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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This audit is a follow-up of the December 2006 audit report titled Controls
Over Tracking Code Enforcement Citations and Maintenance of the City
Abatement Fund. The report contained 25 Action Plan items to improve
citation tracking and sanction collection. The objectives of this audit are to
assess management’s corrective actions taken in response to the 2006
audit, and to evaluate the Code Enforcement division’s current control
environment.
Our work was limited to assessing actions taken by management since the
2006 audit to employ the proposed audit resolutions. We did not make an
assessment of Code Enforcement operations outside this scope. More
information on the audit objectives, scope, and methodology can be found
on page 7 of this report.
Code Enforcement staff is responsible for the enforcement of Chapter 18 of
the City Code, which was intended to protect neighborhoods from blight
and to promote healthy, safe neighborhoods by establishing requirements
for maintenance of all building exteriors and land. At the time of the 2006
audit, the administrative hearing process, approved by City Council in
2002, was the primary progressive enforcement tool used by Code
Enforcement.
Fourteen of the twenty-five reported Action Plan items from the 2006 audit
were directly attributable to Code Enforcement’s administrative hearing
process. These items are now obsolete given that Code Enforcement has
discontinued the use of administrative citations and the hearing process as
enforcement tools. More explanation on terminating this process can be
found starting on page 4.
Code Enforcement effectively implemented the other 11 proposed
resolutions from the 2006 audit. Notably, the division has developed a
comprehensive policy and procedures manual, key performance measures,
and a training plan for the ongoing professional development of Code
Enforcement staff. A complete listing of the status of management’s
corrective actions for the 25 Action Plan items begins on page 11 of this
report.
We also concluded that Code Enforcement management has established
an effective control environment within the division. Management is aware
of the need for a control system and has demonstrated and communicated
this by, among other things, encouraging high ethical standards in
interactions with the public, and through proper delegation of authority for
decision making. More information on our evaluation of the control
environment can be found on page 9 of this report.
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BACKGROUND
In December 2006, an audit of the process used to issue, track, and
resolve citations issued by the Code Enforcement Division of the Citizen
and Neighborhood Resources (CNR) Department was completed. The
objectives of the audit were to:
1. Ensure that citations were properly accounted for and required
sanctions collected, and
2. Verify that restricted revenue was recorded as required and used for
allowed purposes.
The report consisted of 25 Action Plan items for management follow-up,
that were primarily related to the administrative hearing process.
Significant results from the 2006 audit are as follows:
•

The process for tracking Code Enforcement administrative citations is
not effective.

•

Controls are not sufficient to help ensure that compliance is achieved
with City Code requirements for administrative citations.

•

Documentation is not always maintained to evidence why
administrative citations are not forwarded for an administrative hearing.

•

Decisions have not been made on whether to attempt collection on
unpaid administrative sanctions up to three years old and for which no
follow-up billing has ever been sent.

•

Sufficient controls are not in place to help ensure that the amount owed
for administrative citation sanctions is calculated correctly and that all
amounts due, including interest, are billed timely.

•

Amounts deposited into the City Abatement Fund exceed requirements
and there is no demonstrated need for the fund.

•

The duties of the administrative hearing function and Code
Enforcement are not properly segregated.

Code Enforcement Division
The City’s Code Enforcement Division is responsible for investigating and
resolving a variety of violations related to property maintenance, housing,
zoning, signage, graffiti, and construction activity. Organizationally located
in the Citizen and Neighborhood Resources Department, the program was
staffed by 20 full-time employees in 2006: 1 code enforcement manager,
3 senior code inspectors, 13 code inspectors, 2 code enforcement
specialists, and 1 neighborhood services specialist. Currently, total fulltime employees remain at the 2006 level.
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Code inspectors, senior code inspectors, the code enforcement manager,
and assistant general manager of the CNR Department are authorized by the
city manager to enforce Chapters 18 and 24 of the Scottsdale Revised City
Code, and to impose sanctions such as administrative citations, civil
enforcement, and legal action or abatement following the issuance of an
enforcement notice and order.
Chapters 18 and 24 provide standards to protect neighborhoods from blight
and to promote healthy, safe neighborhoods by establishing requirements for
maintenance of all building exteriors and land. Property complaints can be
reported over the phone, online, or initiated by a code inspector while in the
field.
Table 1 shows the volume of complaints received by Code
Enforcement for the past three fiscal years, and through 10/24/2008 for
fiscal year 2008/09:
Table 1. Code Enforcement Total Complaint Count
FISCAL YEAR

CASES

2005/06

14,714

2006/07

18,831

2007/08

18,848

2008/09*

7,345

*through 10/24/2008
SOURCE: Code Enforcement Division

Administrative Hearing Process
The administrative hearing process was an additional enforcement tool
approved by City Council in June 2002. This new procedure included a
specialized administrative citation, an informal hearing officer process, and
administrative agreements between the City and the person accused of the
code violation. Code Enforcement was responsible for the administration of
the hearing process, and the billing and collection of sanctions. At the time
of the 2006 audit, administrative citations and the hearing process were the
primary means for progressive enforcement; they were also the subject of
the majority of the Action Plan items requiring management correction.
Code Enforcement management initiated steps to correct these Action Plan
items; however, after consulting with staff in the City Attorney’s Office, it was
determined that proper management of the administrative hearing process
would require a duplication of the process already established in City Court
for civil citations. Additionally, this would require Code Enforcement to shift
their primary focus and resources away from code enforcement to court
administration.
As a result, Code Enforcement stopped issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing process
in January 2007.
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City Code was not amended in order to leave management the option of
reinstating the use of administrative citations in a revised system in the
future.
Civil Citations
Since termination of the administrative hearing process in January 2007,
Code Enforcement has relied on civil citations as their primary progressive
enforcement option to compel compliance when warnings or notices fail to
induce voluntary compliance. Unlike administrative citations, civil citations
are a formal process that requires adjudication, billing and payment of
citations through the City Court.
The termination of the administrative hearing process does not appear to
have affected the number of civil citations issued by code inspectors as
shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Code Enforcement Civil Citation Case Filings (excluding parking)
FISCAL YEAR

CASES

2005/06

72

2006/07

77

2007/08

63

2008/09*

60

*through 10/24/2008
SOURCE: Scottsdale City Court

City Abatement of Violations
Abatement is another enforcement option for certain violations involving
buildings, structures, and land. City funds are used to correct the condition
and the property owner is billed for the expense. A lien is subsequently
placed on the property to recover the cost associated with the abatement, as
allowed by ordinance. As a result of Council’s action in July 2007, to
eliminate the requirement for the Abatement Special Revenue Fund, all
revenues received from abatements are now receipted to the General Fund.
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY
The audit objectives were to assess management’s corrective actions taken
in response to the 2006 audit, and to evaluate the Code Enforcement
division’s current control environment. The scope was limited to measures
taken since the release of the 2006 audit to address the Action Plan items
noted in the report. Audit steps included:
•

Reviewing the previous Audit Report No. 0523, dated December 12,
2006.

•

Evaluating management’s responses regarding corrective actions taken
as a result of the previous audit for reasonableness, completeness, and
adequacy.

•

Interviewing Code Enforcement management to gain an understanding of
current processes and the control environment, and City legal staff as
directed by Code Enforcement management.

•

Reviewing the Code Enforcement Policy and Procedures Manual and
Training Plan.

•

Reviewing Chapters 18 and 22 of Scottsdale Revised City Code.

•

Reviewing City Ordinances 3742 and 3745.

•

Soliciting input from Code Enforcement staff.

•

Participating in a ride-along with code inspection staff to observe
processes used in the field.

•

Interviewing Code Enforcement, Financial Services and City Court staff
concerning methods for billing, collection, and recording of Code
Enforcement sanctions.

As a result of Code Enforcement management’s decision to discontinue the
administrative hearing process, no follow-up on the 14 Action Plan items
related to the process could be performed in this audit.
Work performed in the 2006 audit concerning civil citations was limited to
determining whether Code Enforcement was effectively tracking assignment
and issuance of the citations and whether collection of related sanctions was
paid into the City Abatement Fund when required. The 2006 audit did not
include the civil court process because this was outside the scope of the
audit. As such, we did not make an assessment of the civil citation court
process for this audit.
Audit work was conducted in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards as they relate to expanded scope auditing in
a local government environment and as required by Article III, Scottsdale
Revised Code, Section 2-117, et seq. Generally accepted government
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auditing standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. Audit work took place from
October through mid-December 2008, and was completed by Assistant City
Auditor, Joyce Gilbride.
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EVALUATION OF CURRENT CONTROL ENVIRONMENT
Management should develop a control structure to provide reasonable
assurance that established goals and objectives will be achieved. The
control environment is the first element of this structure. It ensures that
management is aware of the need for a control system and communicates
this need with an attitude and awareness that sets the tone for the
organization.
We found that Code Enforcement management has established an effective
control environment by observing the following:
•

Management has communicated its philosophy and acceptable
operational practices through a comprehensive policy and procedures
manual. Staff demonstrates their knowledge of policy and procedures by
completing an annual review of the manual as part of their performance
evaluation.

•

Management encourages dealings with the public to be conducted on a
high ethical level. Firsthand observation of Code Enforcement staff in the
field shows a rapport with citizens and fostering of goodwill.

•

Management has made a commitment to competence. Professional
certification by the American Association of Code Enforcement and
ongoing training is required of all code inspectors.

•

Management has demonstrated an appropriate delegation of authority.
Code inspectors are empowered to make independent decisions while in
the field.

Some of these items were put in place to resolve a condition disclosed in the
previous audit, and benefits have accrued to the organization as a result.
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STATUS OF MANAGEMENT’S CORRECTIVE ACTIONS
The information presented below and on the following pages consists of the
25 Action Plan items outlined in the 2006 audit, the actions planned by
management at that time, and our conclusions as to the current status. For
ease of reference, the action items from the 2006 audit have been grouped
by current status (i.e., Obsolete or Completed) and renumbered. As such, the
presentation in this report does not mirror the reporting sequence or
numbering scheme used in the 2006 report.

Obsolete
1. While steps have been taken to establish a process for tracking Code
Enforcement citations, the process is not effective.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
We agree that the process could be improved and as a result we modified
the process so that Administrative citations are now issued to staff and
sequential numbers are logged allowing management/supervisory staff to
account for the location of each citation. We expect this to be an interim
process as the new Code Tracking System is designed to automate citation
numbering and document creation. Further, with the new Code Tracking
System a citation cannot be issued until all of the controls in place have
been satisfied.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: January 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. This finding is related primarily to administrative citations, which
Code Enforcement ceased issuing in January 2007. The Code Tracking
System intended to track administrative citations was not implemented. A
process is in place to track civil citations which, according to management, is
now the tool for progressive enforcement in cases of noncompliance. The
civil citation tracking process was reviewed for this follow-up audit, but not
tested in this audit or the 2006 audit.
2. Controls are not sufficient to help ensure that compliance is achieved
with City Code requirements for administrative citations. In addition,
in one instance where compliance is achieved, the information
provided to the code violator could be more reader friendly.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
Prior to the start of this audit, controls such as pre-printed ordinance
language meeting code requirements on citations and supervisory review of
dismissed citations were in place. However, we found that technical
omissions such as inspector signatures without printed names or omission of
the method of citation service as required by code existed. Administrative
citation issuance now requires prior supervisory review and approval by lead
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or management staff, including completion of a checklist demonstrating that
all procedural and legal requirements are met. We expect additional controls
with the roll out of the new Code Tracking System.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: January 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process; therefore, the condition no longer exists. However, we noted that
the new Code Tracking System intended to include additional controls, was
never implemented.
3. Documentation is not always maintained to evidence why
administrative citations are not forwarded for an administrative
hearing.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
As indicated in the audit, there were a number of citations that were written,
but were not forwarded on to the Administrative Hearing Officer. The
reasons for these occurrences range from pulling the citation because the
incorrect owner was cited—to the citation being pulled due to extreme
hardships that had not come to light prior to the issuance of the citation—to
one case where Code Management believed that the citation should not
have been issued at all. In the interest of justice, if Code Management
believes that there were some procedural issues or that the citation was
issued in error, a formal request for dismissal is submitted to the Hearing
Officer for consideration. The first formal request for dismissal was
submitted to the Hearing Officer on Feb. 9, 2006. In addition to maintaining
a separate docket as stated above, once written, all citations go to the
Hearing Officer for disposition. This ensures that documentation exists as to
the disposition of all citations.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: January 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process; therefore, the condition no longer exists.
4. Controls are not sufficient to help ensure that the administrative
hearing files are properly safeguarded and are readily retrievable.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
The administrative hearing files are maintained in file cabinets that were not
locked on a regular basis. These cabinets are now kept locked and require a
formal checkout procedure by one individual with a placement card
identifying who has removed the file and when it was removed.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Completed.
12

Audit Report No. 0805

CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process. This condition no longer existed when the civil court process
became the method of progressive action taken when citations are
warranted. According to management, through the civil court process, the
court maintains the official case record and the file affording physical
separation and internal mechanisms that prohibit unrestricted access to
court records from all parties.
5. The duties of the administrative hearing function and Code
Enforcement are not properly segregated. Independent records of
administrative hearings and the resulting dispositions are not
maintained by the Administrative Hearing Officer.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
The Administrative Hearing Clerk traditionally maintained the files associated
with the Administrative Hearing since the Hearing Officer is not provided
clerical support. The audit suggests that the Hearing Officer maintain a
second set of files. As a result, independent records of administrative
hearings and the resulting dispositions will be maintained by the
Administrative Hearing Officer.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: February 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process. This condition no longer existed when the civil court process
became the method of progressive action taken when citations are
warranted. According to management, the court maintains the official record
of cases, and municipal judges hear and handle cases.
6. There is no established reporting responsibility for the Administrative
Hearing Officer that results in oversight of the work being done.
7. The person serving as the Administrative Hearing Officer has no
assigned job expectations and no annual performance reviews have
been completed.
8. The Administrative Hearing Officer responsibilities are being carried
out by an employee assigned to a job classification that contains no
requirement for such activities, no qualifications necessary to conduct
those activities, and no specialized training.
9. The Classification and Pay Plan presented to City Council for review
and approval does not accurately reflect the number of positions and
assigned duties associated with the Administrative Hearing Officer.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
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PLANNED ACTION:
While the Hearing Officer did receive a set of expectations from Code
management and the City Attorney's Office upon hire and has background
and experience as the former Interim Court Administrator for the City of
Scottsdale and as the Code Enforcement Manager for the City of Glendale,
immediate steps have been taken to insure that the employee serving in the
role of Hearing Officer will be working under the correct authority. This will
include demonstrating the appropriate qualifications and ongoing training to
serve in this function. Effective Jan. 2, 2007, the role of the Hearing officer
will move into a professional services contract until June 30, 2007. Prior to
the beginning of FY 07/08, an RFP will be issued through the Purchasing
Dept. soliciting the services of a Hearing Officer that will be administered and
monitored through the Citizen & Neighborhood Resources Dept.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: January 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process. This condition no longer existed when the civil court process
became the method of progressive action taken when citations are
warranted. According to management, municipal court judges now hear all
code enforcement cases through the civil court process and report to the
presiding judge.
10. The structure of the City Code may deter the prompt payment of
administrative citation sanctions since the responsible party may
decide to await a hearing at which the sanction could be significantly
reduced by the Administrative Hearing Officer.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Disagree
PLANNED ACTION:
There is no basis to assume that the current structure of code provisions
deters prompt payment of sanctions. In fact, it is just the opposite as stated
by the audit. Administrative Citation recipients choose not to comply with the
Ordinance and choose to attend or not to attend a hearing where the
sanction may be reduced. This is no different than when a person receives a
ticket for a traffic violation where they can choose to pay the fine and not
appear in Court or choose to appear in Court and contest the violation.
However, we have committed to reviewing the Ordinance and the Hearing
Officer's ability to reduce fines with the intent to establish criteria for the
reduction of fines, such as financial hardship, etc.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: June 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process. This condition no longer existed when the civil court process
became the method of progressive action taken when citations are
warranted. According to management, municipal court judges hear cases
14

Audit Report No. 0805

and administer fines and penalties in accordance with applicable City Code
and state law.
11. Sufficient controls are not in place to help ensure that:
•

The amount owed is calculated correctly.

•

All amounts due, including interest, are billed timely.

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
Code Enforcement staff is working with Information Systems Applications
Development to help develop a database to track and calculate code
enforcement billings. In the interim, the Accounting Division will continue to
assist Code Enforcement staff to ensure that billing amounts are properly
calculated and assessed.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: January 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process. This condition no longer existed when the civil court process
became the method of progressive action taken when citations are
warranted. According to management, City Court bills and takes collection
steps for unpaid civil citation penalties.
12. Proper segregation of duties has not been implemented.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
Prior to this audit, persons wanting to pay the sanction associated with their
citation either paid at the end of the Hearing, or mailed it or delivered it to
Suite 300 as stated on the citation form. Those citation recipients that
mailed or brought the payment into Suite 300 were written a receipt by the
Administrative Hearing Clerk and the monies were hand-carried to Financial
Services (Suite 200). This audit suggests and we agree that a better way is
to direct that the payments are to be made to Financial Services (Suite 200).
The Administrative Citation form will be modified to direct persons to pay the
sanction at the City's Financial Services Dept. (Suite 200).
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: January 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing
process. This condition no longer existed when the civil court process
became the method of progressive action taken when citations are
warranted. According to management, all Code Enforcement fines and
penalties associated with civil citations are payable directly to the Court.
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13. The administrative citation form could be better structured to
facilitate its completion and to be more user friendly to the recipient.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
The city code requires information on the administrative citation that could
be better described on the citation form. The citation process will be
automated with the introduction of a new code tracking system in December
2006. The new Code Tracking System will generate administrative citations
including automatically inputting required information, violation descriptions
and required corrective actions. In addition, as suggested by the audit and to
be more user-friendly, the citation form will be modified to state that
information is available in an alternative format (Spanish or large print) upon
request.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: February 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing process.
This condition no longer existed when the civil court process became the
method of progressive action taken when citations are warranted. According
to management, civil citation forms meet code requirements for format and
information consistent with requirements outlined for civil traffic
enforcement forms.
14. The administrative citation does not appropriately address
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
The Administrative Citation form will be amended to include the following
statement:
"Persons with a disability may request a reasonable
accommodation, such as a sign language interpreter, by contacting Clerk's
Office at 312-2412. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow
time to arrange accommodation."
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: February 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Obsolete. Effective January 2007, Code Enforcement ceased issuing
administrative citations and discontinued the administrative hearing process.
This condition no longer existed when the civil court process became the
method of progressive action taken when citations are warranted. According
to management, civil citation forms meet code requirements for format and
information is consistent with requirements outlined for civil traffic
enforcement forms.
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Completed
15. Decisions have not been made on whether to attempt collection on
unpaid sanctions up to three years old and for which no follow-up
billing has ever been sent.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
Staff has focused on the collection of all unpaid sanctions since the
beginning of the administrative citation process when all recipients of
administrative citations received a letter and a bill for the amount owed. Our
goal now is to continue to assist Revenue Recovery in automating an easier
process that results in more aggressive collection on sanctions. The first
emphasis was on collecting recent sanctions (05/06) and is now proceeding
to the collection of older unpaid sanctions.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: July 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. On July 9, 2007, the General Manager of Citizen and
Neighborhood Resources, and the Assistant City Manager responsible for
department oversight, requested that Council "declare unpaid sanctions,
penalties, and accumulated interest for fiscal years 2003, 2004, and 2005
as uncollectible and transfer the remaining balance of the Abatement
Special Revenue Fund to the General Fund unreserved fund balance."
Council agreed to the write-off of $249,918 in unpaid sanctions, penalties,
and interest by approval of consent agenda item 29.
16. Appropriate steps are not taken to ensure that progressive collection
efforts are made.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
A plan for progressive sanction collection was developed by Code
Management in 2005. Since that time, Revenue Recovery began collection
efforts on code enforcement billings after finalizing a formatting and
information transfer process between Code Enforcement and Finance
resulting in a system in place to track progressive sanction collection.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Ongoing
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. Code Enforcement, and Financial Services Department staff
created a Memo of Understanding of the process to be used for Code
Enforcement receivables and collection of past due sanctions. However, the
decision was ultimately made to declare unpaid amounts from fiscal years
2003, 2004, and 2005 as uncollectible. To date, approximately 249
delinquent Code Enforcement accounts totaling over $292,000 have been
placed with Revenue Recovery for fiscal years 2005/06 through 2007/08.
An additional $56,455 has been recorded as bad debt expense since the
City Council approved the write-off of uncollectible sanctions for fiscal years
Code Enforcement Follow-up
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2003, 2004, and 2005. Revenue Recovery has followed their documented
procedures and placed liens totaling over $212,000 on the delinquent
properties. To date, $16,093 has been collected and 202 accounts are still
outstanding.
Although attempts were made to develop an information transfer process
between Code Enforcement and Accounting, it was not successful. There is
no longer a need at this point to transfer administrative citation information
given that the process has been discontinued.
17. Appropriate designations were not recorded to authorize all Code
Enforcement staff to enforce Chapter 18 of the Scottsdale Revised
Code or to authorize anyone other than the City Manager to render
interpretations of that Chapter. A similar condition existed with the
designation to enforce the Zoning Ordinance, but steps were taken to
record the proper authorizations during the course of this audit.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
While the existing authorizations have been updated, it has also been
revised to authorize designated position titles versus specific individuals by
name which previously required amendment every time a new staff member
is hired. This will help ensure that staff turnover does not effect
designations.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Completed/Ongoing.
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. Appropriate documents are on file with the City Clerk’s Office
designating authority to enforce and render interpretations of Chapter 18,
signed by the City Manager, and dated June 29, 2007. At the time of this
audit, Code Enforcement management was in the process of updating these
documents to reflect authorization by the Acting City Manager.
18. Comprehensive policies and procedures have not been adopted and
assembled into a single document to assist Code Enforcement staff in
conducting their duties.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
Since September 2004, updating and centralizing the existing internal
policies and procedures has been an ongoing priority. In 2004 Code
management provided staff a variety of documents establishing standard
operating procedures. Included in these documents were critical policies
and procedures such as Inspector Performance Standards (outlining service
delivery expectations, records and file management and case data entry
requirements), and various field procedures. The audit acknowledges that
these documents exist and we agree with the audit preference that they be
centralized into a comprehensive manual.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Completed.
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CURRENT STATUS:
Completed.
Code Enforcement management has developed a
comprehensive policy and procedures manual, which can be accessed by
staff via a help link in the Code Enforcement System. Additionally, Code
Enforcement staff is required to review policies and procedures on an annual
basis as part of their performance plan.
19. A training plan is in place for newly hired inspectors but there is no
comprehensive training plan to help ensure the ongoing professional
development of Code Enforcement staff.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
All code staff, including existing as well as new staff receives regular training.
The existing training program described in the audit was developed with
newly hired staff in mind as a precursor to developing an ongoing training
program. In addition to internal training, management encourages staff to
utilize Scottsdale University for ongoing general professional development.
Moreover, the internal code staff training has been expanded and a process
developed to include code enforcement training through Scottsdale
University. Training courses are being developed and will be regularly
reviewed and adjusted to ensure ongoing professional development.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Ongoing
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. Code Enforcement management developed a training plan for
all positions in the Division, and identifies training for staff in their first year
of employment, second year of employment, and beyond. Management has
also indicated that Division staff will rotate through an inspector training
program sponsored by the Code Enforcement League of Arizona beginning in
2009.
According to management, staff must also complete continuing
education hours to maintain their American Association of Code Enforcement
(AACE) certification.
20. Although the job description requires Code Inspectors to obtain an
AACE certification within the first year of employment, the language
does not address maintenance of the certification throughout
employment.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
The job description and performance evaluations are being amended to
reflect the maintenance of required certification. As a practice, all staff
members who have previously obtained the required certification have
maintained the certification.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: February 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. Job descriptions were appropriately amended to reflect the
required continued maintenance of certifications. All code inspectors with
Code Enforcement Follow-up
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the exception of one have current AACE certification. The one code inspector
without AACE certification has been employed for less than one year.
21. While performance measures were previously in place for the Code
Enforcement Office, they have expired and performance measures for
the current period have not been established.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
In addition to existing organizational annual performance goals and
objectives and individual inspector performance standards currently in place,
Code Management also uses 6 month work plans to monitor performance
measures. This work plan is the one referenced by the audit and the
performance measures of this work plan have been updated for the current
period.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Completed
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. Code Enforcement has multiple Key Performance Measures
(KPMs) in place to quantify performance at a division as well as individual
code inspector level. Monthly management reports are available that
provide statistics on KPMs, which include among other measures, number of
inspections performed, average cycle time for cases, and number of
personal contacts made.
KPMs are monitored regularly by Code
Enforcement management, and updated as needed.
22. Amounts deposited into the City Abatement Fund exceed
requirements and actions have not been taken to make the
appropriate adjustments.
23. There is no demonstrated need for a restricted revenue source to fund
abatement actions since they could be addressed through the City’s
normal budgeting process.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
While funds are needed to perform abatements, ideally our goal is to achieve
voluntary compliance. However, when that is not readily achievable, we use
city funds to abate a condition and then bill the property owner for the
expenses and place a lien on the property to recover the cost associated with
the abatement. We have utilized abatement funds as follows: $10,725.34
for 04-05, $7,709.24 for 05-06 and $28,051.40 for 06-07 Year-to-dates, for
a total of $46,485.98 for the past three years.
As the audit suggests, the current Code structure established a restricted
revenue source to fund abatement actions that require a cumbersome
tracking and monitoring system to properly maintain it. Code Management
and Financial Services Management agree and beginning in the FY 07/08
budget, funds needed for abatements will be identified as a line item in the
General Fund for Code Enforcement.
This change will require an
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amendment to the City Code so that 50 percent of fines and sanctions will
no longer be deposited into a special revenue account.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: Ongoing/July 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. On July 9, 2007, the general manager of Citizen and
Neighborhood Resources, and the Assistant City Manager responsible for
department oversight, proposed two ordinances to City Council amending
Chapters 18 and 22 of the Scottsdale Revised Code to "eliminate the
requirement for, and reference to, the City Abatement Fund and other minor
administrative charges." Additionally, they requested that Council approve
the transfer of the remaining balance of the Abatement Special Revenue
Fund to the General Fund unreserved fund balance. Council agreed to
amend Chapters 18 and 22 by approving ordinance number 3742 and
3745. Budget authority for City abatements is included in the annual budget
for center 11305, Code Enforcement. The total fiscal year 2008/09 budget
for abatements is $55,000.
24. City Code provisions pertinent to Code Enforcement responsibilities
should be reviewed for needed revisions.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
The audit identifies amendments that may be appropriate for Chapter 18
and Chapter 22. For example, Chapter 18 allows for the filing of a lien on a
property following a 30 day abatement notice; however, the Code currently
does not provide for the ability to place a lien on a property following an
emergency abatement.
Other amendments are suggested and a
comprehensive review of Chapter 18, Chapter 22, and the Zoning Ordinance
is scheduled to identify other potential revisions.
TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: April 2007/Ongoing
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed/Ongoing. Sections of Chapter 18 that allowed for the filing of a
lien in emergency abatement cases were amended on July 9, 2007, via
ordinance 3745. Additionally, management stated that an internal review of
Chapter 18 is currently underway.
25. All communications, intended for public distribution in the execution
of Code Enforcement duties, do not meet established requirements.
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE: Agree
PLANNED ACTION:
This is referring to one document associated with all of the code
enforcement related material that is sent out to the public. While the
transmittal letter contains the appropriate city symbol, the attachment
(disposition form) did not. All code enforcement related forms and
communications are being reviewed by CAPA and if necessary, will be revised
to meet the established requirements.
Code Enforcement Follow-up
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TARGETED DATE OF COMPLETION: February 2007
CURRENT STATUS:
Completed. Confirmation was received from the City’s Communications and
Public Affairs office that the current practice is to approve all Code
Enforcement materials intended for public use prior to release.

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE

Code Enforcement Follow-up
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Code Enforcement Follow-up
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