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Internal Auditor Suncom: 667-3904
March 9, 1999

The Honorable Board of County Commissioners

Re: AUDIT REPORT -LIMITED REVIEW OF THE ROAD DEPARTMENT
RoaDsAND RIGHTS OF-WAY MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

With the concurrence and cooperation of the County Adminigtrator, the Internal Audit Divison has
performed a limited review of the Road Department county roads and rights-of-way maintenance
operations. This review was focused on the procedures for obtaining and documenting citizen
requests and documenting maintenance work performed.

Our review involved an examination of pertinent documents, interviews of Road Department staff
and management, review of information sysems and observations of procedures and employee
activities. We have some recommendations which should enhance controls over roads maintenance
operations. Management’s responses and comments are included. Since we did not review al
operations of the Road Department, our findings and recommendations discussed in this report
pertain only to the areas under review.

We would like to express our appreciation to the Acting Road Department Director and the staff of
the Road Department for their assistance and cooperation during this review.

David R. Ellspermann Walace K. Watford
Clerk of the Circuit Court Internal Auditor

C. James L. Lowry, County Administrator
Edwin L. Smith, Assistant County Administrator
Janet Y. Tutt, Assstant County Administrator

L. Robert Titterington, County Engineer
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ROAD DEPARTMENT LIMITED REVIEW

DEPARTMENT SUMMARY

The following information pertaining to the Road Department (Department) should provide the
reader with departmenta background in order to better evauate this report.

The Road Department (department #4120, budgeted as Road and Bridge) is funded by the County
Trangportation Maintenance Fund. The tota expenditure budget adopted for fisca year 1998-99 is
$7,297,953, conssting of $5,949,353 in sdaries, benefits and other operating expenses and
$1,348,600 in capitd outlays. One hundred and nine (109) full-time employees are currently
authorized; one hundred and five (105) employees were on the payroll as of mid-December 1998.

The following departmental description was extracted from the fisca year 1998-99 Proposed Budget,
as prepared from information submitted to the Clerk’ s Budget Division.

The purpose of the Road Department is to ensure the safety of the traveling public by
paiching pot holes, filling drop-offs, removing downed trees, mowing rights-of-way and any
other unsafe conditions that might occur while working toward a beautiful Marion County.
The Department's god is to provide the best service to the citizens of Marion County by
assuring that the roads and rights-of-way are maintained in proficient and timely manner. The
Depatment strives to keep Marion County roads and rights-of-way safe for the traveling
public by using the most efficient process available to us for road maintenance.

The Depatment maintains more than 3,000 miles of paved and unpaved roads. Department
operations are divided into four didtricts, each representing one quadrant of Marion County. Each
quadrant is the direct responsbility of a Digtrict Supervisor who has charge of agpproximately twenty-
five employees organized into four or five crews. These crews maintain safe roads by patching and
filling pavement, grading unpaved roads, mowing the rights-of-way, correcting drainage problems
in the roads and rights-of-way and removing downed trees.

For many months the Department has not filled the vacant position of Road Department Director.
Instead the Road Superintendent has fulfilled the duties of Acting Director, reporting directly to the
County Adminigtrator’s office. On January 19, 1999, the Board of County Commissioners (BCC)
approved the reorganization of the Road Department as a divison of the Engineering Department.
The County Engineer will be the director of both operating departments.

BACKGROUND

This review was initiated at this time because of a recent issue that is being handled adminidratively
by County management.

During the Summer of 1998, a Marion County department head submitted a verbal service request

directly to a Road Department District Supervisor. This request regarded ongoing storm water
damage to his private property, adriveway, and that of a neighboring relative.
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The Didgtrict Supervisor evauated this request and ingtituted corrective actions over the next few
months. Such actions eventualy resulted in the asphdt paving of the two driveways in December
1998. This action was theresfter reported to County adminigtration by a least one citizen aleging
favoritism to a County employee.

FINDINGS AND OBSERVATIONS

We agpproached this review of the Road Depatment (Department) by obtaining a sufficient
understanding of the procedures and processes followed by Department saff in the routine
performance of their assgned duties. We firgt reviewed sdected budgetary and financid information
related to the Department. We then held an entrance conference with the Acting Director to obtain
an overview of depatmenta dructure and operations, paticularly pertaining to pavement
maintenance. This was followed by interviews with the two Staff Assstants who are involved in
citizen complaint procedures and have contact with the Digtrict Supervisors.

We physicaly observed County road and right-of-way conditions, including driveways, in the four
digricts. Additionaly, the Acting Director provided us an opportunity to observe his re-evauation,
which included one interview, of two citizen service requests that had been denied by a Didtrict
Supervisor. We subsequently reviewed the operation of the management information system in
which citizen complaints and related work orders are recorded and tracked and we examined selected
documentation produced by or for the sysem. A meeting with the Didtrict Supervisor involved in
this particular matter completed our review.

Each of the following findings and observations came to our attention during the examination of the
road and rights-of-way maintenance program of the Road Department.

A. DEPARTMENTAL PoLICIESAND PROCEDURES

The Department is covered by the Marion County Policies & Procedures Employee Manua. Section
One of the manud contains the Code of Ethics which presents the five generd codes of conduct
prescribed for dl County employees and public officers. This section dso references that Forida
Statute 112.313, Code of Ethics, shal apply to County employees. These standards pertain to gifts,
unauthorized compensation, doing business with one€'s agency, misuse of public postion and
disclosure or use of certain information. The pertinent sandard most applicable to this review dates
that “no employee may use or corruptly atempt to use his officid postion or any property or
resource within his trust, or perform his officid duties to obtain a specid privilege, benefit or
exemption for himsdlf or others”

The Department has few officia policies and procedures. On October 20, 1981 the BCC adopted
Road Maintenance definitions (see attachment) which refer to the County’s respongbilities for four
types of roads. These are (A) roads within platted subdivison built according to Public Works
Manud; (B) roads historically maintained by the Road Department and/or approved for maintenance
by the BCC,; (C) public and/or rights-of-way deeded to the County for roads not routinely maintained
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by the County; (D) roads not maintained by the County, but for which limited maintenance will be
performed for emergency vehicles.

The Acting Director in May 1998 initiated revisons to these definitions. The revised definitions
were reviewed for legd issues by the County Attorney’s office, who recommended that types C and
D be combined as roads not maintained by the County. This proposed policy revison has not yet
been sent to BCC for adoption.

The Department does have some formalized internd procedures. The Acting Director, in his capacity
as Road Superintendent, previoudy issued written procedures to the Digtrict Supervisors. Most were
issued in 1994 (some revised in 1998) and covered supervisory techniques, hurricane preparation,
emergency on call procedures and basic road maintenance operations. These interna procedures
aso included specific guidance on such routine procedures as applying base rock, patching pot holes,
shoulder maintenance, roadside mowing and ditch maintenance.

B. DEPARTMENTAL STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION

In order to provide more responsve services, the Department is subdivided into four County
quadrants or digtricts in which employees and machinery are assigned. Each is headed by a Didtrict
Supervisor (Supervisor) who is given broad authority to carry out required departmenta duties. The
Supervisors are directly responsble to the Roads Superintendent for the performance of ther
individud digtricts. The Roads Superintendent ensures that each Supervisor performs his duties and
that each digtrict and the Department as awhole completes its mission.

Each Supervisor determines the individua crew assgnments, alocates the employees to each crew
and designates a crew leader. The Supervisor must ensure that crew staffing is adequate and must
handle last minute changes to a planned work schedule, especidly as related to weather, but also
indudes such items as sck or tardy employees. The Supervisor consders dl service requests
received from citizens and is responsible for handling exceptiona or chronic citizen complaints. Any
such complaints that are not cleared are then examined and handled by the Roads Superintendent.

C. CiTi1zEN COMPLAINTS/SERVICE REQUESTS-GENERAL PROCEDURES

From conversations with the Acting Director and both Staff Assgtants, it appears the current
procedures and controls have been in place for some years and are understood by administrative and
digrict personnel. Most complaints and requests are received by telephone and can concern any
number of issues that are road or right-of-way related. These include storm water drainage problems,
pot holes, rough roads and ungraded or impassable dirt roads, but can adso include downed trees and
dead animals on the roadways.

The following are the general procedures and process to receiving and handling citizen complaints.

The citizen caling the Road Department is aided by a Staff Assstant, who obtains the necessary
information and location of the problem and informs the caller that the Department will observe and
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evaduate the request within three work days. The Staff Assstant determines the correct district and
creates a Request for Service or “work order” by entering the information into the computer. This
information is immediately available to the Digtrict Supervisor who has on-line access at the digtrict
office. If the request requires prompt action, the Staff Assistant will aso cdl the Supervisor.

The Didrict Supervisor must evauate the request to determine if corrective action is necessary. The
Supervisor contacts the caller with the decison and related explanation. If action is required, the
Supervisor makes the decision and instructs the work crews how and when to correct the problem.
The accomplishment of the “work order” is shown on each work crews Daily Work Report. This
form is manually prepared and shows the crew employees, the number of hours worked on the
correction and identification and cogts of any equipment and materias used.

The Supervisor writes or gpproves the corrective action taken which is noted on the Request for
Service form and which is entered into the computer syslem. The Supervisor dso reviews and
gpproves the Dally Work Report form which is entered into the computer system.

We noted that some District Supervisors do not enter the above forms into the computer a the
digrict office. Instead the manua forms are sent to the Department office for input by a Staff
Assgant. We dso noted that some District Supervisors who do enter the forms retain the originad
formsingtead of forwarding to the Department office for filing.

We further noted during conversations with gtaff that the computer system is difficult to mantain
and is approaching obsolescence. We observed that the system is not flexible or particularly user
friendly. We located some information in the sysem only because we had obtained paper
documentation of its existence or identified related information which we knew was contained in the
computer. Management is searching for an updated system which will provide a better database and
will be eesier to maintain.

D. PaRTICULAR CASE-PROCEDURES FOLLOWED

We noted that in the particular case under review, the genera procedures were not aways followed
to the letter. The significant exception seems to be the initia contact. Apparently because of work
proximity and long term knowledge of the County employees, the Fleet Management Director
contacted the newly assigned Didtrict Supervisor of an ongoing and uncorrected road drainage
condition which damaged his driveway and his father-in-law’'s driveway at the public right-of-way.
This service request was not entered into the computer system for tracking.

According to the Digtrict Supervisor, he performed an on-site survey and evaluation of the condition
before sgnificant corrective work was performed. This seems to have taken place over a couple of
months. Initiad corrective actions took the forms of adding limerock to restore the driveway washouts
and grading the road shoulders to change the storm water runoff patterns. These actions would have
been recorded on the crews Daily Work Reports, but not associated with any Request for Service
in the computer system.
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In October 1998, it was discovered that the previous actions had not corrected the condition. The
Didtrict Supervisor determined that further work was need on this drainage problem. On October 23,
1998, limerock and equipment were used to build up two driveways to prevent water from entering
the private property. This time the Request for Service form was prepared which clearly identified
the name of the Fleet Management Director and referenced the related Dally Work Report.

Again the corrective measure failed and in December 1998 the Didtrict Supervisor determined that
a mgor effort was needed. This time the two driveways were again built up with compacted
limerock, but were now capped with asphalt. Although this was a more expensive solution to a
chronic drainage problem, the District Supervisor contends that the project was an unusua condition
and this action fixed a recurring problem. He inssts that there was no coercion or improper reason
the repair was done in the find manner. Although there may have been other ways to cure this
drainage problem, in his opinion this was the mogt effective method.

CONCLUSIONS

In general, we found that the existing roads maintenance procedures and controls are servicegble,
but should be updated and enhanced for clarity and consistency. There should be greater care to
ensure that dl service requests are entered into the management information system, regardiess of
how and from whom obtained. Upgrading the computer application to provide necessary information
is desirable and management is aready considering enhancements.

We found no evidence or indication of impropriety by any County officia or employee. Even though
it is not possible to know beyond a doubt what was the intent or what was someone' s perception of
the intent, we bdieve no wrongdoing was committed nor was there an intent to misuse an officid
position as defined in the County’s Code of Ethics. Further, we noted that several months had passed
from the origind contact between the Fleet Management Director and the Digtrict Supervisor and
the find paving of the driveways. In the intervening period, progressvely extendve attempts were
made to resolve the drainage problem, which does not seem indicative of coercion.

We did conclude that the two driveways were repaired in a manner not normaly done by the
Department. Based on our inspection of County maintained roads, we did not identify any other
obvious driveway repairs that were smilar. We further believe that a reasonable person could infer
that there was an appearance of impropriety.

We have made no determination of whether the particular repair made to resolve the drainage issue
was appropriate. This appears to be a technical matter that management may better evaluate. It seems
reasonable to dlow a Didrict Supervisor to wied considerable authority and decison making,
particularly consdering the size and resources of the County. In fact, such latitude would seem
desirableif the supervisors are capable, professona and reliable.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Our suggestions for enhancing controls and procedures follow. These are based only on our review
activities to date, which have not included al operationa aspects of the Department. At present the
Department is being reorganized as a division of the Engineering Department and many operations
will necessarily be examined by management. Further critique on our part at this stage would be too
much “fine tuning” and could be unnecessaily intrusve into management’s responghilities. We
would be pleased to respond to any management request for additiona assistance.

We recommend that County Adminigtration revise and reissue in written form the County’s Code
of Ethics that emphasizes the need to minimize the appearance of impropriety in the conduct of
County employees and public officers. This could have an addendum specificaly addressed to
department directors regarding misuse of public position. In the future, if department directors, as
wdl as asssant county administrators and smilar “high profile’ officids, require County services
that could appear to be an exceptiona benefit not available to the public, written approva should
be obtained from the County Adminigtrator. Should the County Adminigtrator have need for smilar
County services, he would obtain BCC approval. Violations of this standard would result in
disciplinary actions.

We recommend that Road Department management revise and reissue in written form its policies
concerning citizen complaints and service requests. Further, procedures should be developed that
provide more specific guidance and how best to resolve the complaints and requests. Policies and
procedures should be relevant, meaningful and flexible. If too complex or onerous, chances are very
good that the policies and procedures would not be closdy followed without strict enforcement,
which could create too much burden on supervisors.

We recommend that Road Department management continue its search for a replacement computer
goplication. This application should have a more comprehensive database which is readily accessible
and can provide management with needed information on a timey basis without sgnificant time in
the gathering stage.

MANAGEMENT’SRESPONSESAND COMMENTS

Recommendation: Revise and reissue in written form the Code of Ethics with an addendum
specificdly addressng department directors regarding misuse of public
position.

Management’ s Pogition: We partidly concur.

«  We grongly believe in the Code of Ethics, and agree that dtrict adherence should be given by
ALL employees. Administration agrees that increased vigilance and emphasis be placed upon
the proper conduct of all county employees.
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Recommendation: Policies concerning citizen complaints and service requests be revised and
reissued, including development of procedures providing specific guidelines
for resolving these issues.

Management’ s Position: We concur.

 The Board of County Commissioners gpproved a reorganization of the Road Department,
placing it within the framework of the Engineering Department, which should dlow for proper
development of policies and procedures addressed in the review.

*  The Road Department consists of many long-time Marion County employees who have not had
the benefit of drong leadership or individuds who can assgt in long-term planning and
organizationd oversight. County Engineer Bob Titterington is a former City Manager; Assigtant
County Engineer Jm Richards brings a wedlth of experience in thisarea. Other senior daffers,
induding Drainage Engineer Paul Bradley and Traffic Engineer Mounir Bouyounes, will be
involved in the education and training of Road Department employees.

Recommendation: The Department search for a replacement computer gpplication.

Management’ s Pogtion: We concur.

e The Department and Information Systems are preparing a Request for Proposa (RFP) to be
issued in the latter part of this budget year to addressthisissue.
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ATTACHMENT

Excerpted from BCC Minutes of October 20, 1981
Road Maintenance - Upon motion of Commissioner England, seconded by Commissioner Abshier, the Board
adopted the following Marion County Road Department Road Maintenance definitions:

Road Maintenance “ A”
Roads within platted subdivision that were built according to the Public Works Manual and have been
accepted for maintenance by the Board of County Commissioners after satisfactory completion of the

developers maintenance period. Roads will be maintained on a routine basis.

A. Paved roads will be maintained by patching potholes and pavement edge drop-offs.

B. Paved road shoulders and ditches will be mowed on a routine basis within budgetary limitations
(approximately once every nine weeks).

C. Unpaved roads will be maintained by grading within budgetary limitations (approximately once every

seven weeks).
Unpaved road shoulders and ditches will not be mowed.

Trimming and quadrant sign replacement will be performed within budgetary limitations.

All traffic control devices will be maintained.

Drainage system will be maintained in a functional manner.

Dedicated water retention areas will be maintained. (Mowed once a year during the month of
November.)

IOMmOU

Road Maintenance “B”

Roads historically maintained by the County Road Department and/or approved for maintenance by the

Board of County Commissioners. Maintenance will be on aroutine basis.

A.  Paved roads will be maintained by patching potholes and pavement edge drop-offs.

B. Paved road shoulders and ditches will be mowed within budgetary limitations. (Approximately once
every nine weeks.)

C.  Unpaved roads will be maintained by grading within budgetary limitations. (Approximately every seven

weeks.)

No shoulder mowing will be performed on unpaved roads.

Trimming will be performed within budgetary limitations.

Traffic control and quadrant signs will be installed and maintained within budgetary limitations.

The drainage system will be maintained within budgetary and right-of-way limitations.

Gmmo

Road Maintenance “C”

Public and/or rights-of-way deeded to the County for roads that are not maintained by the County on a
routine basis. Road maintenance will be performed when deemed necessary by the Road Department to
correct dangerous conditions. When maintenance crews are in the area roads that are passable but bad, will
be graded when feasible. Mowing, grading, pavement patching, trimming, quadrant sign and traffic control
devices, ingallation and stabilization will not be performed unless such action is deemed necessary to correct
dangerous or hazardous conditions. The County does not assume any liability for any conditions on the
roadway.

Road Maintenance “D”

“Roads’ not maintained by the County. Maintenance will be limited to those "roads’ and rights-of-way that
are physically impassable but needed for emergency vehicles such as ambulances and fire trucks. "Roads"
that are rough but passable would not be considered for maintenance. "Roads’ that do not have a density ratio
of 6 occupied residences per mile will not be considered for maintenance. The County does not assume any
liability.
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