt with unnecessary
hardships, irregularities in the implementation of public policies, procedures and
inspections; as well as lack of follow up, information, or personnel and outdated
building and permitting codes and enforcement techniques." User input was largely
based upon anecdotal information provided to the committee from the study's
participants. The goal of the committee was "...to identify and address the legitimate
concerns of the community ..." The committee held meetings with a diverse group
of Building Department userslcustomers such as business owners, legal
representatives, architects, engineers, designers, residents, and other management
and professional entities. The committee also met with members of the Business
Resolution Task Force that conducted the study that was conducted for the City and
presented in its report dated November 30, 1999.
The summarized results of the Chamber's report follow.

"...

Lack of coordination and internal discussionlproblem resolution among
Building Department, Fire, Public Works, and PlanninglZoning. Customer
left to try to resolve interdepartmental issues with little or no help from
departments.
Unnecessary permitting - Customers are frustrated by having to obtain signoffs from inspection areas not directly involved in the process For the permit
they seek.

A major problem identified was complaints regarding the inconsistency in
inspections and/or of the inspectors who are performing the inspections.
When different inspectors review the same work, new requirements may be
added-on by the subsequent inspector or the new inspector may require
changes which conflict with the previous inspector's review comments.
Information being provided to the public is not consistent and is not being
provided in an informative, customer-friendly manner. More and better
oversight and involvement by supervisors is required.
b

The Certificate of Occupancy and Temporary Certificate of Occupancy
processes need to be more clearly defined and assistance given to customers
to facilitate concluding the processes as timely and efficiently as possible.
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The City should implement needed changes in processes and procedures as
quickly as possible.

The City should develop a mechanism for ongoing input and participation
from the users of the buildingldevelopment process departments.

*

Implementing process and procedural changes should be properly managed
to ensure a smooth transition from the old to the new. Staff and users need
to be educated on process and procedural changes before being implemented.
Processing delays should be minimized.
The relevance of some historic preservation decisions should be reviewed.

Many of the above comments from the Chamber of Commerce's report are
echoed in comments from other individuals and entity representatives, as noted in the
"Stakeholder Responses" section, above. The Chamber of Commerce report is
included in "Exhibit C" of this report.

IV.

PERMIT FEE AND COST ALLOCATION PLAN REVIEW

The City of Miami Beach's objective in having its permit fee structure and system reviewed
was to ensure that fees are set at a level and in a manner to cover the direct and indirect costs of the
building development process, are implementable, are understandable, are easily updated in response
to change, and can ensure the integrity of the permitting process and collection of fees.
The City currently does not know if the existing fee structure covers their costs, particularly
indirect costs for the Building Department. Indirect costs were last calculated in a fiscal year I999
study. They have not been updated since that study. The current permit fee schedule i s very
complex consisting ofnumerous and varying fees for different types ofprojects and scopes of work.
Although the actual calculation of the fees is automated (calculated using the Permits Plus system),
the accuracy of the data that is entered into the system is difficult to accurately determine because
of the fee schedule's complexity and the lack of standardized processes and procedures for
calculating it. Consequently, the accurate collection of permit fees is very difficult. Additionally,
the Building Department fee schedule was last revised on October 1, 2003. Updating the fee
schedule would require passing anew City ordinance. Finally, the software system used to calculate
permit fees and track the various projects is outdated, complex, not user friendly, and currently lacks
the security measures to ensure the integrity of the permitting process and collection of fees. The
Permits Plus Software system is discussed in more detail in the "Technology Solutions" section of
this report.
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While the City's Internal Auditor recommended in July 2008, among other things,
"pursuingY'asimplified fee schedule and the City has drafted a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the
development of an updated cost allocation plan, this effort has been suspended pending the results
of this engagement. The RFP ( Request for Proposals for a Building Development Process Cost
Allocation and Fees Study - RFP # 34-07/08) identified the broad objectives of the work requested
to be pedormed as follows.

'The goal for this contract isfop. the co~tsultantto update studies of direct and indirect costs
redated to the building development process, and provide relevant and realistic
recommendations,appropriate fee 1evel.y and stvucturefor building developmentpermitfees.
The consultant will work close Ey w ith a staflcommittee to be comprised of representatives
porn the Ofice of Budget and Performance Improvement, Buildi~gDeppartment, Pub Eic
Work~/Engineering)
Fire Prevention, and PlannindZoning. The consultanf should develop
recommendafions that help ensure thatfees are set at a level and in a manner to cover the
direcf and indirect cosrs o f fhe building development process, are implementab/e) are
understandable, easily updared in response fo change, and ensure the integrity of the
permitting process and collecfion offees.
'I

Building Department management officials and staff from the various Building Department
disciplines, as well as building development officials in other departments, opined almost
universally, that they need and are in favor of having a simplified fee schedule developed.

Given the urgency of the execution of this new cost allocation plan and permit fee study, we
reviewed the RFP and made recommendations on it during the first few weeks of the project
engagement. In the process of developing our recommendations, we reviewed the RFP document
and the existing fee schedule, in detail; anaIyzed the pertinent findings and recommendations of the
Internal Audit report which addressed the proposed projects; and, obtained input from the other
departments who are part of the buildingldevelopment process. Our findings and recommendations,
which were presented to City and departmental management in the early stages of the project,
included the following.
%

The RFP's statement of scope of services and its requirements of the successful
proposer are adequate for accomplishing management's objectives.

The study should be separated into two distinct projects and separate RFPs should
be issued. One project would be the development of a city-wide and
buildingJdevelopment process specific indirect cost rate plan. The second project
would be the development of a simplified permit fee structure and calculation
mechanism.
The resulting REPS should be released immediately
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Building Department officials have also taken steps within the last year to improve the
reliability and integrity of the permitting process and collection of fees, but many additional
measures should be taken. Some of the necessary actions are known by Building Department staff,
but were delayed pending the arrival of the new building director in September 2008.

Over the past several years, governmental entities across the country have been giving
consideration to outsourcing various services. In the City's current operating environment, as with
governmental entities across Florid and the country, there is pressure on governmental
administrators to do more with less. The lure to turn a governmental service over to the private
sector to manage because it would be cost effective, and/or more eficiently managed and carried-out
has developed as an alluring proposition to many organizations. However, such a decision must be
carefully evaluated, thought-out, and planned.

By definition, the terms "outsourcing" and "privatization"are interchangeable and can be
used to refer to the same concept: turning over the management of a service by one entity, be it
public or private, profit or non-profit, to another entity through a formal process or transition.
Another expression commonly used to identify this process is "contracting out." The first entity (the
contracting entity) remains ultimately responsible for the service while the second entity (the
contractor) actually manages it.
An outsourcing evaluation should follow a discipf ined, managerial approach from planning

through contract negotiation and implementation, to ongoing management of the retationship. The
planning, analysis and design steps followed during an outsourcing assessment are similar to those
of a basic project managernentldevelopment cy cIe.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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Some reasons for contracting out include the following.

r
?

P

To have access to technology, skills, and knowledge not internally available.
To improve business processes and enable organizational change.
To provide needed short-term services without adding to ongoing operational: costs.
TO FOCUS internal resources on "core" strategic plans and objectives.

Some of the reasons for using internal resources include the following.

r
r

*

To retain skilled personnel who are able to respond directly to the department's
needs.
To obtain needed services at lower overall cost.
TO take advantage of employees' unique insight into a project or the department's
goals.
To have ownership and control over resources and personnel assets.

In a report dated March 14,1997, the U.S. General Accounting Office, General Government
Division, prepared a detailed discussion of lessons learned by state and city governments in
implementing privatization efforts. The report, "Privatization: Lessons Learned by State and Local
Governments," (GAOIGGD-97-48, March 14, 1997) discusses six (6) "Lessons Common to State
and Local Governments," and it details questions that should be addressed regarding each topic, as
an entity proceeds through the privatization process. The lesson categories include the following.
2-

r
r
r

Political Champion
Implementation Structure
Legislative and Resource Changes
Reliable Cost Data
Strategies for Workforce Transition
Monitoring and Oversight

The detailed questions contained in the report form the basis for making the level of comprehensive
analysis required to make the decision to privatize and they present guidelines for the
implementation steps required to perform a successful privatization of services. A copy ofthe report
is included as Exhibit "A" of this report.
This aspect of the project was devoted to performing a detailed review of the Building
Department and identifying those areas the City might be able to receive benefit from by
privatizingloutsourcing the activity. To provide a basis on which to evaluate the significance of
privatizing activities and establish the City's exposure to having a core function outsourced, City
and Building Department officials were asked to identify the "core" functions of the Department.
The "core" functions were identified as follows.
Insure that all construction projects comply with Florida Building Code
Review building plans
Perform building inspections
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Issue permits
Issue occupancy certificates
Collect proper fees

The Building Department currently participates in several activities that can be categorized
as outsourcing or "contracting out." The Department has developed a contractual relationship with
approximately five (5) entities that provide staff support in the plans review and inspection areas.
When staffing shortages occur in these areas, temporary staff from one or more of the contractors
are brought in to supplement the Department's staf'f. The Department also uses these contractors
to provide inspection services for certain projects requiring expedited treatment. In these cases, the
developerlownes reimburses the Department's costs billed by the contractor.

The following table identifies the operational areas identified for possible privatization. The
table also contains an evaluation of the feasibility for privatization. This analysis should not be
considered a formal recommendation to City and departmental management to privatize a particular
operation. An exhaustive process and evaluation, which is outside the scope of this review and
analysis, should be conducted by the City before making such a determination. However, as a result
of analyzing the information in the following table, we identified certain areas that appear to be
likely candidates for outsourcing.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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Reason to Outsource

Building Department Function
1.

Permit Counter

I.
2.
3.
4.

5.

2.

Plans Review

1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

3.

Inspections

I.

2.
3.
4.
5.

Reason to Retain as a City Function

Not a "core" function of the 1 .
depamnen t.
Support service.
Requires specific customer service 2.
training and interpersonal skills.
Training is a cost factor.
Limited collective bargaining
considerations.

Employees are under the direct
control o f departmental
management.
Permit clerks know the Pennits Plus
system.

Availability of staff may be limited 1.
2.
due to job market conditions.
Training is a cost factor.
Human resources and unionization 3.
issues no longer a factor.
Flexibility in staffing.
Limited collective bargaining 4.
considerations.

A "core" function ofthe department.
Requires specific expertise, training,
and certification.
Must be able to easily coordinate
activities with interdepartmental
reviewers.
Employees are under the direct
control of departmental
management.

Availability of staff may be limited 1.
2.
due to job market conditions.
Training is a cost factor.
Human resources and unionization 3.
issues no longer a factor.
Flexibility in stafing.
Limited collective bargaining 4.
considerations.

A '"core" function ofthe department.
Requires specific expertise, training,
and certification.
Must be able to easily coordinate
activities with interdepartmental
inspectors.
Employees are under the direct
c o n t r o l of d e p a r t m e n t a l
management.
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Based on the above analysis, some of the areas where the Department might benefit
from contracting out are the following.
F

r
2-

Permit Counter
Records Management
Call Center

Also, given that building activity is undergoing a slowdown due to global, national,
and local economic conditions, the City should consider staffing the review and inspection
areas at minimum levels required to conduct a base level of service delivery and contracting
out, as required, to meet periodic higher level staffing needs or the need to staff particular
projects. Appropriate analyses should be conducted to determine the feasibility of this and
other efforts to reduce costs and to determine the resultant impacts on the Department and
its operations. In implementing any outsourcing activities, the City must consider any
requirements placed on it by the ~ollectivebargaining agreements it has in place.

The City" bargaining agreements with the Communications Workers of America
(CWA) and the Government Supervisors Association (GSA) contain similar wording in the
sections that address member rights in the event the City opts to contract-out services
presently being performed by bargaining unit employees. The basic language contained in
each agreement (Section 9.1 1 of the CWA agreement and Section 1 1 9 of the GSA
agreement) is as follows.
Nofiflcation in the Event of Transfer or Contracting Out - When the City contemplates
entering into a contract with an outside supplier or service agency fo perform services
presently being performed by the Bargaining Unit employees and such contract shall result
in the lq-off of any bargaining unit employee, the City agrees that it will, upon written
request, meet and discusLswith the represenfa fives of the Union the efect of such contract
upon members of the Bargaining Unit.

Iffhe City enters info such a Contract and, as a result thereoJ an employee will he laid qff
the City agrees to ask the Contractor to provide$r.~t cclnsiderution for such employee for
any available work.
In the event that the employee is not employed by the Contractor, the City will offer such
employee another available j i b with the City, lf there is a budgeted vacancy and the
employee affected by the subcontr~ctingis qual~fiedto perform. Quesfions o f qualijcatio~r
to perform the job duties shall be decided in the sole discretion of the Ciq Manager, or
hi-~dhe
designee for Human Resources.

where are no jobs available, [he Reduction in F o r c e p r o v i ~ i confained
i~~
in this Agreement
shall apply, provided thar such laid-off empJoyee shall he recalled to work before the Ciw
hires new, permanent employees to perform the work qf the cla.~.wJcarion held by the
employee at the rime qf the layof
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This recall right shall existfor up f~ the individual's total service fime with the Cify, but not
to exceed fwo (2) years qfter [he date of the person's lay?ff daf e, but such recall right shall
cease as of two (2) years after lay08 or ifthe employee does not return to work as scheduled
ifhe/she is ofered a recall notice prior to fhe two (2) years.

It shall be the responsibilip qf fhe laid-qff employee to not!fi the Human Reso~rces

Deparrment when technical skills, training, and experience have heen enhanced duping #he
layofperiod, which may aElow the individual to applyfir nnotlier bargaining unifjoh w ifh
the City.
Nothing in (hisSection will be construed to limit the Unian's right to bargain concerning the
identlyed impact or effects of subcontracting out or transferring upon Bargaining Unit
members.
Other than the above guarantees offered by the City to bargaining unit members, the City is free to
contract-out (outsource) services it determines are in the best interest of the City.

VI,

BEST PRACTICES (BENCHMARKING)

In an effort to develop the best possible processes and procedures to service the Building
Department's customer base, the City wanted to look at other peer Building Department operations.
The intent of such a review was to identify the "best practices" followed by these organizations so
that, where possible and where applicable, they could be incorporated into the City's Building
Department operations. To accomplish this objective, two projects were undertaken. One project
utilized a survey questionnaire which was sent to ten (10) carefully selected cities and political
jurisdictions. The other project utilized a ""per review" process in which knowledgeable building
professionals were invited to meet with the Building Department and comment on certain processes
followed by the Department. The following sections of this review and analysis describe the
projects in more detail and present their findings and conclusions.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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Ten (10) cities were selected and offered to participate in this survey project. A
questionnaire was carefully developed to ask for input on specific operational areas. A copy
of the questionnaire is included in "Exhibit D" of this report. The primary areas addressed
in the questionnaire were the fallowing.

*
*

Building Functions and Processes
Software and Technology
Permitting Fees and Structure
Performance Monitoring
Customer Satisfaction
Comparative Statistics

Responses were received from seven (7) of the ten governmental entities surveyed. Those
cities included the following.
Aventura
Coral Gables
Jacksonville
Key Biscayne
Miami-Dade County
Surfside
Tampa

A comparison schedule of the summarized responses received from the seven
cities/jurisdictions follows, along with a discussion of those processes, procedures, andlor
practices the City might benefit from through adoption.

(This space has been intentionally left blank.)
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City of Miami Beach Building Department
Organizational and Operational Review and Analysis

As a result of the survey, the following processes, procedures, and/or practices were
identified that might be useful to the City Building Department.

I.

Private Provider Process

Although the Private Provider process is available for use, clients were not
actively using the process in all the areas surveyed. However, some
respondents had developed detailed monitoring programs to administer the
process to ensure compliance with State law.

2.

Plan review productivity.
Most respondents had a mechanism for timely review and follow-up on plan
review process productivity. Active review of each project's status by
supervisors using timely, periodic management reports was a basic
requirement of the respondents.

3.

How plan reviews are standardized.

The random review of plans by supewisors helps ensure quality control and
the use of County code compliance personnel to monitor departmental review
activities are means of insuring quality and consistency of reviews.
4.

Accuracy of permit fee calculations.
Generally, fees are calculated using computer software systems. Calculated
fees are sometimes subjected to manual checking for correctness and
reasonableness of the amount charged.

5.

Inspection productivity.

Periodic inspection status reporting reviewed by supervisors was a key tool
used. One department uses a detailed "Scorecard" on which inspection
activity i s reported and monitored, along with other department activity
information.
6.

Method to ensure standardized reviews.
Standardization of inspections monitored by using checklists, reviews by
County ode compliance personnel, and the use of a "Quality Assurance
Form'' by one jurisdiction.
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7.

Frequency fees updated.
Fee updates are done on a periodic basis. Half of the respondents did fee
updates annually.

8.

Method of accounting for, monitoring, and controlling fee collection and
expenditures.

Two respondents used Enterprise Funds, two deposited funds in the General
Fund, and one stated that funds are deposited into a separate account.
Additional information should be obtained from the jurisdictions to
determine the advantageddisadvantages associated with their methods of
accounting for, monitoring, and controt ling fee collection and expenditures.
The responding jurisdictions provided the City of Miami Beach with some useful
information that can serve as the basis for improving some of the Department" systems,
procedures, and operations. The survey infomation will be turned-over to the Building
Department. The benefit to be derived from the information in the survey responses will
come as the Department's staff analyzes the information, in detail, and does formal followup work with the respondents. This survey represents the first step in developing a
meaningful dialogue with peer organizations.
3.

Peer Review

Peer reviews are typical practices in the academic and scholarly works areas. Studies
and scholarly works are subjected to the rigorous review of peers in an effort to promote the
critical review of such works to ensure they are intellectually sound and that they follow
proven analytical methodology. In recent years, other professions have undertaken peer
review processes to assist them in improving their operations. The public accounting
profession is one of the groups of organizations that have implemented a peer review
mechanism. The City Building Department's use of this technique is unique.

Peer review is the process of submitting one's work to the judgment of another who
is equally qualified. The point of peer review is not to help each other feel better. It is to
help each other understand and improve the quality of their work. A peer review identifies
any deviation from standards; suggests improvement opportunities; and, promotes the
exchange of techniques and education of the participants. The process can be used to
diagnose weaknesses; provide a supportive environment within which possible
improvements can be determined; and, provide a context within which one can reflect upon
the practices the Department follows.
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The senior staff of the Building Department demonstrated their dedication and
support for the Department by subjecting themselves to such a process. Opening onself to
the critical review o f peers was not easy, but the outcome of the precess we think was
rewarding.

Building professionals who participated in the process included representatives from
area building departments (Miami-Dade County, City of Miami Beach, the City of Coral
Gables, and the Miami-Dade County School System). Other participants included
individuals representing a cDmpany that specializes in the outsourcinglprivatization of
Building Department operations; a former city building official; an architect who performs
plans review and inspection services; and, a City of Miami Beach consultant.

The peer review participants were guided through a discussion process that included
the following topics.

Customer front-end processing
Work flow control and tracking
Mechanisms used to control permitting and inspection process
Use of Private Providers
Customer satisfaction
Interdepartmental cooperation
Online permit applications
Electronic plans review
Use of plan's review and inspection checklists
Outsourcinglprivatization
Some of the recommendations from the peer review session are as follows.

Use revievvlinspection checklists to standardize precessing, minimize wait
times, and minimize possibility that reviewerlinspector will overlook
something while servicing a customer.
Apply a ratio of one (1) field unit supervisor to seven (7) inspectors.
Permit cards are issued by the cashier.
Identify the ideal use of space before making changes. Determine optimum
space needed given requirements.
Understand your user groups.
Use web site and online so!utions for1 customers who do not need to come
into the department for services.
Use greeters in the lobby area.
Utilize online application preparation.
Provide public records information online.
Use only one version of plans for initial review by all disciplines.
Use "secret shopper" program as part of performance survey methodology.

City of Miami Beach Building Department
Organizational and Operational Review and AnaIysis

Conduct exit surveys after customers complete processing for the day.
If an electronic plans review system is used by the department, conduct
random reviews of electronic plan reviews monthly at a minimum.
Conduct monthly (at a minimum) buildingldevelopment group meetings.
The above recommendations were made as a result of the formal peer group meeting.
Now that closer relationships have been established among the participants, this effort can
be continued on an informal basis between the staff of the Miami Beach Building
Department and the respective staff of pees entities. Process participants should be expanded
to include members of the Fire Department, Public Works, and PIanninglZoning. To be
comprehensive in its approach, staff at all levels of the organization should be able to
participate in an appropriately structured program. The initial peer review session should
be considered as the beginning of a "cross cultural" educational process, not the end.
Expanding the Department's experiential base would go a long way to creating a department
able to development more innovative, efficient, and effective processing systems and
procedures and a departmental environment more open to being responsive to customer

needs.
VII.

OBSERVATIONS, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of the preceding analyses and detailed reviews, some recommendations have
already been made to, and implemented by, City and departmental management to improve
Department operations and administrative and staff effectiveness. This report section presents a
comprehensive listing of the observations, findings, and recommendations that have been made.
During the course of the project, observations, findings, and recommendations were presented to
City and departmental management on areas of improvement that could be implemented, if
approvcd, prior to thc complction of thc projcct. As noted in the "Executive Summary'' of this
report, our primaly objective was to identify challenges to the effective and efficient operations of
the Department and develop recommended actions to correct the deficiencies noted. Because of
changes in the leadership at the Department over the past four (4) years, attempting to assess blame
or responsibility for specific administrative or operational challenges was felt to be
counterproductive. However, effectively addressing the challenges identified is paramount to
improving the Department's overall operations for the future.

An "observation" documents an action or a pattern of behavior that occurred or was seen
during the course of the project. A "finding" results from drawing a conclusion after examining or
investigating an issue. "Recommendations" are the proposed actions that management andlor staff
should take to improve a condition that was the result of a specific observation or finding.
Our preliminary observations, findings, and recommendations were presented to City and
departmental management over the course of the project so that critical recommendations could be
evaluated and, if approved, implemented immediately. The preliminary observations, findings, and
recommendations were presented during project status meetings held on September 5, 2008 and
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October 3,2008. The complete text of those status reports follows. Additionally, a comprehensive
presentati~nof our recommendations follows the two status reports in this section of our report.
Please note that the field work on this project was conducted over the period August X - December
16.2008.
A.

Preliminary Observations, Findings, and Recommendations - First Project
Status Meeting (September 5,2008)
1.

Organization Structure

The Building Department's "Proposed Organization" shows the top level
departmental structure with two (2) major entities reporting to the Department's
Director. The two entities are identified as "Administration" and "Operations," both
headed by assistant directors. The inspection chiefs report to the Assistant Director
for Operations. Among other units reporting to the Assistant Director for
Administration is the Chief Plans Examiner. The Assistant Director for Operations
is the City's Building Official (BO).

Based on Florida Statute 468.604 (Responsibilities of building code
administrators, plans examiners, and inspectors), the building code administrator or
building official is responsible for administering, supervising, directing, enforcing,
or performing the processes of "permitting and inspection of construction, alteration,
repair, remodeling, or demolition of structures and the installation of building
systems within the boundaries of their governmental jurisdiction, when permitting
is required, to ensure compliance with the Florida Building Code and any applicable
local technical amendment to the Florida Building Code. The building code
administrator or building official shall faithfully perform these responsibilities
without interference from any person."As such, the plans examiner function should
be supervised by the Assistant Director for Operations.
Other than the organizational location of the plans examiner function, the
organization structure of the Building Department has not been reviewed on a
detailed basis, as of this date, In addition to the above, there does not appear to be a
specific job description for the Assistant Director for Operations. Given the unique
requirements for this position, a specific job description should be developed which
identifies the State's legal qualifications as a Building Official as one of the
"Minimum Requirements" for the job.
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2.

Cash Collections - Permit Fee Payments

The Miami Beach Building Department's permit processing procedures do
not separate the duties of recording amounts due, acceptance of payments, and
recording of payments.

Permit clerks assess and collect permit fees. Additionally, other disciplines
in the Department are authorized to receive payments such as the engineering,
elevator and violation sections. According to Permits Plus security controls, any
employee within the Building Department (about 79 employees) can record payment
receipts into the system. In addition, many of these same employees can make
entries that determine the amount of fees owed, This vulnerability in the system
allows for the possible mishandling of funds and/or the manipulation of amounts due
and paid.

Best practices and good internal control procedures require separation of the
duties of recording of amounts due, receiving payments, and recording the receipt
of payments.
We recommend that all permit payments be collected by the City Cashier or
a specific cashiering function in the Building Department. The permit clerk or other
employee that determines the fee due should record the amount due in Permits Plus
and the customer should be referred to the appropriate cashiering location to pay for
and receive the permit. Appropriate procedures to implement this recommendation
should be developed depending on whether the City Cashier or a department cashier
is used.
3.

Security Issues With Permits Plus - Security System Assessment

Permits Plus is used by approximately fourteen (14) City
departmentslsections including the buildingldevelopment departments (Bui lding,
Planning/Zoning, Public Works, and Fire). The building/development departments,
in particular the Building Department, use Permits Plus to track projects, calculate
permit fees, and document the issuance of permits. The other departmentslsections,
that use Permits Plus for a variety of reasons, include Code Enforcement, Capital
Improvement Program, Police, Parking, City Attorney, Finance, Property
Management, City Clerk, and Sanitation.
Our initial work on Permits Plus securiv has focused on the Building
Department. The Building Department internal audit report, dated July 3, 2008,
revealed significant deficiencies that left the Department open to abuse. Same
progress has been made in instituting controls, however much more needs to be done
and a timetable for implementing changes has not been developed. For example, the
system does not have a functioning audit trail to determine what changes are made
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and by whom. An attempt to implement the audit trail features built into Permits
Plus caused a significant degradation in the system's operations. Use of the system's
audit trait features was discontinued. Additionally, we were told that additional
security enhancements were put on hold pending the arrival of the new Building
Department Director.
Although a new system or upgrading to a more current version of Permits
Plus is contemplated, this process is not expected to occur for two to three years.
Based on initial discussions with Information Technology personnel, who
have responsibility for Permits Plus, it is unclear what security controls are in place
within the other departmentslsections using Permits Plus. However, based on the
control problems identified with Permits Plus within the Building Department, we
are concerned about system security within the other departments as well. It does
not appear that these other departments have added the initial securiv permissions
(controls) begun by the Building Department.
Consequently. given the previous issues within the Building and Planning
Departments and given the ineffective security features in Permits Plus, we
recommend that the City have a comprehensive security review of Permits Plus to
determine weaknesses and vulnerabilities and develop short, mid, and long term
strategies to ensure the City is protected from abuse while it continues to provide
services to the community.
4.

Training

The July 3, 2008 Building Department audit report, as well as Building
Department officials: have identified a critical need to properly train Building
Department personnel, particularly permit clerks. For example, according to the
audit report, inaccurate information was being accepted on permit applications,
consequently wrong fees were being charged. These clerks have important job
functions. Among other things, those functions include reviewing applications,
verifying plans, determining when to separate structures into different permit types,
and calculating up-front fees.
Informal training of permit clerks has begun during biweekly staff meetings
conducted by the Development Review Services Coordinator. In addition, the
Assistant Director of Administration stated that the proposed Building Department
fiscal year 2009 budget has funds dedicated to training. The Chief Accessibility
Inspector is pursuing working with the International Code Council (ICC) to develop
a training curriculum with the potential of some type of permit clerk certification
program.
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We agree with the initial steps taken by the Building Department and strongly
recommend that the City dedicate appropriate resources to ensure that Building
Department personnel receive appropriate training, particularly permits clerks, who
are responsible for ensuring the accuracy of revenues due the City.

5.

Outsourcing

The City i s currently using two practices that are related to the process of
outsourcing. The Private Provider process gives the customer the option of using the
City's plan reviewers and inspectors or hiring a certified aschitectlengineer to
perform the required services. Where inspections are concerned, the City can choose
to conduct its own inspections along side the Private Provider's inspection process
or it can opt to rely on the Private Provider's inspections. If the practice is used, the
City should put in place a mechanism to "audit'' the work performed by the private
provider. This practice has the benefit of freeing-up City resources and can be
effective if monitored properly. Based on discussions with staff, the practice is
seldom used. This service is paid for by the customer.
The department also contracts-out inspections when work loads dictate. At
lease two companies are under contract with the City to provide this assistance on
an as-needed basis.
The above practices can form the basis for a more structured outsourcing
program that can be easily integrated into the department's operations. This topic
will be further investigated during the course of our work.

6.

Use reservation system (telephone and web based) for permitting and
special routing of major and minor projects.

The City uses the Q-Matics system as its base customer scheduling system.
As customers come to the department for services, the system places them in lines
according to their needs. We have observed the queuing process on several
occasions and feel that the system might be improved by doing the following.
a.

Implement a call-in reservation system where customers can schedule
an appointment to see a reviewer. The reservation system could also
be web-based.
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7.

b.

Set-up certain permit windows to handle projects having varying
degrees of complexity. One window might only handle water heater
installations and other similarly non-complex projects. Another
window might handle only projects over a certain dollar value or
perceived complexity.

c.

Special, tailored service for ownersldevelopers for an additional fee.

Implement a simplified permit fee and calculation methodology

Based on a preiiminary review of the permit fee calculation methodology and
the historical results of the permit fee calculation, it appears that approximately
eighty (80) percent of the monies generated by the fee consists of building permit
fees. The remaining twenty (20) percent is comprised of all the other components
of the fee. Given the complexity of the fee calculation structure, its subjective
nature, and the ease with which it can be manipulated, the City should give
consideration to a simplified fee structure. Possible consideration couId be given to
a structure that is based on a percentage o f " building"
construction/renovation/remodelingcost and/or square footage of the project. The
study and implementation of a simplified fee structure and calculation methodology
should be undertaken immediately.

B.

Preliminary Observations, Findings, and Recommendations - Second Project
Status Meeting (October 3,2008)
1.

Genera!
a.

An owner who has an open perniit that may be abandoned, may be
due a refund. Until recently, there was not clarity on how the refund,
if any, was to be calculated.

b.

Section 553.791, Florida Statutes (Alternative plans review and
inspection.) provides for the use of "private providers" upon the
election of a fee owner "to provide plans review or required building
inspections, or both." The statute allows for the local building code
enforcement agency to "audit the performance of building code
inspection services by private providers operating within the
jurisdiction."The City is also authorized to establish a system of
registration to verify compliance with the licensure requirements and
the insurance requirements for private providers and their duly
authorized representatives.
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c.

The City does not currently have a process in place to audit the
performance of building inspection services by Private Providers nor
does it have a mechanism to formally monitor private provider
compliance with licensure or insurance requirements.

The City's Building Official informs us that he is aware of these
deficiencies and is in the process of addressing them. However, no
formal processes or procedures have been developed to-date.
d.

Sub-section (1 91, Section 553.79 1, Florida Statutes (Alternative plans
review and inspection) Section states that the "local government, the
local building official, and their building code enforcement personnel
shall be immune from liability to any person or party for any action
or inaction by a fee owner of a building, or by a private provider or
its duly authorized representative, in connection building code
inspection services as authorized in the act."
As of this date, the City has not sought an opinion from the
appropriate authority clarifying it's legal position and identiQing any
associated liability the City is exposed to, if an owner(s) uses the
private provider process.

2.

Building Department
a.

Two issues related to the Fee Sheets were identified in the Internal
Audit Report. The issue of the Fee Sheets not agreeing with the
ordinance has been rectified. However, Permits Plus fee screens have
not been reprogrammed to agree with the new "Fee Sheets." Unless
corrected, this will continue to be a source of permit fee
miscalculations.

b.

According to the Chief Elevator Inspector, the Elevator section is at
least ten (1 0) months behind in their inspections. The late inspection
categories are as follows.

)

>

250 annual inspections
300 one-year testlwitnessjng inspections.
250 five-year testlwitnessing inspections.

A position was approved in the Elevator division to assist with this
process, but the position was never filled.
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c.

Sequencing of Inspections. Currently, inspections requested
through the IVR system are not sequenced in the order they have to
be performed, when they are transferred to the Permits Plus system.
In other words, technically a contractor could call for a final
inspection and it would be scheduled without any site work being
completed. Sequencing could potentially save the City and the
contractor resources. The City would avoid unnecessary attempts at
inspections and the contractor could avoid potential rework.
Inspection sequencing would require software changes to Permits
Plus or be incorporated into the successor to Permits Plus.

d.

Many buildings requiring re-certification are in violation. As of
September 25,2008,335 buildings (1 3.4%) were in violation of recertification requirements. The City has approximately 2,500
buildings in its Building Department inventory. Some of these
violations date back to the year 2000.

e.

In general, the department's inspectors are assigned to work in
specific sectors of the City to perform their inspections. Although
this allows the inspectors to become familiar with the specific
projects they are assigned to work on, it also creates a situation where
an inspector might abuse the relationship that can develop with a
customer being served.

To minimize the impact and influence that a particular inspector might have
over projects being inspected in hisher assigned sector, the department
should consider rotating inspectors within the three sectors on a "random"

basis.
3.

Planning Department
a.

Permits Plus Security- Similarto Building Department security issues
but the department has not begun security review and enhancements
like the Building Department. Planning officials believe that
individuals other than Planning employees have access to their
approval screens.

b.

Integrity and reliability of the calculation and collection olF:

>
>
)

Design Review Board Fees
Historical Review Board Fees
Parking Impact Fee
Concurrency Mitigation Fees
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These fees are not calculated and coIlected in a systematic way to
ensure the accuracy of the fees.

4.

c.

There i s not a separate approval line for Concurrency Mitigation on
the Permits Plus system. It i s part of the overall approval for
planninglzoning. On March 27, 2008, the Planning and Zoning
Manager proposed several changes to the Assistant City Manager
regarding the way the Concurrency Mitigation fees are calculated,
collected, and verified, but these changes have not been completed.

d.

The Concurrency Mitigation Fee is not regularly updated. It was last
updated in approximately 2000.

e.

Projects are not tracked in Permits Plus until the Building Department
puts the projects into the system. They are tracked on Excel
spreadsheets. Planning officials told us they would like to enter their
projects into Permits Plus from the inception but the system is not
programmed for this capability.

f.

Zoning inspections are not part of the IVR system. Their inspections
are only included when the inspections are part of a CO or CC
process. This has created problems because clients thought they had
approval but Planning had not done their inspection.

g.

There is a problem with the process workflow that is created when
the Building Department pennit clerks create the workflow in Permits
Plus. According to Planning Department officials, sometimes the
permit clerks put Planning in the workflow when their clearance is
not needed and also sometimes they are not included in the workflow
when they should be.

Public Works
a.

Permits Plus Security- Similar to Building Department but has not
begun security review and enhancements like the Building
Department. Public Works officials believe other than Public Works
employees have access to their approval scrccns and vice versa.

b.

Not all inspections are on the IVR system, only those associated with
CO or CC. Others call in to schedule the inspection.
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c.

Many permit fees charged by Public Works are not on the Permits
Plus system; consequently there could be accuracy, reliability and
integrity issues. Public Works officials stated they try to doublecheck as many calculations as possible.

d.

These i s a problem with the process workflow that is created when
the Bui {dingDepartment permit clerks create the workflow in Permits
Plus. According to Public Works officials, sometimes the permit
clerks put Public Works in the workflow when their clearance i s not
needed and also sometimes they are not included in the workflow
when they should be. They believe the permit clerks need additional
training and are overwhelmed by the amount and pace of their
workload.

Comprehensive Observations, Findings, and Recommendations

As noted above, our interim observations, findings, and recommendations
were presented to City and departmental management at project status meetings held
during the course of the project. Only the major recommendations identified in our
interim status reports have been refined and restated in this report section, along with
recommendations related to areas identified since our last status report to
management.
1.

Ensure that the Building Department's formal (and informal)
organization and responsibility reportingstructure is in compliance with
the Florida Building Code.

The Building Department has undergone many changes in the past several
years. These changes have included administrative changes, changes in the
organization structure, and changes in systems and procedures. Changes in laws,
rules, and regulations at the federal, state, and local level have also had their impact
on the Department.
The Department has shifted its structure from one where the head of the
department was also the City's building official rbuilding code administrator" per
the Florida Building Code). However, because of the staff supervision requirements
established by the Florida Building C ~ d e certain
,
supervisory, reporting, and
administrative duties are the responsibility of the building official and must fall
under the building official's organizational structure. Although the Department's
organization has undergone some modifications since this point was initially brought
to management's attention, as of the end of our field work in mid-December 2008,
it does not appear that certain functions of the organization have been restructured
and/or the structural units redefined to eliminate the concern that was raised. The
Department's formal and informal organizational structure, along with the
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supervisory responsibilities of all managers and staff in the Department should be
reviewed to ensure that they meet the letter and intent of the Code.
2.

Separate the duties of fee assessment and receipt of fee payments.

The Building Department's permit processing procedures do not separate the
duties of permit fee assessment, recording amounts due, acceptance of payments, and
recording of payments.
Permit clerks assess and collect permit fees. Additionally, other disciplines
in the Department are authorized to receive payments such as the engineering,
elevator and violation sections. According to Permits Plus security controls, any
employee within the Building Department (about 79 employees) can record payment
receipts into the system. In addition, many of these same employees can make
entries that determine the amount of fees owed. This vulnerability in the system
allows for the possible mishandling of funds andlor the manipulation of amounts due
and paid.

Best practices and good internal control procedures require separation of the
duties of fee assessment, recording of amounts due, receiving payments, and
recording the receipt of payments.
We recommend that all permit payments be collected by a City Cashier, who
would be located in the Building Department's office space. The permit clerk or
other employee that determines the fee due should record the amount due in Permits
Plus and the customer should be referred to the City Cashier, who works for the
Finance Department, to pay for and receive the permit or other receipt for payment
for services provided by the Department. This cashier could also be used by the
other departments that make up the buildingJdevelopment process. Appropriate
procedures to implement this recommendation should be developed.
3.

Implement customer service improvements.

The City uses the Q-Matics system as its base customer scheduling
system. As customers come to the Department for services, the system,
under the control of staff, places them in lines according to their needs. We
have observed the custon~erservice process on several occasions and feel
that the system might be improved by doing the following.
a.

Implement a call-in reservation system where customers can schedule
an appointment to see a reviewer. The reservation system could also
be web-based.
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b.

Set-up certain permit windows to handle projects having varying
degrees of complexity, during peak operating times. One window
might only handle non-complex projects such as water heater
installations and other minor homeowner projects. Other windows
might handle projects over a certain dollar value or perceived degree
of complexity.

c.

During peak operating periods, station a customer service
representative in the lobby area to assist in routing clientsJcustomers
to the appropriate window for processing and to answer informationonFy questions.

d.
4.

Implement special, tailored services for ownersldevelopers for an
additional fee.

Develop and implement a simplified permit fee structure and calcuiation
methodology.

The Department's permit fee structure has bee almost universally described
as too complex and difficult to comprehend. This has led to ineficienc.ies and
inconsistencies in charging customers. Additionally, the fee structure has not been
updated on a regular basis to ensure that the operating needs of the Building
Department and the other departments who are part of the buildingldevelopment
process, are met. We support the City's decision to act immediately to engage a
consultant to assist in the review and analysis of the permit fee, its structure, the
methodology for its calculation and assessment, its simplification, and related issues.

5.

Develop policies and procedures to implement the Private Provider
process.

Section 553.791, Florida Statutes (Alternative plans review and inspection.)
provides for the use of "private providers" upon the election of a fee owner "to
provide plans review or required building inspections, or both." The statute allows
for the local building code enforcement agency to "audit the performance of building
code inspection services by private providers operating within the jurisdiction." The
City is also authorized to establish a system of registration to verify compliance with
[tie licer~surerequirements and the insurance requirements for private providers and
their duly authorized representatives.
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The Private Provider process has been used infrequently by
builderldevelopers in the City over the past ten (1 0) years. A recently completed
major development project was initially being developed using this process. There
were significant problems associated with the project that might have been detected
if appropriate procedures to implement the Private Provider process were in place.
The Building Department took the corrective actions necessary to ensure that the
project was completed in a safe and compliant manner. The City does not currently
have a formal process in place to audit the performance of building inspection
services by Private Providers nor does it have a mechanism to formally monitor
private provider compliance with Iicensure or insurance requirements.
Additionally, sub-section (191, Section 553.791, Florida Statutes (Alternative
plans review and inspection) states that the "local government, the local building
oficiaI, and their building code enforcement personnel shall be immune from
liability to any person or party for any action or inaction by a fee owner of a
building, or by a private provider or its duly authorized representative, in connection
building code inspection services as authorized in the act." As of this date, the City
has not sought an opinion from the appropriate authority clarifying it's legal position
and identifying any associated liability the City is exposed to, if an owner(s) uses the
private provider process.

The Building Department should develop the necessary policies and
procedures to implement the Private Provider process, in compliance with State law.
6.

Develop a system of exception reporting and staff accountability and
responsibility reporting.

Reviewlinspection comments are included in Permits Plus as plans are
reviewed and/or construction activities are under way. Although reviewlinspection
managers monitor these comments on projects, the system does not include adequate
exception reporting that makes the identification of problem areas automatic. All
comments must be rcviewed for all projects. If possible, using the Permits Plus
system, the Department should develop and implement procedures to generate
automatic management exception reports to enhance the reviewlinspection process,
provide better service to customers, and ensure quality control over plan
reviews/inspections performed by the Department.
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7.

Require inspectors and reviewers to document and support plan or
construction modifications that are in excess of established threshholds
or requirements.

A complaint heard during our interviews was that there was no effective way
to disagree with the Department's management andlor staff without fear of retaliation
or retribution. At times, customers are asked to make changes to project plans or to
make additions to project construction activities that are not specified in their
approved set of project drawings. Sometimes these requests are deemed appropriate
and the customer makes them, without question. Sometimes these requests are not
deemed to be appropriate and the customer challenges the request outright or wants
to but is concerned that the plan reviewerlinspector or higher level supervisor will
cause a delay in the project, if the request is not complied with. Besides the Building
Department, this issue has been prominently associated with Fire Prevention
Division reviewers/inspectors and their management.

In these cases, a customer needs a neutral process in place that requires
building representati~resto formaIly justify their requests for changes based on the
established requirements of law or public safety. The customer should not have to
file a formal complaint to have the issue mediated or to receive such documentation.

Staff should be required to substantiate, through specific written
documentation accompanied by legallsafety regulatory support, any requests for
"substantive" changes and/or modifications to plans being processed or approved
plans, and project modifications that have a "substantive" financial or design impact
on a project. This documentation should be provided to the customer as a part of the
Department's standard operating procedures. The customer should not have to
request the documentation. The documentation sholild be reviewed and approved
by the reviewerlinspector or other individual making the requirement and the
building official, Fire Marshall, or other appropriate management authority.

The need for such documentation should be triggered by internal procedures
designed to enhance the customer service aspects of the plan review/inspection
process and to provide staff with quality control features for the review/inspection
processes they administer. AdditionaIly, a mediation process, initiated by the
Department, should be considered as a part of the procedures being developed.
8.

Provide adequate and timely training for staff.

Over the years, the Building Department has been on an active growth path.
Building activity over the years has been rapid, Improvements in the Department's
systems, processes, and procedures have not been able to keep up with the rapid
growth in the Department caused by dramatic increases in the need for services to
its customers. In many cases the Department has implemented procedures before
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providing adequate documentation and training to staff andlor notification to the
public. Additionally, staff noted instances where customers have informed them of
procedural changes made by management. This has caused confusion on the part of
staff and customers.
The July 3, 2008 Building Department internal audit report, as well as
Building Department officials, have identified a criticaI need to properly train
Building Department personnel, particularly permit clerks. For example, according
to the audit report, inaccurate information was being accepted on permit applications,
consequently incorrect fees were being charged. These clerks have important job
functions. Among other things, those functions include reviewing applications,
verifying plans, determining when to separate structures into different permit types,
and calculating up-front fees.

Informal training of permit clerks has begun during biweekly staff meetings
conducted by the Development Review Services Coordinator. In addition, the
Assistant Director of Administration stated that the proposed Building Department
fiscal year 2009 budget has funds dedicated to training. The Chief Accessibility
Inspector is pursuing working with the International Code Council (ICC) to develop
a training curriculum with the potential of some type of permit clerk certification
program.
We agree with the initial steps taken by the Building Department and strongly
recommend that the City dedicate appropriate resources to ensure that Building
Department personnel receive appropriate training. Additionally, the Department
should ensure that staff are properly notified of and trained in any new procedures
before impIementation and before release to the public.
9.

Enhance monitoring and control over Building Department fiscal
operations.

Fees collected by the Department are included in the "Licenses and Permits"
section of the General Fund budget. As such, it is difficult to distinguish this specific
purpose revenue f ~ o mother general fund monies accounted for in "Licenses and
Permits." Additionally, the matching of Building Department permit fee revenue
with related expenses of the Department in the year collected and expended becomes
a difficult, but not impossible, exercise. Because the Building Departrneiit has beell
generating a surplus since 2004, the fact that Building Department revenues are
included in the general fund creates a situation where Building Department monies
may be used to support general or specific purpose activities that are prohibited by
law. The Building Department's legal requirements in this area make the
administrative and accounting treatment for its fee revenue and operating
expenditures resemble those of an enterprise fund activity. We recommend that the
City segregate the accounting activities of the Building Department into a special
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fund; or at a minimum, place all Building Department revenue in a separate account
outside of the general fund. Implementing this recommendation would also facilitate
the proper accounting for and use of interest earning due to building fee surpluses.
I 0.

Conduct a comprehensive review of the methodology used to calculate
all fees and ensure that all documents containing fee information are
consistent.

While performing random quality control audits of fees other than permit
fees, errors were noted in the calculations of the sanitation impact fee, the fee for
alterationslremodeling for single family, duplexes, and areas in condos; and, the fee
for alterationslrepair to marine structures. Investigations into the discrepancies
revealed that the problem with properly calculating the fees was related to a misinterpretation of the proper methodology for calculating the fee; errors in the
Municipal Code Book, errors in the Ordinance that was presented to the Commission
for approval; andlor the municipal code information on the web site (Municode).
Errors were also found in the "Blue Book" of fees that was distributed to the public
and there were errors in the manner that Permits Plus calculates certain fees. These
and other errors in the method that fees are calculated should be identified,
investigated, and corrected immediately.

Although this represents a tedious process, management should conduct a
comprehensive review of the calculation of all fees by first determining that the
Municipal Ordinance information for all fees is correct; correcting the information
in MuniCode; reviewing and correcting, as necessary, the calculations in Permits
Plus; ancl correcting the fee data in the "Blue Book."
1 1.

Provide adequate physical space for Building Department operations.

The Department's offices are located in close quarters on the second floor of
City Hall. Given the number of people served by the Department, the cramped
service areas create logistical problems that get translated into actual or perceived
service delivery problems.
Consideration should be given to relocating the Department to a first floor
location in a building where the Department would be in space that i s not
uncomfortably crowded and where customers can be easily served. Additionally,
consideration should be given to locating plan reviewers, for all
building/development process departments, in the same area.
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1 2.

Create and staff a high-level customer advocate (ombudsman) position
responsive to customers interacting with buildingldevelapment process
departments.

The City should consider staffing a customer advocate (ombudsman) position
in the Building Department. Customers need an advocate who i s able to be an
intermediary between them and the Department. The position should report to the
director.
A customer advocate could provide independent, confidentia1 assistance in
resolving disputes. A customer advocate is not an advocate for a complaining
individual or for the organization that employs them. They act as a source of
information and referral and respond to individuals' questions. As impartial
members of an organization, they take into account the interests and rights of all
parties involved.

A customer advocate would be responsible far examining the actions of the
Department. When a complaint is received, the customer advocate determines if the
complaint is within their jurisdiction. If worthy of investigation, the customer
advocate is responsible for collecting and evaluating all the facts regarding the
complaint. They determine if the agency committed an error, acted unfairly, or
caused harm. Ifa complaint is valid, the customer advocate makes recommendations
to correct the immediate situation as well as improve the policies and procedures of
the Department for the future.
Among other abilities, a customer advocate should have qualifications like
good communication and problem solving skills; decision making and strategic
thinking skills; conflict resoIution skills; good interpersonal skills; knowledge of the
Building Department and related entities; sensitivity to diversity issues; a
professional demeanor; and, strong presentation skills.
13.

Require inspectors and reviewers to internally resolve interdisciplinary,
inter-departmental, andlor intra-departmental conflicts before they are
communicated to the customer.

14.

Use issues or conflicts as material for training of inspectors and plan
reviewers,
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15.

Consider outsourcing the Call Center operation.

The Building Department receives an average of 80,000 calls per year.
Currently the Department does not have the resources to answer and respond to all
the calls it receives. The abandon rate of calls is currently at 31%. Additionally, the
City's IVR system receives approximately 77,000 calls per year with an abandoned
rate of 80%. As a result, the Department's image suffers and customers go unserved
and they are frustrated. Although avital function of the Department, the Call Center
is not a function that the City has to perform internally. The function could be easily
contracted-out for the following reasons.

*
r
r
r

It is not a "core" function of the Department.
It is a support service.
An outside contractor has the flexibility to easily assign more staffing to the
function, as call voIumes dictate.
The City would no longer have collective bargaining considerations.
This has become a function that easily lends itself to outsourcing.

As with any proposed outsourcing opportunity, the City should make a
thorough cost/benefit analysis and an organizational analysis to insure that the effects
of an outsourcing effort are understood, prior to making the formal decision to
outsource. Among other considerations, the analysis should address any
requirements placed on the Department by the collective bargaining agreements it
has in place.
16.

Consider outsourcing the permit counter and records management
service areas.

Based on the outsourcing feasibility analysis, the "Permit Counter'? and
"Records Management" are likely prospects for outsourcing. These areas have the
following characteristics.

r
P
P

r

They are not "core" functions of the Department.
They are support services.
They allow for flexibility in staffing as volumes change.
There are limited collective bargaining considerations.

As with any proposed outsourcing opportunity, the City should make a thorough
cosv'benefit analysis and an organizational analysis to insure that the effects o f an
outsourcing effort are understood, prior to making the formal decision to outsource.
Among other considerations, the analysis should address any requirements placed
on the Department by the collective bargaining agreements it has in place.
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17.

Analyze the effectiveness of the Department's technology solutions to
providing customer support.

The fact that call volumes are so high is a possible indication that some of the
Department's existing technology solutions, many designed to assist and service
customer's actual andlor perceived needs, are inadequate, too difficult to use, do not
adequately address areas in which customer's require service delivery assistance, or
are not adequately explained. The Department should conduct formal reviews of the
use and effectiveness of all of its customer service delivery mechanisms.

1 8.

Increase operating efticiency through the effective use of technology.

The effective use of technology can assist the Department in reducing the
cost of its operations and in providing more eficient and effective services to the
Department's customers. One area the Department has started to review is the use
of electronic plans review technology. This is a relatively new area of technology
being used by some building departments. Its use should be studied for possible
implementation in the future. AdditionaPly, the Deparhnent could increase its
operating efficiency by better understanding the features (and limitations) of the
technology it currently has and maximizing the use of that technology.

19.

Review and analyze staffing Ievels,

Given that building activity is undergoing a slowdown due to global,
national, and local economic conditions, the City should consider staffing the review
and inspection areas at minimum levels required to conduct a base level of service
delivery and contracting out, as required, to meet periodic higher level staffing needs
or the need to staff particular projects. Appropriate analyses should be conducted to
determine the feasibility of this and other efforts to reduce costs and to determine the
resultant impacts on the Department and its operations. As with any proposed
outsourcing opportunity, the City should make a thorough costlbenefit analysis and
an organizational analysis to insure that the effects of an outsourcing effort are
understood, prior to making the formal decision to outsource, Among other
considerations, the analysis should address any requirements placed on the
Department by the collective bargaining agreements it has in place.
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20.

Appoint an individual to coordinate
building/development process departments.

the

efforts

of

the

The building/development process requires the close cooperation of four City
departments. They work with each other on a cooperative basis. Although the
Building Department serves as the primary coordinating entity with the Fire, Public
Works, and P1anningtZoning departments, there is no one individual specifically
tasked with the responsibility of ensuring that the efforts of the departments, in this
process, are coordinated. This is important because it places accountability for the
group's efforts with one individual and it gives the group a focal point for leadership.
The coordinator would have the authority to call the group into meetings, analyze
problems, and resolve inter-departmental issues. Additionally, the departments
should operate under a formal "charter" that defines their coordinated scope and
responsibilities. Such an effort will go a long way towards the development of an
efficient and effective bui1dingldevelopment processing mechanism that can work
as one unit, able to be responsive to customer needs. The City Manger should
appoint the group's coordinator and the authority of the appointee should be
specifically identified and communicated to the building/development process
department heads and all their staff members.

21.

Develop formal policies and procedures
buildingldevelopment process disciplines.

manuals

for

all

The Department needs to develop formal policy and procedures manuals for
its administrative and operating areas. Although there is currently a manual that
addresses many of the Department's operations ("'Manual of Policies and
Procedures"), it is not comprehensive nor is it all-inclusive. Additionally it continues
to undergo changes based on the current evolutionary nature of the Department. The
Department should generally commit to an organizational structure; settle on the
basic process flows, both overall and for each functional area; and then, proceed to
formally develop policies, systems, and procedures in support of each activity,
including the buildingldevelopment process overall.
Completing the tasks, required to accomplish the above, will require staff
resources not currently available to the Department, especially given the apparent
staff workload dictated by present day-to-day job responsibilities. Developing a
comprehensive policies and procedures manual i s a much rieedecl activity. It is also
a time-consuming process and resources should be dedicated to it, if the work is to
be done in a timely manner. This is an activity that can be easily contracted-out.
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22.

Complete the process of developing plan review and inspection
checklists,

The Department has started the process of developing and implementing pIan
review and inspection checklist. Such checklists are an effective quality control tool.
They provide reviewers and inspectors with a systematic approach to doing their
work. They are not a substitute for exercising professional care and diligence in the
reviewlinspection process. Checklists can help to ensure that plan reviewers and
inspectors focus on those areas vital to effectively addressing the Code and public
safety. When followed and properly documented, they can also help to minimize
unnecessary re-inspections of work. Checklists should be developed and used for
all plan review and project inspection project phases.

23.

Enhance staff knowledge and use of Department technology.

According to the software developer's documentation, the Q-Matics system
is capable of generating reports which show waiting times, transaction times,
customer flow patterns and trends for each service category. The documentation
further states that decisions concerning staffing can be made based on the data,
Although the system is supposed to have these capabilities, the features are not being
used. Staff responsible for supporting the system are not familiar with the basic
operations of these aspects of the system's reporting and analysis capabilities. The
system's management reports are not being utilized and the types of data the system
maintains is not well known by support personnel. The Department should exploit
the capabilities of all of this system and all of its computer software. Personnel who
oversee systems should be trained in the use clf the systems and their features.
Departmental management should be aware of all system capabilities and effectively
utilize the information provided by its systems.
24.

Perform a comprehensive review and analysis of the Permits Plus
system.

During the course of this review and analysis, several significant issues
related to the Building Department's use of the Permits Plus system were identified
and brought to the attention of City and departmental management. The
Department's recent internal audit was extremely critical of the system and its
operations. The internal audit report noted that some of the system's deficiencies
"represent significant weaknesses that, if not corrected, could negatively impact the
integriq of permit fees, opening a great window of opportunity for unscrupulous
behavior." There were also problems with the use of the system in other
departments. Given the significant issues identified within the Building Department
and other departments, we recommend that the City perform a comprehensive review
and analysis of Permits Plus to determine weaknesses and vulnerabilities in the
system and develop short, mid, and long term strategies to ensure the City is
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protected from abuse while it continues to provide services to the
buildingldevelopment community.
25.

Global Recommendation

Based on our detailed review and analysis of the Building Department, we
recommend the following strategic approach to improving the Department's
operations and effectiveness.

a.

Stabilize senior management.

b.

Create a friendly and open work environment for staff and clients.

c.

Train and properly equip staff.

d.

Create an open and non-congested work environment for staff and
clients.

e.

Gain the trust and respect of staff and clients.

f.

Include stakeholders in developing process improvements.

g.

Make customer service one of the Department's highest priorities.

h.

Understand and effectively use the Department's systems.
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E.
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Development Process - Long and Short Term Initiatives

F.

Building Department Comments Regarding Report Observations on the
Department's Organization Structure (April E 3,2009)
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Exhibit A

U.S. General Accounting Office Report
"Privatization: Lessons Learned by State
and Local Governments"

Unlted Stateai General Accounting Office

GAO

General Government Division

April I998

Privatization

QuestionsState
and Local
Decisionmakers
Used When
Considering
Privatization
Options

i
I
GAOIGGD-98-87

Preface

Over the past several years, state and
local governments have increased their
use of various types of privatization.
Privatization is commonly defined as
any process that is aimed at shifting
functions and responsibilities, in whole
or in part, from the government to the
private sector through such activities
as contracting out or asset sales.' A
1997 Council of State Governments'
survey found that state agencies
responsible for transportation,
corrections, higher education, and
social services had all increased
privatization activities since 198R2
According to the International City1
County Management Association, city
governments have also increased the
number and types of senices
contracted, such as child welfare
programs, health services, street
maintenance, and data processing."

Congress and the administration
indicated an interest in having the
federal govement Increase its use of
privatization. In light of this interest,
we were asked by the Chairman of the

'See Terms Related to Privatization
k t i v i t ~ e sand Processes (GAOIGGO-97121, July 1097).

f - =
Pnvathat~onin State Government, Council
of State (;ovcmmcnts (Lexlngiun, KY Kov.
1897).
'
'
P
C
Assoc~at~un
Mun~c~aal
Ytar I3onkAlternative Scrvicc Dplivrrv in Local
Government. l > X . t L L &
(Washlngtun, D.C.:
1r)94), 1,. 28.
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IIoust. Task Force on Privatization to
identlfy lessons learned by state and
city governments in implementing
privatization efforts. Our subsequent
report,
-:noitaziZavnP
bv State and Local Governments (GAO/
GGD-97-48,Mar. 14, 19971, discussed
privatization lessons learned by, and
the related experiences of, the states of
Georgia, Massachusetts, Michigan,
New York, and Virginia as well as the
city of Indianapolis, Indiana.

This publication responds to a request
f m the task force Chairman and
several other Members of the House of
Representatives that we identify the
critical questions that state and local
decisionmakers found useful when
considering whether to privatize a
government activity. The questions in
this publication were identified by
decisionrnakers jn the state and local
governments we discussed in our
March 1997 report and correspond to
the lessons learned by those
governments. In preparing this
publication, in March 1998,we
provided privatization officials from
the six governments a draft of the
questions for their review and
comment. AU six governments
concurred with the questions and
provided comments, which we have
included as appropriate.
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Major contributors to this publication
were John K. Needham, Donald L.
Bumgardner, Kiki Theodoropoulos,
and MarIenc Zacharias. If there are
any questions on the material in this
publication, please contact me on

J. Christopher Mihm
Associate Director, Federal
Management and Workforce Issues
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Introduction

The six govemm~ntswe visited
tadored their approaches to
privatization to their particular
political, economic, aad labor
environments. We selected the states
of Georgia, Massachusetts, Miclugan,
New York,and Virginia because, at the
time, they had the most extensive
privatization efforts involving activities
that correlate with those performed at
the federal level. We selected the city
of Indianapolis because it was cited
more frequently by the pmel of
privatization experts we consulted
than any other city or state for its
privatization experience. On the basis
of our review of the relevant literature,
the views of a panel of privatization
experts, and our work at the state and
local governments, we identified-as
shown in the figure-six lessons that
were generally common to all of the
govenunents in implementing
privatization initiatives.
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Figure: Lessons Common to State and Local Governments
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Privatixation can be best introduced
and sustained when there*a
committed political leader to champion
it. In the six governments, a political
leader or, in one case, several leaders
warking in concert played a cnlcial
role in introducing privatization.
These Ieaders built internal and
external support for privatization,
sustained momentum for their
privatization initiatives, and adjusted
implementation strategies when
barriers to privatization arose.

The chief executive (i.e., the governor
or mayor) was the political champion
for the most recent privatization
efforts in Georgia, Massachusetts,
Michigan, New York, and Indianapolis.

In Virginia, key state legislators and the
governor worked together to introduce
new privatization initiatives.
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Questions Concerning Political
Champion Issues

I. Who in the govemment will provide leadership in assessing
the case for privatization and supporting the privatization effort
once it is under way?

2. Is the activity viewed by policymakers and other
stakeholders as one the govemment should (I) provide and
produce, (2) provide but not produce, or (3) not produce, and
have other options to improve the activity been considered?
3. Should the government involve the private sector in the
activity or is the activity so intimately related to the public
interest that it is inherently governmental?
4. Will private sector participation improve performance of the
activity? That is:

Are there substantial problems in current service delivety?
Are there benchmarks that indicate potential for cost savings
or service quality improvements?
Will privatization increase choices availabIe to
citizens?
5. Do policymakern, agency officials, and other stakeholders
agree on the goals the privatization is to achieve?
6. Will the users of the senrice, interest moups, or pubhc
officials be resistant to changes in service providers? If so,
how will this resistance be mitigated?

7. Is there a need for an advisory group or commission to
identify activities that are candidates for privatization and to
build consensus for it?

Implementation Structure

I

Structure

1

Once political leaders introduce
privatization, governments need to
establish an organizational and
analytical structure to implement the
privatization effort. This structure can
incIude commissions, staff offices, and
analytical fran~eworbfor privatization
decisionmaking. Five of the six
governments we reviewed established
governmentwidecommissions to
identify privatization opportunities
among govenunent activities and to set
policies to guide privatization
initiatives. The commissions were
created either by the chief executive
(in Georgia, Michigan, New York, and
Indianapolis) or by the state legislature
{in Virginia). lMassachusetts did not
use a commission;instead, cabinet
secretaries selected the government
activities to privatize. The
govenunents found that privatization
can take various forms, such as
contracting out and asset sdes, and
that implementation strategies and
analyses need to be tdored to the
project or situation and will likely vary
depending on the form of privatization.
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Questions Concerning
Implementation Structure

- .-

1. Given the nature of the activity, what type of privatization
would be most viable and best serve the public interest {e.g.,
contracting out, managed competition, divestiture)?
2. Is the activity already performed in the private sector?
3. Is there a competitive marketplace? If not, can one be
created?
4. Are there baniers to entry by private firms, such as
significant start-up costs? If so, can they be mitigated?

5. Are there factors that could limit the use of privatization,
such as "natural monopolies," in which production cannot be
duplicated (e-g., a single source for city water supply); and
"public goods" that cannot sustain private markets? If so, how
could these factors bc mitigated?
6. Will the contractual arrangements and the type of service
permit the government to switch from one service provider to
another without serious disruption in the flow of service or
undue cost at the end of the contract or option year?

7. Will there be an office and/or knowledgeable staff available
to collect and analyze performance and cost data and provide
technical assistance to agencies?
8. Have the legal, financial, and technical riskdliabilitiesto the
govetnment been identified, considered, and evaluated?
9. What will be done with the activity's current facilities,
technology, and other resources?

Legislative and Resource Changes

r'--!
Legislative
and Resource

$Ranges

-1

Governments may need to enact
leglsIative changes andor reduce
resources available to govcnunent
agencies in order to encourage greater
use of privatization. Georgia, for
example, enacted legislation to reform
the state's civil service and to reduce
the operating funds of state agencies.
Virginia reduced the size of the state's
worldorce and enacted legislation to
establish an independent state counca
to foster privatization efforts. These
actions, off~lieialstold us, sent a signal
to managers and employees that
political leaders were serious about
implementing privatization.

Questions Concerning Legislative
and Resource Changes

1. Are there statutory or regulatory barriers to private sector
perfomance of the activity? That is:

Are there laws, tax policies, regulations, or grant
requirements that either mandate or constrain who can
perform the activity?
What are the implications of these legal and rematom
requirements for a poten!5al privatization?
2. Will there need to be a change in the statutory or regulatory
requirements to ensure a successful privatization for a
particular activity' That is:

Is there support for such a change?
Are the changes to laws or regulations feasible in the current
political and economic environment?
3. Are there relatLomhips with other state or federal programs
prescribed by law that could inhibit or prohibit a change in
service providers (e.g., intersemice support agreements,
intergovernmental agreements)?
4. What incentives are most appropriate for improving
performance and maximizing savings through privatization
(e.g., using savings to improve other agency acti~ities)?

5. If there are savings from the privatization, either initially or
over the long term, how will they be distributed (e.g.,
reinvested through service improvements, tax reduc6ions, or
deficit reduction]?
6. Under what conditions will the private sector provide
needed equipment or facilities that are not owned by the
government?

Reliable Cost Data

Reliable
complete
data
1 government activities are needed

j Reliable
; Cost Data
--

and

cost

on

to
assess the overall performance o f

activities targeted for privatization, to
support informed privatization
decisions, and to make these decisions
easier to implement and justify to
potential critics. Most of the
governments we surveyed used
estimated cost data, because obtaining
complete cost' and performance data
by activity from their accounting
systems was difficult. However,
Indianapolis and more recently Virginia
used new techniques, such as activitybased costing to obtain more precise
and compldc cost data. Although the
use of estimated cost data can save a
government the time and cost
associated with preparing more
accurate data, the resulting
imprecision can have negative
consequences. For example, in
Massachusetts, the State Auditor
questioned savings reported from
privatized activities because an
inadequate cost analysis was done
before the privatization.

'Complete costs are generally defined as
the fully allocated costs of an activity.
These include all direct and indirect
personnel costs, materials and supplies,
equipment, capital depreciation cost, rent,
mamtenancc and repairs, utilities,
insurance, personnel travel, operations
overhead, and general and administrative

overhead.
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Questions Concerning Reliable
Cost Data

1. Has evidence been presented on the potential for significant
enhancements to economy, efficiency,or effectiveness? That

is:

Has a costlbenefit analysis of a possible privatization been
done, including the effects of shifting costs to service
recipients?
Have tangible knefics-such as operating and capital cost
savings, higher quality services, more or better service
delivery oplions-been identified?
Would p r o v i a potential contractors with a draft '"request
for proposals" yield useful information on what cost and
service quality improvements might be possible with
privatization?
2. Have the complete costs of alternative service providers
been considered (i.e.,costs of retaining the activity in-house;
cost implications of a long-term commitment; start-up and
capital investment costs; conversion costs, i n c l u d i the sale of
surplus property and tmsactional costs involved in displacing
government employees; and government costs to monitor
private sector performance)?

3. Does the relevant govexnment office have the accounting
systems to produce complete cost data in order to make a valid
comparison to the private sector's cost? If not, are cost
estimates acceptable for making such a comparison, andlor
wodd the use of activity-based costing methods be feasible on
a case-by-case basis?

4. If the private sector is unable to mcet its contractual
obligations, have potential alternatives and the estimated costs
of resuming responsibility for the operation been considered?
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Strategies for Workforce Transition

7

1 Strategies
for Workforce
Transition
I

We formd that governments needed to
develop strategies to help their
workforces make the transition to a
private sector environment. Such
strategies, for example, might seek to
involve employees in the privatization
process, provide training to help
prepare them for privatization, and
create a safety net for displaced
employees. For example, all six
governments developed pro,o r a s or
policies to address employee concerns
with possible Job loss due to
privatization. These strategies
included offering workers early
retirement, severance pay, or a buyout
or, if the activity was taken over by a
private fm,ensuring that employees'
concerns about compensation issues
were addressed.
Because Virginia found that employees'
concerns were one of the biggest
barriers to privatization, the governor
directed state officials to identify ways
for departing state workers to compete
in the private sector. This led to the
passage of the Workforce Transition
Act, which mitigated some of the
employees' concerns, such as job Ioss,
training, and benefits.
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Questions Concerning Worldorce
Transition

1. What role will the government agency initially have in
considering privatization as a strategy? Will the agency be
allowed to compete with private sector f m s and submit a
proposal to perfom the service? If so, under what terms and
conditions? How will the competition process be coordinated
with the regular procurement process? Who will oversee the
competition process?
2. If the activity is privatized, what will be the impact on the
employment status and the portability of their pensions and
benefits? W
ill training be provided to government employees?

3. What will be the impact on union employees? How will the
government comply with c o n m u d and civil service
requirements?
4. Do requirements of current labor contracts pose a challenge
to privatization? If so, what are the implications of these

requirements for the privatization,and can these contracts be
revised?
5. W
ill public policies, such as equal employment
opportunities, be changed if the service provider k changed
and government employees transfer to the private sector?

Monitoring and Oversight

Monitoring

. and Oversight

1
.J

When a govement's role in the
delivery of services is reduced but not
eliminated thraugh privatization,
monitoring and oversight is needed
that evaluates compliance with the
terms of the privatization agrecrnent
and evaluates performance in
delivering services.
Officials from all six governments
worked to enhance their employees'
skills so that they could undertake
more sol?histicntedespecially for
complex activities, such a s wastewater
treatment or the medical care of
prisoners. Monitoring perfomance
somctimes required new or innovative
approaches. For example, Virginia
used a newly designed approach to
measure the performance of its two
contractor-operatedchild support
enforcement offices. Virginia
established quarterly and semiannud
reporting requirements in the contract,
using statistical measures to compare
the performance of contractoroperated child support ofices with a
hypothetical office with similarities in
such areas as size and demographics.

Questions Concerning Monitoring
and Oversight

1. Can the government maintain necessary control and
accountability for activities that have been contracted out?
That is:

Does the government have and will it maintain the capacity
(e.g., the expertise, staff, funding) to provide suitable
oversight of private sector performance?
If not, can the ageney recruit, attract, retain, and train
employees with the necessary knowledge and skills?
Does the government retain the legal authority to provide
effective oversight?

2. If the activiEy has been divested, does the government retain
regulatory responsibilities after the divestiture?
3. Have the criteria (e.g., cost, quality, customer service,
timeliness) that wilE be used to evaluate the privatized activity
been defined?

4. What incentives and penalties will be used in contractual
arrangements to ensure desired performance?
5. Are performance and cost requirements specified and
measurement systems in place?
6. Does the government agency have an effective quality
control system in place, or can it be developed to determine
conformance to contractual requirements?

7. Do potential contractors have a record for effective
performance and quality control on prior projects?
8. Will there be sufficientfunding to pay for oversight and
quality control?

Notes
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Exhibit B
Internal Audit Report - Building Permit Fees
July 3,2008

BUDGET AND PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT
Internal Audit Division

INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT

FROM:

Jorge M. Gonzalez, City Manager
Kathle G. Brooks, Budget and Perfor ance Improvement Director
James J. Sufter, Internal Auditor,

D,4TE:
A'JDlf:
PFRIOD:

July 3, 2008
Building Permit Fees
October 7, 2006 through December 31, 2007

TO:

VIA:

A

This report is the result of a scheduled auditto assess the reliability and integrity of Building Permit
Fees collected, while considering the implementation of a simplified Building Permit Fee structure.

The Building Department provides supervision of construction activities, acceptance of building
permit applications, issuance of all building and trade permits, verification of compliance with the
F,oridaBuilding Code and enforcement of codes promulgated by regulatory agencies such as the
Hotel and Restaurant Commission, Miami-Dade Environmental Resources Management, State
Department of Health and Professional Regulation, Board of Adjustment and the U.S. Army Corp of
Engineers. Plumbing, building, electrical, elevator and mechanical officials inspect new and existing
structures for compliance.

A fee for each permit shall be paid as required, in accordance with the fee schedule established and
approved by City Commission, on all buildings, structures, electrical, gas, mechanical and plumbing
systems or alterations requiring a permit. These fees cover costs incurred by all departments
directly involved as well as an allocation of administration and overhead by other supporting
departments. In addition, the department is responsible for collecting f re,Miami Dade Compliance,
sanitation, zoning, and radon fees in relation to the plan reviews, inspections and code wtforcement.
Building permit fees collected during fiscal years 2006, 2007, and for the three months ended
1213112007 have been included in the following table:

I Building Permit Fees (2)

FY 20051200'6.

FY 2006120U7

$4.564.91 0.45

S 8,134,498.' 5

'

To61
$ 14.933.366.81

*c260712008 (I) .
$2.233.958.21

'

-

(I) Fee revenues represeni three (3) months (1010112007 1213112007)
(2) Building Permit Fees represent fees assessed for Building permits alone. It excludes Mechanical,
Electrical, Plumbing, and any other Fees collected with the approval of a permit.

Not only it is the law to obtain a building permit, but obtaining a building permit protects the permit
holder as well as the owner of the property. With a building permit the permit holder receives advice
from reviewers and inspectors who will approve each phase of the project, checking to ensure that
the work is completed in accordance with the approved plans, as well as with sfate and local laws,
rules, and regulations.

Prior to initiation of the audit scheduled for fiscal year 2006107, Building Department management
alerted lnternal Audit to concerns surroundingthe lack of accountability, procedures, and controls in
place impacting the integrity of the permit fees collected. lnternal Audit's involvement was more
extensive due to the need to address these concerns. Internal Audit utilized an external consultant,

Internal Audit Report
BuiZding Permit Fees
July 3, 2008

JRD & Associates Inc., to assist in developing the audit plan and approach as well as
recommending guidance on how fees are assessed. The consultant aEsa performed a comparison
of how permit fees are charged in other municipalities. In addition to the audit, a separate audit staff
member was provided to the Building Department on an ongoing basis to review fee calculations for
all permits at closeout. Ever since,they have arduously wotked to address their concerns improving
the reliability, accountability, and integrity of the fees collected.
As a result of Internal Audit's separate review of building permits at closeout, a iota! of $761,389 has
been recuperated between the 4m Quarter of Fiscal Year 2007 and the 1'' Quarfer of Fiscal Year
21008. This amount was mainly recovered from building permits for which fees were previously
calculated based on inaccurate information provided to the Building Department. Our audit report
focuses on results from both our audit procedures preformed and our separate ongoing review of
building permits at closeout.

OVERALL OPINION
Despite the efforts made by the department to improve the procedures, accountability, and controls
over the permit revenue collections, Internal Audit found the following areas that still need to be
addressed. As an intermediate control in place, the ongoing review of permits at close out is
minimizing any loss of fee revenues.

1.

Inaccurate information is being furnished and used for permit fee catculations.

2.

System fee calculations tor combined projects were not correct.

3.

Space is not provided on the application for proper allocation of job values and square
footage for projects combining renovations and new construction.

4.

Corrections to applications were observed after the application had been signed, notarized,
and up-front fees have been calculated.

5.

Incomplete building permit appli~tionsare being accep2ed.

6.

Original permit applications are not kept in the department's filing system until after the
plans have been reviewed and the permit is approved.

7,

Insufficient supporting documentation is kept on file as part of the permit application
package.

8.

The Building Department's adopted fee schedule is complex and lacks regular revisions.

9.

Minor discrepancies were noted between the department's fee schedule and currently
distribute Mechanical, Electrical, and Plumbing fee sheets.

ID.

Insufkient and inconsistent use and application of the fee schedule for the calculation of
building permit fees.

II .

No policies and procedures are written and in place that are well known and consistently
followed by department personnel.

12.

Inconsistency in data entry ta the system.

13.

Poar computer system controls in place.

Page 2 of 15

Internal Audit Report
Building Permit Fees
July 3, 2008

14.

Insufficient segregation of duties exists within the permit clerks' positions that impact
department processes.

15.

Long processing cycles for Non Sufficient Fund (NSF) checks.

16.

Outdated permit data was found on the department's computer system.

Additional details of our findings and proposed recommendations are included in the "Findings,
Recommendations and Management Responses" section of this report.

As recommended by the Crty's external consultant JRD & Associates, we feel that the City should
pursue a simplified fee schedule. Corrective action should be taken on these findings prior to
implementing a simplified fee schedule. Once corrected, the department would generate more
accurate and reliable Jnformationto better establish effective fee levels required to cover the current
costs of operations.
Although this report focuses on exceptions, weaknesses, and problems, this should not be
understood to mean there are not also various strengths and accomplishments. Furthermore, our
testing was limited to determine whether department fees were properly calculated, try to provide a
valid estimate of Building Permit Revenues, and to determine any necessary improvements to
enhance current controls over revenues. Had we performed additional procedures or testing, other
matters might have come fa our attention that would have been reported here in.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this audit is to determine whether transactions, adjustments, and precessing
procedures are established, authorized, and maintained in accordance with laws, regulations,
mntracts, and management's policy; whether transactions are accounted for, accurately and
promptly recorded; whether recorded balances are periodically substantiated and evaluated; and
whether City assets, records and files are properly safeguarded and controlled, and access thereto
is restricted in accordance with management's criteria,

SCOPE

3 . To determine if building department fees are properly calculated and collected.

2. Determine through statistical sampling, a valid estimate of building permit fees.
3. To review processing of fee calculation and determine any improvements necessary for

enhancing controls over permit revenue.

VNDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND MANAGEMENT RESPONSES

I.Find inq:

l~laccurateinformation being provided for fee ca1culat;ojons

. As a result of Internal Audit's assistance to the Building Department a total numb- of seventy-

eight (78) permits have been reviewed before receiving their final Certificate of Occupancy (COj
or Certificate of Completion (CC). In all cases (I
00%) the results from these reviews confirmed
the inaccuracy of information provided bo the department en the permit application. The reviews
consisted of comparing the information provided on the permit applicationto the values reflected
on the construction contract or on foms G702 and G703.
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Comparing the square footage and construction estimates provided initially on the applications
to the actual figures provided on the plans, the contract, and on forms G702 and G703,showed
material differences directly impacting the reliability of the permit fees assessed. These
discrepancies prevented Internal Audit from deriving a valid estimate of the building permit fees
through statistical sampling.
Recommendatian(s):
The department should establish methods to assist the permit clerks in assessing
reasonableness of information provided on the permit application. The guidance should be
accompanied with proper training in order forthem to acquire a complete understanding of such.
Another step could consist of ensuring that value verification review, conducted by the building
review discipline, is completed prior to any other review from other disciplines. This step would
contribute to ensure that proper pennit fees are assessed prior to incurring additional costs for
the department. In addition, the department should consider establishing enforcing measures
such as penalties or interest for permit fees not paid on time due to mistepresenfations on the
permit application.
Mananement Response:
Building agrees with OBPl's findings and has implementeda training plan for the Permit Clerks,
however, the Building Plan Examiners are the professionals qualified to review the accuracy of
job values and total gross square footages of a project. The Building Plan Examinersreview the
job value verification (AE Afidavit) when the project is assigned to them by the Chief responsible
for the plans review section. As for the suggestion that the Building discipltne review the AE
affidavit prior to the review of other disciplines, this is just not practical since it would cause a
delay in the plan review process.

The new Building Director started his tenure in the City of Miami Beach on March 73, 2006.
During the period between mid March and May of 2006 the Building Director, Tom Velazquez,
reported to the City Manager's office some o f his findings regarding the general lack of
accountability and internal controls in the Building Department. Of particular concern was the
lack of oversight and procedures that addressed the proper verification, calculation and
collection of permits fees / revenue.
Late March 2007, at the request of the Department Director, a review of the permit fees for a
multi-story new condominium and renovation project was performed by the new Assistant
Director of Administration, Graciela Escalante. Because of the Department Director's concern
regarding permit fee oversight and accountability in general he requested a project accounting
review prior to approval of a refund request in the amount of $256,730 by the Developers of this
project for TCO charges. This review of the project accounting revealed that job values and
square footage as submitted on permit applications by OwnersiDeveloperslContr~to~s
andlor
Expediters were never verified far accuracy by Building Department personnel. The result ofthe
evaluation of the project disclosed that rather then the City owing a refund to the
DeveloperJOwner,the DeveloperlOwnerowed the City $1,246,809 in permit fees.
As a result of the findings and process failures discovered by the current Administration,
procedures were put in place to properly account for proper revenue collection and verification.
Administration developed an bE affidavit form, a three part form executed by the Architect,
Owner and Contractor to certify job value and total gross square footage which are necessary
values to determine fhe permit fees as required by ordinance. A directive to Building Staff was
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issued on April 27, 2007 to implement the new plans review process and procedures which
included the required submittal of the AE affidavit form by the applicant. The Bdilding Plan
Examiners are made responsibre to ascertain that the job values submitted reflect the current
industry costs per square foot and that the gross square footages are reasonably accurate.
Permits are not issued unless the AE affidavit is submitted and verified. In addition, the Building
Director made the determinationthat CO"s/ X ' swould not be approved without a permit review
of the project,

These new procedures created an extensive amount of work far an Administration which was
not equipped with a Finance Section with the expertise required to verify the project accounting
requirements generated by the new procedures.
'

Sometime in May 2007 the Building Director requested an audit of the permit fee and revenue
collection process as well assistance with the day to day permit reviews of projects requiring
CQ/OICC.

The result of the ongoing pamit review and Building's commitment to address these concerns
generated aver $6 million dollars in additional revenue for the fiscal p a r 06-07,
In addition to these measures, the Building Department proposed to the City Manaqer's office a
re-organization of the Building Department which includes a Finance and Administrative
Services Section.
t h e City Manager also received authorization from the City Commission in May 2008 to pursue
an operational audit through a qualified audit firm to more closely examine Building Department
processes and procedures. A portion of the scope of work for this company will be to examine the current structure of the Building Department and make recommendationsforimprovements.
In the short term, audit staff from OBPI has been temporarily re-assigned to implement the more
immediate internal controls necessary to ensure that the City is properly collecting revenue that
is due. The recently hired Building Director will be tasked with closeiy examining these issues
and will implementing appropriate solutions.

2. Findins; System fee cakulation weaknesses
Although the calculations for most of the fees assessed by the department were found to be
correct, contingent to the reliability of the information provided and entered to the system, the
fallowing fees were identified as erroneousIy calculated by the department's system software
and are in need of immediate correction:
a. Fees assessed for permits that combined new construction with alteration remodeling
("Other sub-type) did not atlocate the corresponding portions of the fee to the individual jobs
performed. In most cases, the fees were calculated using total constnrctioncos:s; therefore
disregarding the square footage for new construction.

b. The Miami Dade County Code Compliance fees as calculated by the department's system
are based upon the City's Code which states that this fee is calculated upon work valuation.
In comparing the City's Code with the Miami Dade County's Code it was noted that there
was a discrepancy in language as to how the value of work is calculated. For new
construction the City based its valuation on the contractors' submitted costs rather than the
County's method of $65 dollars per square foot.
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c) Zoning and sanitation fees are capped to a maximum of one hundred ($700) and one
thousand five hundrd ($1,500) dollars respectively. This means that any individual who
applies for a building permit involving only new construction will pay a maximum of $700 for
zoning fees and a rnaxlmurn of $1,500 for sanitation. The same applies for individuals
applying for a permit that involves alteration and remodeling only. Guidance in how to
calculate zoning and sanitation fees can be found on the building fee schedule. However,
for projects that combine both, new construction and alteration remodeling, the maximum
amount that is being charged is also capped at $100 and $1,500 respectively. As a result,
the fees assessed for combined projects are not consistent or proportionalto those charged
for the same services under separate permits.
Out of the 42 sampled building permits, 7 permits (17%) could have been charged additional
fees aver the cap llrnitation in the amount of $6,906.

Recomrnendation(s);
a) The department should correct the system in otder to calculate the permit fees based on the
data allocated to the individual job types within a project instead ofthe information provided
on the general screen for total construction values. Catlaboration from the Information
Technology (IT) department could be considered for a faster resolution. In addition, fees
assessed for projects combining; new construction and alteration remodeling should be
reviewed in order to ensure the accuracy of the fee calculation at the time of application.

b) The Building Departmentshould work with the Citys Attorney Officeto determine the impact
of the calculafion of M~arni
Dade County Code Compliance fees and discuss these impacts
with Miami Dade County.
c) Resulting from inquiries to our external consultant, separating the work types in different
permits could help to maintain consistency and proportionality. This revision will provide a
b&er fee allccationfor the different scopes of work, as well as maintain proportionalityfor all
permit fees assessed.
'

Management Response [See Note 11:
The Building Department has been made aware of this Permits Plus software system flaw and is
working with IT Department to correct it. Building may need to get a proposal from Accetla
IPermlts Plus Vendor to resolve the problem. It appears that the problem may be more extensive
and the staff from the permit counter will have to check permit fee calculations from a different
software application until the problem is resolved.

The Building Department is requesting applicants to submit separate permits for separate
structures where feasible to provide a better fee allocation for different permit types, however,
the permit fee ordinance is mute regarding how to charge permits which contain both new
construction and renovation. In cases where it is not feasible to separate a project the system
software wjII have to be corrected to implement the suggested permit fee allocations. In addition
the Building Department is in the process of determiring the impact of the calculation of the
Miami Dade County Code Compliance fees with the Ci:yJs Attorney's Office and wil: coordinate
with Miami Dade County to address this matter.
3. Finding:

Application does not provide space forpmwer allocation ofjob values and square

foafage.
Permit fees are generally computed following the department3 fee schedule. The rates or
amounts charged vary depending on the extent and characteristics of the work being done. For
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example: Building Fees assessed for an addition to an existing structure or new construction
are primarily based on the Gross Area of the new construction, provided in square feet.
Meanwhile, building fees assessed for an alteration or remodeling are primarily b a s d on the job
value, also known as the cost of construction paid by the owner. However, the permit
application currently used does not allow the allocation of costs or gross areas whentwo scopes
of work are combined into one permit. As a result, Internal Audit noticed occasions in which data
provided for fee calculation combined bath new construction and alterations or remodeling
thereby precluding separate fee calculations.

Recornrnendationls):
The department should consider revising the permit application in order to provide additional
fields to properly allocate the job value and corresponding gross area to the specific project(new
construction, alterationslramodeling, demolitions, etc.). In addition, permit clerks should not
inquire, accept values, or data to correct the Permit Application from anyone other than the
permit holder. With this recommendationthe department would contribute to improve reliability
of both, the information provided on the permit application and the fees assessed.
Manaqement Response (See Note 1):
We agree and have made the recommended changes. In addition we have added three check
boxes in the permit application for new construction, renovations and revisions in order to
differentiate between the type of construction and permit type request.

Corrections to applications were obsewed afterthe applfcatjon had been sjgned,
notarized, and up-front fees have been calculated.
Building permit applications are required to be completed in detail and signed by the permit
holder, Instances were noted whereby corrections to the information on the Permit Application
were accepted without the submission of a Revised PermitAppBcation. Continuing to operate in
this manner could result in confusion with respect to which data to use for fee calculation.

4. Finding:

Recornrnendation(s):
No c~rrectionsshould be allowed on a completed application. If corrections or revisions are
necessasy, then the permit holder should submit a new "Revised" application once a previous
one has been submitted. Accordingly, permit fees should be recalculated based on the updated
information in order to account for any balance or credit resulting from the revision. Necessary
changes made by the department should be documented and included en a separate section of
the application or as an attachment. This shautd reduce potential confusion and improve audit
trails while maintaining a chronological order of events.
Management Response [See Note 1):
We agree with the finding and implemented the recommendation.

Incomplete applications were being accepted when issuing a permif.
Building Permit Applications were submitted with incomplete sections. Some of the incomplete
sections observed included the gross area of the project andlor job value, which are used to
calculate the fees depending on the scope of work, date of application, which contributes to the
tracking of when the application or the permit should expire, the type of work, and owner's
contact information and signatures to name a few.

5. Find inq:

The following table helps io illustrate our findings in reference to incomplete permit applications
based on our sample of permits tested:
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Permit category
Commercial
Residential

Totals

# of pennits tested

25
17
42

# of incompiete

applications

'

Percentage (%)

8

32%

5
13

29%
31%

Thirty one percent (31%) of the permits tested were applied for andlor approved w% incomplete
sections of the application.
Recommsndation(s):
Because the Permit Application is a major source of information and reference, all sections
should be fully completed. Up-front fees, permit sub-type, among other, are calculated and
imputed into the system using the information provided on the application.
Management Response (See Note 7 ) :
We agree with the finding and implemented the recommendation. We are no longer accepting
incomplete permit applicat~ons.In addition, applicants submitting building permit applications
are required to submit an executed AE afftdavit with t i e application.
Original permit applications are not kept in the department unfilafterthe plans have
been reviewed and the permit is approved.
When applying for a building permit, it is required for the permit holder to submit a complete
permit application. This application is used as reference ta enter the permit holder's information,
job descdptions and values to the system. Application information is also used to calculate the
up-front fees, and total permit fees for the project. In addition, the information is use to create a
work flow in the system identifying the different disciplines required to perform plan reviews
depending on the characteristics of the work.

6, Findinq:

Even though the information on the application is used to calculate up-front fees, total permit
fees,and to issue a transactionlpermit number among others, neither the original permit
application nor a copy is kept by the department until the plans are reviewed and the permit is
approved. Any changes to the application prior to the plan's approval, especially changes that
could have an impact on the permifs up-front fee calculations and overal[Ifee structure, are not
revised on the departmenf's computes sydern.
Recommendation(s):
Once a pennit application is accepted and up-front fees have been calculated, the department
should retain the application along with a l required documentation from the contractor. This
way, any changes to the application can be verified and compared to the initial application.
Retaining the initial application will contribute to implement the recommendation for finding
number three (3) above. Also, in the event the permit holder abandons the project prior to the
permff's approval, then the City would be able to retain the corresponding up-front fees based on
the information provided.
Mana~ementResponse (SeeNote 1):
We agree with the finding and implemented the recommendation. We are no longer accepting
incomplete permit applications. Original permit applications will be filed in as pad of a central
filing system in process of being implemented.
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Insufficientsupporting documentation kept on fle as part of the permit application
package.
Internal Audit reviewed the application packages for fo@-two (42) sampled permits in order to
evaluate their completeness. Of the forty-two (42) application packages reviewed, all were
missing two or more of the following required documentation:

7. Finding:

a) Copy of State Certification with an occupational license for the place of business; or Copy of
Certificate of Competency with a Municipal Cantractors Occupational License;
b) Certificate of insurance for Liability and Worker's Compensation;
c) Change of contractor form when it was applicable;
dl Request for permit extension of time when it was applicable.
Recornrnendationls~
Every- application
should be filed accompanied by all required documentation for the permits
.
approval. Because the application package is often used as a primaw source of information in
relation to the permit, it should be kept organized, maintained, and readily available as needed.
In addition to effectively maintaining audit trails, well documented records should assist in
sustaining effective controls, easing review processes and research.
Manaaement Response (See Note 7):
We agree with the finding and implemented the recommendation. Original pemit applications
and all supporting documents wit1be filed in as part of a central filing system in process of being
implemented.
8, Findinq: Department's complex fee schedule and lack of regular revisions.
The Building Department's fee schedule consists of numerous feesfcr specific scope of works.
This complexity leads to inefficiencies and inconsistencies En charging customers. The City's
external consultanZ JRD & Associates preformed a comparison of fee structures used at other
municipalities and further recommended that the City's fee schedule be modified to a sirnplifled
fee schedule. Benefits of having a simplified fee schedule cited by the consultantinclude having
a more efficient way to charge customers, a streamlined process, an appropriate feeing
mechanism and less congestion in the waiting areas.

In addition, the Building Department Fee Schedule was last revised on October 1, 2003 and
tees currently charged may or may not be sufficient t o cover the City's scots sf operation and
enforcement of the FIorida Building Code. These costs include those incurred by all
departments directly involved as well as an allocation of administration and overhead by other
supporting departments.
Recommendatian(s):
The City should pursue a simplified fee schedule. Prior to revising any fees, the City should
create a cost analysis of all direct and indirect costs associated with the operations and
enforcement of the City3 building codes. This analysis can be used to determine the sufficiency
of the fees being charged to cover them.
The department needs to establish a base line of total fees earned by fiscal year after
implementing recommendations to ensure that the currently approved fees are being properly
corrected. Fees collected resulting from the close-out reviews presently conducted should be
separated from total fees to more clearly reflect actual fees collected for the fiscal year.
Going forward, revisions of the fee schedule should be completed periodically to reffect any
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changes, if any, resulting from cost increases and new industry conditions.

Management Response [See Note 1L
We agree and are going to implement recommendation. OBPl and the Building Department are
working on a Request for Proposal for a Consultant to analyze the current fee schedule and
make recammendations for simplification.
Poor correlation between the department3fee schedule and currently disfsibufed fee
sheets.
After reviewing t h e department" fee schedule and comparing it to the Mechanical, Electrical,
and Plumbing fee sheets (M.E.P.s),currently distributed by the department,Internal Audit found
minor discrepancies on the fee structure between the M.E.P. fee sheets and t h e Departmenfs
Fee Schedule.

9. Findf nq:

Recornrnendation(s):
All fees assessed by the Buildirig Department should be included and detailed on the
Department's Fee schedule. ~t thgsarne time, the fee schedule should be reviewed to include
t h e language and fee structure approved by the City Commission and reflected an Appendix A
of the City Code. These annual reviews should verify and ensure correlation and consistency
with the Florida Building Code, State Statutes, The FIarida Admlnlstrative Code, and other fee
structures established by those departmentsinvolved in the approval of the building pernit (Ex:
Fire Department, Zoning, Sanitation, etc.). Having one established reference source to
document all permit fees should eliminate confusion to department personnel, as vdeTI as to the
public.
Manasement Response (See Note 1);
We agree wjth the finding and are in the process of ma king sure that the fee sheets, and permit
plus computer software are consistent with the Department's fee schedule.
10. Finding:

Insufficient and inconsisfentuse and application of the fee schedule on building
permits

Results from Internal Audit's testing and interviews with department's personnel showed an
inconsistent application af the permit fee schedule, thus having a direct impact on the fees
collected by the departmenf. The following is a list of those inconsistencies found:
a) Plan re-review fees are not always charged.
b) Reinspectian fees are not always charged.
c) Permit extension fees are not always charged.
d) Applicable fees and credits for expired permits were not always applied correctly.
e) Reviews and approvals issued for sub-permits with expired master permits. Re-instatement
fees were not paid on the expired permit at the time of review.

This finding is correlated to finding #?1 and finding #12. Because of the lack of written and

known policies and procedures accompanied by poor system notations and referencing, it is
very hard to track re-revisions and re-inspections on mast permits.

Recommendation(s):
The department should closer track "re-reviews" and "re-inspections". This can be
accompiished by noting the system and following up on plan review notes not addressed as
instructed by the inspectors. Also, more descriptive notations should be taken by the inspectors
on the field in reference to repeated violations or inspections due to incomplete work at time of
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inspection. Moreover, permit extension fees should be charged once a "Permit Extension F o n "
has been submitted, prior to the permit expiration da:e, and approved by the building oficial,
Not filing the extension of the permit prior to the permit expiration date should result in an
expired permit and applicable fees should be assessed following page No. 12, section 2 of the
permit fee schedule. Lastly, incorporating the recommendations for findings #A1 and #f2 should
contribute to an improvement of the use and application of the fee schedule, as well as an
increase of the applicable fees.
Management Response (See Note 1):
In response to a and b above, Building Department is in the process of implementing inspection
and plan review checklists that are automated and integral to the permits plus sofhmre. This will
not only alleviate the problems with incondstent plan reviews but will allow staff to track and
monitor which plan review comments were not addressed repeatedly by the Architect. Currently,
the electronic software (Permits Plus) is not set up to accurately track and substantiate claims by
Architects specific to comments that are not addressed in the plan review.
The same would apply to the inspection checklists which are currently being tested by the
Inspection staff. Reports can be generated on repeat failed inspections and the Customer
charged accordingly.

In response to c, d , and e above we agtee with the findings and have implemented the changes
according to the permit fee schedule.
Lack of policies and procedures in place that are well known and consistently
followed by deparfmenfpersonnel.
Although Management Staff has recently instructed new operational guidelines to be followed,
no standard policies and procedures are written and in place to be consistently followed by
permit clerks and other personnel. Employees currently operatefo!towing traditional methods of
operations that have been established by prior administrations andlor employees. As a result,
deviation in methods used by different employees was noted for transactions such as a change
of contractor, permit revisions, cHange of use permits, among others.

I'I.Finding:

Recommendationlsl:
The department should establish written policies and procedures to be known and followed by
all departments' personnel. The procedures should be accompanied by proper training so that
employees can acquire a full understanding of the same, Adopting this recommendation will
contribute for a standardization of the depadment's operations and improve audit trails.
Management Response (See Note 1):
Currently, the new Administration has a draft "Manual of Policies and Procedures"whichwe plan
to publish for our employees and customers on the department's newwebsite. The new website
is scheduled to be launched in June I July 20138.

12. Finding: lnconsisfencyin data en fry to the sysfem
Results from our review showed that not all data is being consistently entered into the
department's computer system. The following data entry shortcomings were observed:
a) There were instances noted where the job value entered to the system's general screen
did not coincide with the job value entered on the fee calculation screen.
b) Projects that were supposed to be marked as "City projects" were not marked accordingly.
c) Erroneous permit subtypes were selected occasionally.
Page $1 of 15

Internal Audit Report
Building Permit Fees
July 3, 2008

d) ' ~ o t eentered
s
to the system were often very hard to follow, as they were abbreviated and
extremely shortened.
Shortcomings like the ones mentioned above represent a challenge to the department'sinternal
communication, often resulting on inefficiency, inaccurate permit fees, poor audit trails, and
diminished review and supervision.
Recornmendation(s):
In order to irnrrrove the denartment's internal communication and eliminate existent barriers.
minimal descriptive criteria necessary when entering information into the system should be
established. In addition, a series of training sessions informing employees of the importance af
such descriptive criteria when entering notes, as well as potentialrepercussions from not wrrting
them should be implemented. This way the department won't have to depend on an individual's
ability to remember the particulars of a specific permit. With this implementation, the department
will be securing improved audit trails, easing review and supervision, and contributing to the
reliability of the permit fee calculations.
Mana~ementResponse (See Note 3):
The Permit Clerks have never received proper training for their specific job responsibilities as
well as the techn~caltraining required for proficiency in the permit fee ordinance and application
of ordinance with Permits PIus system. We are in the process of developing a training plan and
giving "one an one" training to the Permit Clerks.

The issue of proper professional and technical training and mentaring was non-existent in the
previous Building Administration. It is the intention of the current Administration to hire an
outside Consultant to develop a curriculum of training classes for the professional and nonprofessional personnel.

13. Finding: Poor computer system controls in place
Testing performed to Permit Plus, the computer software currently used by the department,
revealed the following deficiencies in need of correction:
a) Data entered into the system can be overwritten by anyone that has edit privileges without
leaving any trails. The only fields currently protected are the Job value, occupancy type, the
fields related to client's information, and square footage, on the 'General" screen only.

'

b) Payments or adjustments for outstanding fees can be posted to a prior date. Consequentry,
payments or adjustments that are backdated to a prior date or period would not be included
on the current daily activity report. Therefore, backdated transactions would not be noticed
unless prior reports were re-printed and reviewed.

These deficiencies represent significant weaknesses that if not corrected could negatively
impact the integrity of permit fees, opening a great window of opportunity for unscrupulous
behavior.
Recommendation(s):
a) The system s houId prevent any changes to existing information without proper authorization
and without identification of the individual rna!4ng the changes. In addition, every
authorization should be accompanied by a brief, but sufficient explanation for the changes.
Although the department may be considering upgrading their computer system, sufficient
testing should be performed before its full integration in order to assure that adequate
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controls are implemented.
)

The department should correct the system in order to prevent the backdating of transactions
currently taking place. Implementing this control will contribute to a higher integrity of permit
fees and an improved reliability of daily reconciliations.

Manaqement Response (See Note 11:
The previous Building Department Administration did not have any written policies and
procedures nor did it have a well organized or documented business process and flow. This is
evident in the application of the permit plus software which does not reflect the actual needs of
the department in its functionality. Permit Plus has some features in its software that were not
activated and thus the software was not utilized fo its maximum efficiency. For example, all
users have access to make entries and changes to all fields and compositions. The system has
the capability to restrict access lo users that are not required to make data entries in areas they
are not responsible for. The previous administration did not restrict access to users by job
function, thus creating a system with potentially extensive security breaches.
Currently, we are working with IT to restrict access to users by their job functions and have
implemented the latest upgrade to the system which mntains an audit trail. In addition, we are
actively pursuing a new system whose software has security controls in place to ensure system
integrity.

We are working with IT to get the most out of the system we currently have. We agree that
Permits Plus has serious security issues.

14. Findinq: Jnsufficienfsegregation of duties on department processes.
The building department in an effort to maximize efficiency, engaged in training sessions during
which, every permit clerk was trained as a plan router and granted system access accordingly.
In addition, permit clerks are responsible for the calculation and collection of permit fees for
every permit. Clerks also reconcile the daily permit revenues coIlected at the end of the day.
They handle the cash register, the safe, and have system clearance to make adjustments and
apply payments, Considering these facts, Internal Audit opines that insufticient segregation of
duties exist on these functions. Inadequate segregation of duties can contribute to a
deteriorafion of controls, supervision, and a window of opportunity for uns~rupulousbehavior.
Recornrnendation(s):
Res~onsibilitvfor the daily revenue reconciliation should be assigned to an individual with no
relation to the collection, application, or adjustments of
on the system. The
combination for the safe should be changed, granting access to the individuat in cqarge of the
reconciliation and management only. The reconciliat~onshould be completed, signed by the
preparer, and taken to the cashiers no later than the next business day.

Manaqement Response (Sea Note 1 3:
We have implemented the recommendations. The daily revenue collection and processing will
be directly under the supervision of the Building Finanoe and AdministrativeServices Manager.
15 . Finding: Long processing cycles for #on Sufficient Fund (NSF) checks.
Not only are Non-Sumcient Fund checks an eminent risk to the collection of permit revenues, but
also a contributing factor to incur additional costs and generate processes to the department.
Often a check is accepted for payment of multiple permits for which the department provides
plan reviews, inspections etc. Once a check is identified as NSF, the department p aces a hold
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on all permits paid by the identified check. At that point all work and inspections for those
permits are put in a hold status preventing any additional services until all corresponding fees
are paid. This is why timing is very important on this process. The longer it takes for the
department to identify a NSF check, higher costs will be incurred by continuing to render
services, and the colfectionprocess will become more difficult.
With this in mind, lnterral Audit sampled sixteen (16) different checks identified as NonSufficient Fund (NSF) in order to estimate the average number of business days it took the
department to identify them as NSF checks from the d9y they were accepted. The results are
reflected on the following table:

The average time for the department to identify the checks as NSF checks was 15.31 business
days. As a result from the long NSF processing cycle, a representative responsiblefor thecity's
bank accounts was also contacted in order to find ways to improve the tength of time it takes to
complete the cycle.

Recommendation(sl:
Subsequent to inquiries made to the bank representztive, it was agreed that copies of NSF
checks would be faxed to the Finance Department on a daily basis. This should contribute to
reduce the amount of time to complete the cycle. Nonetheless,the Building department should
create and maintain a list of bad accounts for individuals or contractors that have issued two or
mare NSF checks. Once a bad account is identified, no additional checks should be accepted.
Only cashier checks, money orders, credit cards, or cash should be accepted from these bad
accounts.

In order to facilitate identifying the NSF checks corresponding to the building department, the
clerks should write the name a$the department on every check that is accepted. In additjon, the
Building Department should maintain direct communication with the Finance Department to
ensure that NSF notices are forwarded as soon as they are received.
Mananement Response /See Note 11:
We agree and will implement procedures.
16. Findinn: Outdated permit data was found on the deparfmenf'scomputer system.
lnternalAudit requested a list of all building permits with "applied* andlor "approved" status h r n
the department in order to select a sample of permih to analyze as part of our audit. As a result,
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we were provided with multiple lists of permits adding up to 25,331 among them all, Subsequent
inquiries about the volume of permits in applied or approved status for different permit
categories and sub-types reflected an overflow of outdated permits and permit information as a
result of data transferred from an older system to the one currently in use. The excessive
amount of outdated permits included permits that should have been expired, but were stilt in
applied or approved status; permits that work has been completed and CC andlor CO has been
issued, still on "approved" or "applied" status, among others.
Recornmendationlsl:
Even thouah the department is well aware of this situation and is currently working fo correct the
data overfbw, additional consideration and efforts should be invested in order t6 expedite the
process. A cleaner database should contribute with more reliable information for analysis and
decision making, and also would provide a better estimate of revenues that should have been
collected, if any, on the remaining permits. CoZlaboration from the Information Technology (IT)
department could be considered for a faster resolution.

Mana~ementResponse (See Note 11:
We agree and are currenlly actively working with IT to clean-up database.

-

Management Response General Comment (NoteI):
It is important to note that the Suilding Department requested Zhis audit because Administration had
many items of concern regarding the integrity and accountability of the enforcement of the City's
Permit Fee Ordinance and Revenue collection process and procedures. Many of the findings of
OBPI's audit were the initially items of concern to the Building Department Administration. Thus, the

OBPI audit confirmed many of Building" iniit~alfindings. During the course of the audit, Building has
been actively working on implementing internal controls to address these findings.
EXIT CONFERENCE

A meeting was held on March 11, 2008 to discuss the audit report and to solicit management
responses noted above. Attendees were Thomas Velasquez, Building Director; Grace Escalante,
Assistant Building Director; Alexis Givings, Building Sewices Coordinator; James Sutter, Internal
Auditor; Laura Rubines, Assistant Internal Auditor; and Fidel Miranda, Auditor. Management
responses were subsequently received and incorporated within the report. All were in agreement
with the contents of this r e p o t
(Audit performed by Fidel Miranda, Auditor)

-

F:bbpiZ$AUD\DOCO748\REPORTS FtNAL\BUILDING DEPARTMENT doc

cc:

Tim Hemstreet, Assistant City Manager
Jorge Gomez, Acting Building Director
Graciela Escalante, Assistant Building Director
Patricia Walker, Chief Financial Officer
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Chamber of Commerce Report
February 19,2008

MIAMI BEACH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Building and Permitting Committee
February 19'~,2008

The Miami Beach Chamber of Commerce Building and Permitting Committee was
created after receiving numerous concerns and complaints from the business and
residential community concerning dissatisfaction with City services that affected both
members and nonmembers of the MBCC. This committee was created to voice its
concerns and suggest balanced solutions and improvements.

This committee was chaired by Calvin KohIi and its members included, Louis Martinez,
Aaron Tandy, Alfredo Gonzalez and MichaeI Larkin.

The complaints primarily dealt with unnecessary hardships, irregularities in the
implementation of public policies, procedures and inspections; as well as lack of follow
up, information, or personnel and outdated building and permitting codes and
enforcement techniques. As the City has thrived with more construction and
development, the demand has risen, but quality and procedures are outdated. These is an
urgent need of improvement with constant and consistent upgrades, including
improvement of the knowledge base of personnel employed in related departments of the
City of Miami Beach so that a uniform approach may be achieved.
The goal of this committee was to identify and address the legitimate concerns of the
community when it comes to dealing with the various City of Miami Beach departments
involved in the Building & Permitting process. This was achieved by holding several
committee meetings and discussions with a diverse group of people such as business
owners, legal representatives, architects, engineers, designers, residents, and other
management and professional entities. Information was also shared and obtained in
cooperation with the members of the Building Task Force, which was created by
Commissioner Saul Gross.

The attached list will address some of the most important and immediate concerns that
were identified, followed by some solutions and recommendations and other necessary
follow-up. We understand that the City of Miami Beach has already initiated steps to
improve the building and permitting process and we gladly acknowledge and appreciate
that effort. Our findings are based on our interaction and hands-on experience. Our repart
should not be taken as criticism or judgment but rather as a joint effort to work with the
City of Miami Beach, and the heads of its departments to assist them in identifying and

improving the existing system, and to aid them with any support that they might need in
order to accomplish this.

Submitted by,
Calvin Kohli

Chairperson, on behalf of the
MIAMI REACH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE BUILDING AND PERMITTING
COMMITTEE
CC: All members I City of Miami Beach.

PROCESS :
The MBCC Building and Permitting Committee invited chamber members and nonmembers who were affected by building and permitting issues, along with residents who
had heard about this committee and professionals who had dealings with the City
departments involved in the Building & Permitting process, to attend
rneetings/workshops. The first meeting was held at the Chamber office, where open
discussions revealed a lot of frustration and the complaints of several people, especially
from the business community.
Thereafter, meetings were held regularly, and as the participation grew, so did the list of
concerns. These discussions revealed several areas that needed immediate and long term
solutions. We also had several participants from the Building and Permitting Task Force
who raised their frustrations and were happy to see the MBCC Building and Permitting
Committee working for a common goal - improvement of services for the community.

LIST OF CONCERNS & SOLUTIONS:
1) DEPARTMENTS: The City" B~uiIdingDepartment works together with several other
departments like Fire, Planning, and Public Works. Most of the time the burden to
resolve issues, both minor and major, with other departments falls on the business owners
who are juggling coordination between departments. This causes a lot of delays,
frustration and repetitious work. This discouraging process is frustrating and timeconsuming and can add significant additional costs to the person who is trying to get
matters resolved to avoid unnecessary deIays.
Solution: More coordination and efficient communication is required between

departments, and conflicts within the development process need to be resolved by the
City. Inter-departmental computer networking should be established, Inter-departmental
group meetings should take place on a regular basis. The departmental heads need to
urgently review the policies and procedures in place and share these to make
interdepartmental improvements and avoid conflicts. Department heads should meet
every month at least to identify, solve and implement new procedures as required. Other
departments need to review the files I cases simultaneously to avoid delays instead of
waiting for one department to complete the review process. Copies of such documents
should be provided to each department ahead of time for case review etc.

2) UNNECESSARY PERMITTING: Permits are a good way of governing procedures,
but excessive and unnecessary permitting should be checked and changed. Items that
require permitting should be identified and the ones that don't should be removed. For
example, with regard to a re-roofing permit, the Public Works department should have no
role in the review of a permit that will permit the re-roofing of a structure. Yet, Public
Works is one of the required signatories for a re-roofing permit. This i s a constant hassle
for customers who are frustrated by excessive permits and accompanying paperwork and

requirements, and who are confronted by unknown procedures and constant changes to
regulations or interpretation of those regularities dictated by personnel.
Solution: Permitting information should be classified and identified both via brochures
and on the City of Miami Beach website. Unnecessary permitting should be reduced or
removed. We need to encourage businesses from relocating so they can grow and prosper
in Miami Beach. Therefore, a realistic approach should be put in place. User-friendly,
easy-to-understand instructions and guides along with proper support should be provided.
Building permitting fees should be regulated. A checklist should be provided of

everything required from A to Z. Each application should be made to be processed with
defined application permit fees and the removal of any permitting quota restrictions for
persona1 delivery to the counter.
3) INSPECTIONS: The biggest complaint is regarding the inconsistency in inspections
and of the inspectors who are performing these inspections. Each inspector adds to the
previous inspection new requirements which incur costs, loss of time, delays in opening
business, etc. Different inspectors at times show up for the same inspections and have
their own conclusions, which change from one inspector to the other and from one
department to the other. There is no consistency.
Solution: Inspectors should be kept up to date about the existing and new rules and
regulations. The same inspectors should be handed a file / case from initiation to dosing
so there is no inconsistency in directions to customers. Added comments after reinspection requiring additional work and re-inspections should be stated in writing and
fot lowed up. Conflict between permitted drawings and what an inspector enforces should
be checked. The inspection process should be expedited especially if a customer has
foilowed and met the requirements. Other cities offer 24-hour inspections and this
should be considered. A checklist should also be provided at the beginning of the
process.
4) INCONSISTENCY IN INFORMATIONJPERSONAL: Poor attitude,
misinformation and inconsistencies created by personnel wastes time as the customer is at
the mercy of the personnel behind the counter. Misinformation leads to delays, and
absolute discouragement and a black mark to the reputation of our city.

Solution: The employees and he staff need incentives and infohation to provide
improved customer service. They lack consistency in the information they share and give
out to the public at times. There needs to be efficiency to cut time that is wasted in a runaround. More information counters and Iive telephone service, Internet access and
constant updates must be given. Educational briefings and frequent meetings should be
held by each departmental head / supervisor and their staff / employees to increase their
knowledge base. Better quality and professional, friendly services should be provided.
Better customer service and an employee review must be done by the supervisors. All
complaints should be assessed fairly and addressed. Supervisors need to review
inconsistencies and take customers' legitimate concerns seriously and assist. A checklist
should be made of improvements. Employees and staff should be better trained far good

quality customer service. Employees shouId be trained and kept up to date. People
should feel welcomed by Miami Beach whether they want to reside or conduct business.

5) INCONSISTENCY IN REVIEW PROCESS: Each inspector reviewing a case or a
file has a different opinion and there are excessive comments made. Once the business
owner addresses the initial concerns, new comments and ether requirements are identified
during subsequent reviews thus wasting time and causing delays and frustration. There is
inconsistency in enforcing rules and codes.
Solution: As stated previously, one inspector should be handed a few cases that he or she
needs to close from the beginning to the end so no blame game goes around. Most

important, the customer should not have to pay the price for inconsistent information
especially when they are following procedures. The inspectors should follow the law and
all the requirements, and they should be trained not to have contradictory comments or
excessive comments every time they review a case or a file. A checklist should be also
provided and a plans review supervisor should be made available for appointments to
resolve discrepancies.
6 ) LACK OF INFORMATION: The City needs to clearly provide to professionals,
architects, and engineers what expectations are required in a brochure or on a web site
etc. Misinformation or no information hinders the progress. Professionals who line up to
gather information are discouraged by lack of information and inconsistencies between
personnel.
Solution: Web Site / Technology / Brochures : An updated web site with case
information and status information should be accessible electronically via the Internet.
More on-line services should be added like plan reviews, payments and change of names,
etc. Checklists of all required data for each department, procedure and employee I
inspector job description and requirement should be made available. More educated
brochures I pamphlets available to simplify the process step-by-step including posting on
the website. Real time data should be available 24 hours a day. The checklist of "in-case
scenarios" should also be provided, such as extending permit time, renewals, etc.
8) TCO: EXPIRED TCO and the CO PROCESS: Several complaints and concerns
were obtained on this subject that MOST of us are well aware of. The delays in issuance
of the TCO (Temporary Certificate of Occupancy) have caused lots of legaI problems.
New codes in place have furthermore expanded these problems. Unnecessary
obstructions and delays in granting certificate of occupancy, delayed inspections, added
items which delay in obtaining occupational, license. Businesses end up stuck and lose
money, which is discouraging. A checklist should also be provided for these matters.
Solution: Partial CO's and CO's to be issued and expedited when all requirements are
met. We understand that the City has removed the TCO process.

9) SHORT & LONG TERM GOALS: There has been an oversight with the
overdevelopment of our great city. The departments and their heads need to expand and

improve so as to keep pace with the development of this city both in short and long term.
The departments need to be up-to-date and march two steps ahead in order to forecast the
needs of the business community and especially the markets which caused an influx of
new development.
Solution: While several issues require thorough and immediate analysis for
improvements, short term and minor issues should be fixed immediately to ease the
burden. The heads of the departments should be made aware of these situations and they
should review the process, meet and resolve these issues. Changes should be
implemented as soon as they can,
10) CITY TASK FORCEflNDEPENDENT COMMITTEES: To avoid this from
happening and to remain constantly up to date, not only the department heads and their

supervisors should regularly review the process in place and meet regularly and update
their staff and bring forward the concerns of the community, but also the City
Commission shouId permanently create a Task Force to review the process hand-in-hand
with the departmental heads to keep the system efficient. Open forums may be held by
the task force to review additional comments from the customers / professionals / general
public as to further improve the existing system in place.
11) P A W N G IMPACT FEES: Commissian to review these fees and codes be
modified so that smaIl businesses can also survive. This code was made for larger
business and creates a hardship for smaller businesses. As a result, we recommend a
reduction in the parking impact fee amount of $35,000 per parking space for small
businesses. The foregoing parking impact fee amount creates an incredible burden on
small start up businesses that cannot be easily absorbed.

12) NEW REGULATIONS: New regulations and requirements have been added while
the MBCC Building and Permitting committee and the Building Task force has been
meeting in trying to find solutions to the existing issues thus making it more difficult in
some ways. Such rules, like added costs on application fees, would further burden the
existing crisis. Minor solutions should be adopted immediately by departmental heads
after review and other improvements should be placed in the pipeline. We need to make
this process user friendly, customer-oriented, progressive and healthy for our beach
economy and welcoming while following procedures.
13). DELAYS: The entire permitting process is marked with delays. This compounds the
frustration of the whde process in place. The city should implement a system to expedite
the process. Currently, all it causes are delays and further delays. City employees need to
be courteous and not give super-extended appointments, thereby causing further delay.
There should be a better system of generating appointments and assisting businesses and
closing files. 15 minute mle. If additional staff is required then it should be done while
simuItmeously training and improving the existing staff who it seems have been on their
own without any follow up or sufficient supervision. A timeline needs to be established
at the outset, adhered to and cooperation from the City and its personnel to meet the time
line encouraged.

14) HISTORIC PRESERVATION: Another point raised in our meetings has been the
decisions made by the historic preservation board on issues that have no historic
relevance. For example structures that are being replaced on private property that
were originally constructed less than 15 years ago. We request that this board analyze all
facts and use objective criteria and be friendly.

CONCLUSION:
We understand and comprehend that the requested process and solutions cannot be
implemented overnight but a direction must be adopted and plan of action put in place to
achieve these goals. Some changes are minor while other are significant. These
implementations are for general purposes and for all who conduct or intend to conduct
business in the city of Miami Beach, and not for any special interest group(s).
The departments need to improve their services and procedures and implement ways to
remain ahead of the game and not fall back. Staged progress needs to be made with these
goals set aside with objectives to be followed, and everyone should be kept informed.
The requirements once initiated and finalized should be pjaced in a checklist format and
on a website for both customers and city staff. Special staff members can be assigned for
developers with several projects and special sections should be created for small business
owners who are desperately trying to open businesses on their own. Assistance and
guidance should be provided to these small business owners in a friendly format.
Improved customer service is required with knowledgeable staff to guide and assist
customers with the Building and Permitting process. They should guide and be available
to assist in application, permitting, review, plans and other processes involved. Added
personal can also help resolve the burden.
Appointments should be made available for the professionals and others requiring
information and follow ups. Legitimate complaints should be addressed and recorded.
Based on our findings the reputation of the Building Department must be upgraded to
professional and courteous standards, while maintaining its integrity.

A proper and complete brochure listing detailed process and requirements of each
department, including a checklist, should be provided to the customer online or in print
along with a timeline for completion of the process. All correspondence / communication
between the city and the custon~ershould be i ~ twriting with an attached checklist of
requirements.
All data and case I file numbers must be updated and available online 24 hours a day.
This website address should be printed on the application forms of all departments with
instructions and be on the checkIist. Electronic filing, payments and electronic
submissions should expedite and make the system more eficient.

We would also appreciate if our committee could have a point of contact h m each
departmental head that we can deal with should we have any inquiry or need further
information I assistance.

We are forwarding copies of this summarization report to heads of all departments
including thee city manager and assistant manager. We would also like to invite the
building department heads along with the city manager Jose GonzaIez, and assistant city
manager Tim Hemstreet to our upcoming Board of Governors meeting, which wilI take
place on Tuesday, June 3d, 2008 at 4:30pm at our chamber ofices. PIease mark your
calendars, as your attendance and update / response to our compilation would be much
appreciated.
If you have any comments or questions, please ernail them to me at CKohli@ol.com or
contact Vmja Majkic at the Miami Beach CharnBer of Commerce office at 305.695-6817.
Thank you for your attention.
Best Regards,

Calvin Kohli

Chairperson: Building & Permitting Committee
MlAMl BEACH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Board of Governor ME3CC
Government Affairs Committee MBCC
C.C:
Mhyor & The Commission City of Miami Beach
Thomas Velazquez :Building Director
Graciela Escahnte: Assistant Building Director
Jorge Gomez : Phnaing Director
Fred Beckmana: Public Work Director
Sonia Machea: Fire Marsha1
Eric Yuhr: Fire Chief
Tim Hemstreek Assistant City Manager
Jorge Gonzorlez: City Manager
Jose Smith: City Attorney

City of Miami Beach
Building Department
Organizational and Operational
Review and Analysis

Exhibit D

Building Department Benchmarking Survey

CITY OF MIAMI BEACH
BUILDING DEPARTMENT BENCHMARKING SURVEY

Name of City or Political Subdivision:
Con tact Person:

Contact Telephone:
Contact E-mail:

A.

BUILDING FUNCTIONS AND PROCESSES
1.

2.

General
a.

Attach a functional table of organization for your department (i.e. showing
the organizational relationships of the core functions handled by your
department}.

b.

For each of these functions, identify by highlighting on the attachment
those functions performed by outside contractors (attach copies of
contracts) instead of CitylCounty employees.

c.

Identify the degree to which the "Private Provider" process is used in your
organization. What audit process is in place?

Walk-Through Plan Review
a.

Attach a list of the types of plan review that are handled by a walk-though
process.

b.

For items handled by a walk-though process, check which of the fo1lowing
apply. (Select one that best applies.)
Interaction with customers is limited to the front counter (submittal
of plans, receipt of comments). PIans are routed by staff.

Interaction with customers includes discussions with plan
reviewers to aid in understanding their comments. Plans stay with
the applicant who moves between reviewers.
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Identify the level of availability of department personnel for plans
submitted through the walk-through process. Check all that apply.

c.

a
n

Dedicated resources (special window, separate staff, etc.)
[7 For residents 0 For businesses
Specified times (e.g., 12 noon to 4 PM, Wednesdays, etc.)
[7 For residents
For businesses
By appointment
/J For residents

Describe the processes used to manage walk-through customer queues.

d.

3.

For businesses

Drop-off Plans Review
For each of the following, provide a brief description of the techniques used to
manage your drop-off plan review process. (Use additional space, if required.)
Process Management Technique

Process
Plan review turnaround time
Customer feedback
regarding plan review
comments
Plan review
productivity
Plan review quality
assurance - to ensure
standardized reviews
Accuracy of the fee
calculation
application quality
assurance.

-

4.

How do you process the multi-disciplinary components of plan reviews?

0

Sequentially
Concurrently

If concurrent, describe how the review of the components of varying disciplines
are managed to eliminate interdiscipIinary conflicts?

Page ( 2

5.

For each of the following, provide a brief description of the techniques used to
manage your inspection process.

Process
Process Management Techniq ue
Assignment of
inspectors (by area,
region, permit type,
etc.)
Customer feedback
regarding failed
inspections
Inspection
productivity
Inspection quality
assurance - to ensure
standardized reviews
Average number of inspections per inspector per day:

i
I

i

i

i
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SOFTWARE AND TECHNOLOGY
6.

List all soflware and technology used in your department to improve building
process operations.
Use the table below to identify whether the softwareitechnology was developed
in-house of by a third party vendor and the functionality of the
software/technology. (Use additional space, if required.)

Name of
Technolopv/Sof*are

In-House o r Third pa*
Vendor
In House

Brief Description of
Functionality

(name of vendor)

0 In House
(name of vendor)
In House
(name of vendor)
In House

(name of vendor)

0 In House
{name of vendor)

17 I n House
(name of vendor)

0 In House
(name of vendor)
In House

(name of vendor)

0 In House
0
(name of vendor)

Attach a

d

h
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C.

PERMITTING FEES AND STRUCTURE

Fee Scheduie
a.

Attach a copy of your fee schedule.

b.

Provide the average frequency that your fees are updated.

Annually
Every 2 - 5 years
More than every 5 years
c.

Is the fee structure based an a trigger such as the CPI ?

d.

FIorida Statues Section 553.80(7):

Yes

No

Describe the method your department uses for ensuring compliance with
Florida Statute Section 553.80(7).

' T h e governing bodies of local governments may provide a schedule of
reasonable fees, as authorized by s. 125.56(2) or s. 166.222 and this
section, for enforcing this part. These fees, and any fines or investment
earnings related to the fees, shall be used solely for carrying out the local
government's responsibilities in enforcing the Florida Building Code.
When providing a schedule of reasonable fees, the total estimated annual
revenue derived from fees, and the fines and investment earnings related
to the fees, may not exceed the total estimated annual costs of allowable
activities. Any unexpended balances shall be carried forward to future
years for allowable activities or shall be refunded at the discretion of the
local government. The basis for a fee structure for allowable activities
shall relate to the level of service provided by the local government. Fees
charged shall be consistently applied."
Check the response(s) that best apply.

Fees set-up in an Enterprise Fund
Annual reconciliation of collections to department requirements
2 - 5 year reconciliation of collections to department requirements

Other (please describe)
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D.

PERFORMANCE MONITORING
Provide a list of the most important performance measures used En your
department and the relevant objective that you are trying to achieve by monitoring
this measure. (Use additional space, if required.)

8.

Performance

Measure

Description of How the
Measure i s Calculated

Related Objective

-

CUSTOMER SATISFACTION

9.

Check all types of methods regularly used to assess customer satisfaction.

a

Customer complaint cards
Customer feedback cards
Periodic statistically valid customer satisfaction surveys
1 - 3 times during the year
Annually
0 Bi-annually
Every 3 - 5 years
More than 5 years

Periodic customer focus groups
1 - 3 times during the year
Annually
Bi-annually
Every 3 - 5 years
More than 5 years
Page 1 6

Continuous longitudinal surveys of satisfaction as the customer moves
through the building process.
Other, please specify.

Attach any available documentation regarding customer satisfaction rates in your
department.
F.

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS
10.

Provide department work load information, regarding number, type and value of
permits for the last year

1 1.

Provide the following information regarding your department andlor jurisdiction.

a.

Population

b.

Number of Building Department employees

c.

Building Department operating budget (FY 2009)

Thank you for your participation.
Please contact Arnold A. Broussard, Consulting Manager, TCBA Watson Rice LLP at
(561) 315-5243, E-mail: abroussard~watsonrice.com,
for any questions regarding this survey.
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City of Miami Beach
Building Development Task Force Improvements
Building Development Process
Long and Short Term Initiatives

BUILDING DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
LONG AND SHORT TERM INITIATIVES
There are many long and short tern improvements that are being implemented in the
Building Department and the other City departments involved in the Building
Development Process.
We have separated these improvements into four general categories: technology,
financial and management issues, service quality and internal controls issues. Below is a
synopsis of each of these initiatives: .
.-.

A. Technology
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i. Electronic Plan Review System - This system will expedite the plan review
process by providing concurrent reviews, standardize the review criteria, track
changes to the revisions as they are submitted, make the submittal process easier,
a . eliminate paper. A contract for the purchase of this system has already been
executed and we will begin a pilot of the system during the summer.

ii. Central Record Automation - The Department is moving aggressively towards
digitizing our old paper and microfiche files. This process started earlier this year
and is expected to be completed by the end of the year. As a result of this project,
we will be able to reduce staff and turn-around time for records request.
iii. Expanding on-line permit applications- The current permitting system allows for
permits to be processed on-line in situations where there is an approved master
permit and a subsidiary permit is requested under that master. The system is
being progmnmsd to be able to accept more permit types for on-line applications.
iv. Complete forms on-line - We are also expanding the system capabilities so that
the customer can complete forms on-line for other permits that required plans to
be submitted and have our staff can upload it into our system when the customers
come to the department.

v. Hand-held computer in the field - The Building Department has successfully
implemented the use of hand-held and several other departments involved in the
Building Development process are currently in the implementation phase.
vi. Implementation of new website - This project was recently wmpletsd. It
provides a more organized and accessible interface with our residents and it
expands the number of transactions that can be completed in the website such as
on-line payments. The website link is: http://web.miamibe~~M.govIbui1dinp.

vii. Permit Plus System Replacement - The City is pursuing the replacement of its
permitting system to ensure better'security aod auditing controls, improve web
access, allow information sharing with other databases in the City anct make it

easier for our customer to do business with the City. We expect to complete this
project in the fall of 2010.
viii. Vehide tracking system - The Department will be implementing a vehicle
tracking system to ensure the efficiency of the inspectors, provide more real time
data to our customers and serve as an internal control tool.

B. Financial and Management Issues

i. Multi-year financial reconciliation - The City has recently completed a five year
financial reconciliation of revenues and expenses for the Building Department.
The available balance has been identified for future Building Department
expenditures and to implement the technoIogica1 improvements listed above.
ii. Update of Fee Ordinance - A consultant has been selected to develop a new fee
structure. The objectives of the new fee structure are:
a. Simplicity for staff and customers

b. Move away from a value based system
c. Revenue neutral in the current year but have a self adjusting trigger in future
years

d. Establish a more equitable fee basis between new construction and renovation

iii. Data Integrity Process - In order to access the improvements in the Building
Department, it is critical that the data used to measure performance being reported
by the Department to measure its performance is highly reliable. All of the data
routinely reported by the Department will be subjected to a detailed integrity
process.
iv. Outsourcing Opportunities - The Department has started to explore outsourcing
opportunities, such as:

a. Call Center - The contract was executed and service will begin by May 2009.
b. Elevator Maintenance - A bid has been issued and recommendations for
awards will go to the Commission in April 2009.
c. Records Management - A contract has been executed and we expect all
records to be digitized within one-year.
d. Permit Clerk Function - This was recommended by the Watson Rice
consulting group. We will explore the viability of this issue over the next few
months.

e. Plans Reviewers and Inspectors - We have established contracts to retain
plans reviewers and inspectors on an hourly basis to be able to better adjust to
changes in service demand.

C. Service Quality

i.

Modify space configuration to better serve our customers - We will be modifying
the space on the second floor to make more counter space available to service the
customers, we will be moving our greeter (ticketing issuing and customer
information person) to the first floor lobby area and create a nicer area for the
customers waiting to get served.

ii. Complete procedures manual for building department - The Department has
began a process of identifying all of the processes utilized in the Department and
procedures will be developed for all of them. The first phase will include
cataloging all of the department's processes has already been completed. This is a
long term effort.
iii. Complete Plan Review Guide - The Building Development Task Force is
working on the new Plan Review Guide.
iv. Private Providers Process - The Building Department is finalizing the procedures
to be followed by projects following the State optional process to have a private
provider performed the initial plans review and inspection process. This will be
completed in April 2009.

v. Implement Plan Review Checklist - The plan review checklist will be
implemented this summer as part of the phase-in of the electronic plan review
process.
vi. Implement Inspection Checklist - The capability of the existing permitting system
to inlplenlent the irlspectiorl checkIist is being determined, once this assessment is

compEeted, we will know if this can be accompIished prior to the conversion to
the new system.
vii. Set-up quality control and inspection mechanism - The function of a quality
control inspector has been created in the Building Department. This person also
serves as an ombudsman to help resolve problems that our customer may have
with any area of the operation.
viii. Implement 24 hour walk-thru process - Currcntty, our customers have two options
on how to get their pIans reviewed through the Building Development Process,
the Drop-Off and the Walk-Thru systems.

The plans that qualify for the walk-thru system are for small jobs and revisions to
larger job that will take less than 15 minutes to review per trade. All other jobs
are required to be Drop-Off.

We are looking to implement a third alternative to provide a different service
option to our customers. The new alternative, that we are calling the "24 hr walkthru process" will allow customers, whose permits qualify for a walk-thm, the
option to drop-off their plans and pick-them up the following day.
This program is intended to provide an expedited service for small jobs. The pilot
phase commenced on March 30,2009.
Phase I - Pilot Phase
The pilot phase that has the folIowing restrictions:

* Horneomers - We will, initially accept only permit applications from

*

homeowners, as per the guideIines cusrentIy in effect to grant homeowners
priority la the afternoon hours.
Maximum of 5 drop-offs per day will be accepted
Drop-off time: Before 1:30pm; (if after 1:30 pm they can pick it up in 2
business days)
Pick up time: after 3 pm the following business day
2 copies of the plans will be required
We are imposing these limitations on the pilot program to ensure we can
deliver on our promise to deliver the plans in 24 hours. We will run the pilot
phase for approximately two months.

Phase II- Implementation of 24hr walk-thru
Based on the results of the pilot phase, we will adapt the parameters far the
permanent 24hr walk-thru process. We will evaluate options such as increasing
the number of plans accepted per day, expanding the program to accept small
projects, varying drop off and pick up times, etc.

ix. Technical Training for plans processors and inspectors - The Building Department
is in the process of finalizing a training plan for each functional section of the
Building Department. Once approved, the Building Department will be investing
approximately $100,000 per year over the next three to four years to give our
technical staff the knowledge base, 2001s and resources required to be on top of
the most current design and construction trends in the industry.

x. New Queuing System - QMB - The current queuing system utilized for managing
the walk-thru process is very rigid, does not provide for a transparent process as
to where a person is in the process, does not show all customers that are stilI
pending for each discipline's pIan review, does not provide the information for
the section Chiefs to adjust staff levels depending on work load, nor does it aIlow
for an individual to be in multiple queues at the same time.

Understanding these limitations, during our meeting with the professional Plans
Expediters, they recommended that we look at the system utilized by the City of
Miami. We have assessed their system and will be modifying to meet the City's
security requirements.
As part of this system, we will pIace large monitors in the lobby area showing the
different queues. This will make the process more transparent for customers, and
avoid having customers wondering where they stand in the queue. This system
will be implemented by June 2009.

xi. Customer Service
a. Staff meetings - Routine staff meetings are being conducted to improve
communications, discuss procedures and customer services standards and
improve morale, these include:

i. Monthly meetings of the Building Development Task Force
ii. Bi-weekly Section Chiefs meetings in the Building Department
iii. Monthly Department-wide meetings in the Building Department
b. Customer service training - The City offers mandatory Customer Service
Training pursuant to the City's Standards of ExceIlence. In addition to this
training the Building Department will bring in International Code Council
(ICC) to target the sensitive issues regarding code officials and customer
service.

D. Internal Controls
a. Permit Plus Security Issues - The Permit Plus permitting software that the
Building Department uses to process permit applications and records plan review
and inspection data was lacking certain security protocols. Over the past two
years, Building Department Support Services has been applying internal security
controls into the system as much as is practical and feasible.
b. Closed Circuit Television (CCTV) - The Building and Planning Departments
have implemented a CCTV system to monitor the activities in these departments.

ii. Transfer cashier function to Finance Department - To enhance internal controls,
the Department is coordinating with the Finance Department the transfer of the
cashiering functions.
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City of Miami b a t h , 1700 Convention Center Drive, Miomi Becch, Florida 33 139, w.miamibwchR.gov

BUILDING DEPARTMENT
305-673-7610

TCBA Watson Rice LLP-Miami
Att: Arnold A. Broussard, Consulting Manager
Golden Glades Office Condo Park
500 NW 165 Street Road
Suite 205
Miami, Florida, 33169-6303

Dear Mr. Br~ussard:

I have the following comments to the observations found in the TCBA-WRLLP report
dated 12-16-09 and submitted to the City April 8, 2009:
3

Quote from Page 6 a n d 7, 4thQaragraph:

"The Building Department is divided into Swo major subdivisions:
Administration and Operations. The A dministrafiondivision provides a variety of
staff/supporf ser/ices. It is composed of building records and plans routing,
engineering inspections, development sewices coordination, front permit counter
processing, sfructural/bvilding plans review, and information technulogy support.
The Operations Division provides minimum standards, provisions and requirements
for safe and stable design, method of construction and uses of materials in buildings
and/or sfrucf~lres
erected, constructed, enlarged, altered, repaired, moved, convested
to other uses or demolished; and, it provides for the safety of workers and others
during these operations and regulates :he equipment, materials, use and occupancy
o f all buildi,~gsandlor structures. Operations includes plan review and inspection
services in all disciplines and trade areas, accessibility plans revie whnspecfions,and
building code compliancelviolatians."

Response: this paragraph describes the two major subdivisions of the Building
Department. Please note that the description of the organizational structure you are
describin~is the Table of Organization that was proposed to the City Manager's office
by T. Velazquer and never approved by the City Manager. Please note that under
this "Proposed Table of Organization" (see attached Exhibit A) the Building Director was
both Building Director and Building Official. Please see attached Proposed Table of
Organirat~on,Exhibit A.
m

In addition, please find the "Existing Table of Organization (Exhibit €3) which was the
only approved Table of Organjzat~on(TO) for the Building Department which was in
place under Thomas Velazquez's, tenure from March 73, 2006 until the City Manager
approved a new TO for the Department under Alex Rey, Building Director, on 10-27-08.
Alex Rey, Building Director joined the Department in Septerr-ber2, 2008 and as a result
a new Table of Organization was proposed to the City Manage7 and subsequently

approved in October 27, 2008. (See attached Exhibit C). Please note that from July 2008
to September 2008 the Building Department under went a period of transition under an
Acting Director (Mr. Jorge Gomez}. In addition, the City brought back from retirement Mr.
McConachie who was designated as the Building Official for the Ctty.
Quote from Page 12,3rd and 4th paragraph:

"The Florida Building Code defines the role of the building official and the
operational relationship of those certified professionals who conduct the plans review
and inspection functions of a Building Department. The Code is unambiguous about
the designation of the building ofFtciaI (building code administrator) as the direct
reporting authority for plans examiners and inspectors. Based on interviews with
staff and a review of the functional areas assigned to the Department's senior
management, the formal (and informal) organization structure af the Building
Department places certain reviewerslinspectors in a functional and structural
organizational relationship where they do not report to the building code
administrator, directly or indirectly; or, where they appear to report to more than one
assistant director.

The Engineering "function (sometjmes referred to as Engineering
Inspections"), for example, reports to the Assistant Director for Adrninistrat'ton. The
individuals who staff the funct~onconsist of the Chief of Engineering and
approxirnatefy five ( 5 ) engineering inspectors. The Engineering" function, among
other activities, is responsible for reviewing building and structural plans in
compliance with the provisions of the Florida Building Code." Additionally, based
on obsewatlons, interviews, and a review of internal documents, the Assistant
Director for Administration has been actively involved in the resolution of building
plans review and inspection issues dealing with projects under construction and plans
being reviewed. The Assistant Director for Administration does not report to the
building code administrator and the position is not accountable to the building code
administrator."

Response:

The comment that "the Deparfment places ceriain reviewers and inspectors in a
funcficnal and structural organizatjonal relafionship where they do not report to
the Building Code Administrator, directly or indirectly: or where they appear fe
report more fhan one Assistant Director'', is not valid since you are referring to a TO
(See Exhibit A) that was never approved. The Existing TO (See Exhibit B) was in eFect
through-out Thomas Velazquez's tenure and he was both the Building DirectorSBuilding
Official. The functional and structural organizational relationship where certain reviewers
and inspectors did not report to the Building Code Administrator simply did not exist.

The comment that "the Assisfanf DJrector for Admjnistratjon has been actively
invoE~edin the resolution of building plans review and inspectlorn issues d e a h g
with projecfs under construction and plans being reviewed. The Assistant Director
for Administration does not report to the building code administrator and the
position is not accaunfable to the boilding code administrator." This statement is
not correct since the TCBA-WRLLP report is referring te a TO that was in place under
the tenure of Thomas Velazquez, who was the Building Director I Building Officiat.

In addition, please be advised that part of my job duties as the Assistant Director of
Administration is to be involved administrat~vely with all the internal and external

processes that occur in the Building Department and to facilitate those processes to the
general public.
At the request of my then Supervisor, Mr. Velazquez, I attended many meetings with
Architects, Contractors and Developers in regards to many administrative issues they
had with the services offered by the Building Department.

Please note that at no time, during Mr. Veiduquex's tenure nor cu&y
during Mrr
Refs tenure have I been involved in &e resoldon of, or determination of or
interpretation of code and enforcement issues.

In addition, please note that after Thomas Velazquez resignation in Juty, 2008, Mr. Jorge
Gomez was the Acting Building Director and Mr. Richard McConachie the Building
Wcial. It was made very clear to the Department that all code and enforcement issues
were directly under the supervision of Richard McConachie. Soon afier Mr. Alex Rey
joined the Department as Director in September 2008 a new TO as we know it today
was approved by the City Manager in October 2008.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discus this further or need
additional clarification. My cell phonies 786-299-0115.

*

aciela calante R.A.,
-*
~sha&irector Support Senrices
CMB Building Department

Mr. Jorge Gonzalez, CMB City Manager
Mr. Alex Rey, Building Director
Mr. Tim Hemstreet, Assistant City Manager
Ms. Rhonda Montoya-Hasan, Assistant City Attorney
Mr. Richard McConachie, Building Official
Ms. Graciela Escalante, Assistant Building Director
Personnel File

PROPOSED BUILDING DEPARTMENT ORGANIZATION

OPERATIONS

Cad. Con@lmc.

I

(

EXISTING BUILDING DEPARTMENT ORG.

OPERATIONS

